
Bond University

DOCTORAL THESIS

Exploring the Victim-Perpetrator Dichotomy in Domestic Violence: The Role of Trauma
in Acts of Violence.

Hollows, Kerrilee

Award date:
2022

Licence:
CC BY-NC-ND

Link to publication

General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright owners
and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.

            • Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study or research.
            • You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain
            • You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal.

https://research.bond.edu.au/en/studentTheses/fbfdcee1-c3d2-42b4-9157-1e01c66eedf8


  

 

 
 

 

 

 

Exploring the Victim-Perpetrator Dichotomy in Domestic Violence: The Role of Trauma in 

Acts of Violence  

 

 

 

 

Kerrilee Hollows 

 

 

 

 

 

Submitted in total fulfilment of the requirements of the degree of  

Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) 

June 2021 

Faculty of Society and Design 

 

 

Associate Professor Katarina Fritzon and Associate Professor Bruce Watt 

  

 

 

 



  

 ii 

Abstract 

Social learning and intergenerational transmission of violence theorists purport that children who 

experience or observe violence within the family home are at greater risk of employing violence 

within intimate relationships later in life, because they have learnt that the use of violence is 

appropriate in interpersonal settings. Despite there being robust support for this hypothesis within the 

literature, researchers have continued to find support for the transmission of violent and coercive 

behaviour in individuals with histories of only non-violent victimisation, suggesting that the 

transmission of violence from childhood to adulthood is far more complex than the behavioural 

transmission of violence through observational learning. This thesis examined the non-behavioural 

and internal modifications that occur in response to childhood victimisation and exposure to family 

violence to elicit the underlying functions of male-perpetrated domestic violence in subtypes of 

domestic violence perpetrators. It was the objective of this research to construct a comprehensive 

multi-factor, multi-trajectory model of domestic violence that could account for various pathways to 

domestic violence perpetration from childhood victimisation. This was achieved in three independent 

studies. Study one examined how typologies of domestic violence can be utilised in a model for 

understanding how early trauma manifests in subsequent offence behaviour, by employing criminal 

profiling techniques from the investigative psychology field. Study one aimed to explore whether the 

actions systems model could account for variations in DV perpetrator motives, by exploring the 

offence actions, individual characteristics and childhood trauma histories of domestic violence 

perpetrators. Court transcripts from 108 male offenders were subject to content analysis, with the 

resultant variables assessed via multivariate analysis in the form of a multidimensional scaling 

procedure. The results found support for a typology with four distinct subtypes of domestic violence 

perpetration, each with a differing offence narrative. Study two tested the utility of the domestic 

violence typology developed in study one, by examining whether it retained its underlying conceptual 

structure with a forensic sample of 84 domestic violence perpetrators. In addition, study two sought 

to expand on the typology to demonstrate how childhood adversity differentially influences the 

development of psychological vulnerabilities to result in manifestations of clinical issues that 

distinguish pathways to domestic violence perpetration. Information on past domestic violence 

behaviour and psychological functioning, collected via well-validated self-report measures, was 

analysed using multivariate analyses. The results demonstrated further support for the typology of 

domestic violence perpetration created in study one, and established four corresponding offence 

pathways that were functionally linked to a corresponding subtype of domestic violence perpetration. 

By drawing on the principles of behavioural consistency and distinctiveness from the investigative 

psychology field, study three sought to identify the psychological factors associated with an increased 
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risk of DV in four subtypes of DV perpetration, after controlling for general aggression and 

criminality. Study three did so by comparing the personal backgrounds and domestic violence 

behaviour of the forensic sample from study two and a non-offending community sample consisting 

of 42 men who had perpetrated domestic violence but did not have criminal histories. In a final test 

of the multi-trajectory model, study three investigated whether childhood adversity, in the form of 

exposure to family violence and experiences of childhood abuse, influenced whether participants 

from the community sample perpetrated domestic violence or not. Non-parametric mean comparisons 

and binominal logistical regressions were conducted to elicit the psychological factors most relevant 

to increases in domestic violence risk in the four subtypes. The results of study three evidenced 

support for domestic violence to be considered separate from general aggression and violence. A key 

implication of this research is that it has the potential to encourage future similar research, and inform 

the development of best-practice interventions and criminal justice responses that target the 

underlying functions that motivate the perpetration of domestic violence in subtypes of perpetrators. 

Limitations of the current research are presented, in addition to future directions for research.  

    

Keywords: domestic violence, intimate partner violence, offender profiling, childhood abuse. 
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Foreword 

 
“Domestic violence” (DV) and “intimate partner violence” (IPV) are terms used 

synonymously to describe acts of violence that occur between individuals who have, or have had, 

an intimate relationship in domestic settings and includes physical, sexual, social, emotional, verbal 

and financial abuse (Parliament of Australia, 2011).  DV and IPV also tend to be applied 

interchangeably although can sometimes represent slightly different constructs in the literature, with 

DV often used to describe circumstances where children are exposed to interparental conflict 

(Holden, 2003; Humphreys, & Absler, 2011). “Family violence” (FV) is a third term frequently 

referred to in the literature and is intended to capture violence amongst all family members. It is a 

broader term that includes child, elder and sibling abuse, in addition to intimate violence (Corvo & 

deLara, 2010).   

For the purpose of this research, the term DV has been employed. The first reason for this is 

that DV as a term is understood by contemporary, scientific, and legal communities to represent a 

pattern of assaultive or coercive behaviours that occur within the context of some form of intimate 

relationship. Although generic in its definition, a basic and consistently agreed upon understanding 

of DV allows for comparisons across scientific and legal writings to be completed with some degree 

of confidence. In addition, the term DV is more inclusive than IPV and consistent with the 

constructs under investigation in this project (i.e., effects of exposure to interparental violence), 

however is still refined enough to be considered as a variable independent from other forms of 

violence experienced within the family context (i.e., elder abuse, sibling abuse).  

Last, this project was completed with participants sought from within the legal framework of 

Queensland’s Domestic and Family Violence Protection Act [2012], which provides a clear and 

extensive definition of DV. The Act also provides a preamble guiding the interpretation and 

administration of the legislation, and outlines specific provisions for police officers to investigate 

suspected incidences of DV, and enforces the responsibility of police powers to respond when 

suspected incidences are consistent with DV, as defined by the Act and not by the individual.  

The merit of conducting research within the framework of this legislation is that it ensures, 

with the greatest amount of guarantee possible, that independent acts of DV will have been mapped 

against a consistent set of defining criteria prior to being evaluated. It also maintains the integrity of 

the construct of DV, by clearly distinguishing it from other forms of aggression and violence. Thus, 

the legislation itself acts as a measure of quality assurance, reducing the impact of examiner bias 

while simultaneously maintaining some consistency in the interpretation of DV behaviours across 

individual perpetrators
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Chapter One 

An Introduction to the Victim-Perpetrator Relationship in Domestic Violence 

 
Despite several decades of scientific research and the introduction of specialised judicial 

processes and diversionary programs aimed at reducing family-related violence, domestic violence 

(DV) continues to be a serious public health problem in Australia.  Outcomes from a recent report 

released by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW; 2019) revealed that 1 in 6 

women nationally had experienced physical and/or sexual violence by a current or previous partner 

since the age of 15, and that 1 in 4 women had experienced emotional abuse by a current or 

previous partner since the same age. Statistics for male victims of DV were also concerning, with 1 

in 16 Australian men reported to have experienced physical and/or sexual violence by a past or 

current partner since 15 years of age, and 1 in 6 men having experienced emotional abuse by a past 

or current partner within the same timeframe. Equally disturbing were results from the same report, 

which indicated that 1 in 6 women and 1 in 9 men had experienced some form of physical and/or 

sexual abuse prior to the age of 15 (AIHW, 2019). These statistics have been echoed across 

independent Australian States and Territories during investigations into the prevalence of DV 

(Victorian Royal Commission into Family Violence, State of Victoria, 2016).  

DV has also been identified, as an independent crime, to be the most time consuming and 

frequent demand on police frontline resources, as detailed in a Police and Community Safety 

Review report (2013) by Queensland Police Services; with officers attending an approximate 

58,000 DV incidents each year. Similarly, Family Violence Incidence Reports (2014) produced by 

Victoria Police indicated that Victorian officers attended a total of 65,393 family incidents in the 

preceding year, with children present at 22,445 of those. Additionally, due to the multi-victim 

nature of DV offences, multidisciplinary collaboration is essential, resulting in higher logistical 

demands on individual officers and other key stakeholders, such as child safety and community 

health and housing services.  

In addition to being one of the most frequent and resource-demanding crimes, DV continues 

to also be one of the most dangerous in Australia. Data collected by the Australian Institute of 

Criminology’s (AIC) National Homicide Monitoring Program between July 2014 and June 2016 

estimated that in Australia, 1 woman is killed every 9 days and 1 man is killed every 29 days by an 

intimate partner (AIHW, 2019). In cases where life is not lost, the consequences of DV are both 

harmful and life-long, and particularly so for child victims.  
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Problem and Prevalence 

One of the most comprehensive studies completed to date on the impacts of childhood 

exposure to DV has been The Adverse Childhood Experience study (ACE; Felitti, et al., 1998). The 

ACE study was conducted by the Centres for Disease Control and Prevention in the United States 

of America, and has been unique in its ability to demonstrate how the adverse experiences within a 

family home during childhood can have long-lasting detrimental impacts on the well-being of 

victims if the associated trauma remains unresolved. Adverse childhood experiences or ACEs 

(Felitti, et al., 1998), were defined as experiences of violence, abuse, or neglect; witnessing violence 

in the home; and having a family member attempt or die by suicide. ACEs also included aspects of 

the child’s environment that could undermine their sense of safety, stability, and bonding. For 

example, being raised in a household with substance misuse, mental health problems, or instability 

due to parental separation, or incarceration of a parent, sibling, or other member of the household. 

The ACE (Felitti, et al., 1998) study found that early adversity had lasting impacts on the 

health and well-being of individuals over the course of the lifespan, including across physical, 

emotional and behavioural functioning. Individuals with adverse childhood experiences were more 

likely to be at risk of experiencing injury (e.g., traumatic brain injury), mental health (e.g., 

depression, anxiety, suicide), infectious disease (e.g., HIV, STIs), chronic disease (e.g., diabetes, 

cancer), risky behaviours (e.g., substance abuse, unsafe sex), and poorer socio-economic 

opportunities (e.g., education, occupation, income), in addition to an increased risk of premature 

death (Felitti, et al., 1998).   

Within the broader developmental literature, there is sufficient evidence to support the 

presence of both physically and psychologically harmful consequences for children who experience 

violence within the family home (Kalmakis & Chandler, 2015; Meltzer et al., 2009; Wood & 

Sommers, 2011). Researchers have identified strong associations between childhood experiences of 

violence and negative developmental outcomes that result in a range of physical, emotional and/or 

behavioural disturbances during childhood; including impaired child growth and nutrition, 

pervasive language-cognitive problems, and emotional dysregulation (Carpenter & Stacks, 2009; 

Yount et al., 2011). Further, follow up studies have found support for the long-term detrimental 

effects of exposure to violence in childhood that includes major mental health problems and poor 

behavioural functioning in adulthood, such as being at increased risk of antisocial and violent 

behaviour (Becker et al., 2010; Narayan et al., 2017; Howell et al., 2016; Roustit et al., 2009; 

ReRussell et al., 2010).   

Within offending populations, adolescents and adults with a family history of violence are 

overwhelmingly overrepresented in the judicial system (Mandelli et al., 2011; Molone et al., 2009), 
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providing further support for the negative impact of early exposure to violence on behavioural 

functioning later in life. The relationship between childhood victimisation and adult offending has 

been repeatedly tested, with the results of those studies indicating that a history of violence 

victimisation plays an important role in adult violent offending behaviour, and even so for crimes of 

a similar nature, such as childhood sexual abuse and adult perpetration of sex crimes (Jespersen et 

al., 2009; Maniglio, 2011; Seto & Lalumière, 2010).  

Research that has explored the antecedents to DV in offending populations has been focused 

largely on identifying whether experiences of childhood maltreatment and exposure to DV predict 

adult perpetrated DV (Black et al., 2010; Capaldi et al., 2012). The results of that research provide 

strong evidence to support that childhood trauma is a reliable indicator of risk for adult perpetrated 

DV (Capaldi et al., 2012; Corvo & deLara, 2010). However, the DV literature is saturated with a 

body of studies that test the trauma-violence relationship at its extremes, and that are focused on 

identifying the origins of DV from independent theoretical perspectives (Whitfield et al., 2003).  

Researching DV at its extremes includes the tendency of researchers to either be focused on 

the immediate impacts for child DV victims or DV as a crime in offending populations, without 

recognition of the influence of DV on interacting developmental processes to explain violent 

behaviour. The problem with this approach is that it tends to rely on single factor theories for 

explaining complex patterns of personality, emotional and behaviour development over time. 

Without a common understanding of a problem, policy and other responses, such as service 

provision, are likely to be inconsistent and contradictory. While it is important that independent 

theoretical explanations exist, especially for testing and evaluating a phenomenon, it is essential that 

varying approaches are considered and integrated if the complex and multi-dimensional nature of 

DV is to be understood and intervened and ultimately, prevented.   

There is a dearth of literature that explores how early risk and developmental factors 

interrelate to influence personality development and result in individual differences in the 

expression of DV crimes. The overarching aim of the current research was to conduct a detailed and 

specific investigation into the relationship between childhood victimisation (including exposure to 

DV) and adult perpetrated DV. The research aimed to address the limitations of the existing 

literature by developing a comprehensive multi-factorial model that could account for the 

contribution of childhood victimisation within different offending pathways to DV. To achieve this, 

this research intended to integrate the existing empirical literature on the heterogeneity of DV 

perpetrators with the developmental literature exploring the aetiological markers of DV.   
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Domestic Violence Typologies 

 Research conducted over the past several decades has uncovered varying types of DV 

perpetrators, with each subtype distinguishable by a set of unique characteristics and violent actions 

(Boxall et al., 2015; Cavanaugh & Gelles, 2005; Dutton, 1988; Dutton, 1998; Emery, 2011; Fowler 

& Westen, 2011; Holtzworth & Stuart, 1994). Typology research thus far has been conducted on the 

premise that DV is an atypical behaviour, borne from significant disruptions to personality 

development. Accordingly, typologies have often been focused on the presence of particular 

psychopathology, personality disorder characteristics and violent behaviour (Dutton, 1988; Dutton, 

1998; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994). Of the typologies identified, three subtypes of DV 

perpetrators have consistently emerged to explain individual differences in types of DV 

perpetrators, albeit with differing terminology. 

One of the earliest attempts to empirically establish subcategories of DV perpetrators was a 

study that investigated the personality correlates of men who had perpetrated violence against their 

partners (Hamberger & Hastings, 1986). Hamberger and Hastings (1986) identified that the men in 

their sample could be categorised on the basis of three key personality factors that included 

schizotypal/borderline, passive-dependent/compulsive, and narcissistic/antisocial. Men who fell 

within the schizotypal/borderline factor were described as withdrawn, volatile and hypersensitive to 

interpersonal slights with high levels of anxiety and depression; whereas the passive-

dependent/compulsive men were tense and rigid, had low self-esteem and were dependent on only a 

few key figures within their social network. The narcissistic/antisocial men were described as being 

self-centred, entitled and instrumental in their approach to meet their own needs. These men were 

also found to deny experiences of negative emotions such as depression and anger, and were linked 

to increased rates of substance abuse problems (Hamberger & Hastings, 1986).    

Similarly, Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994) proposed that DV perpetrators could be 

characterised according to two dimensions of violence and classified into three subtypes of 

perpetrators, also distinguishable by specific personality dysfunction. Consistent with Hamberger 

and Hasting’s typologies, Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart’s (1994) typology of spousal batterers 

suggested that abusive men could be classified as either family-only, dysphoric-borderline or 

generally violent-antisocial, depending on the severity and frequency of their violence, generality of 

violence, and the acquisition of particular personality traits. The family-only type exhibited the 

lowest levels of psychological and sexual abuse, was least likely to engage in violence outside of 

the family home, and evidenced minimal psychopathology. Dysphoric-borderline type batterers; 

directed violence primarily toward their wives, were highly distressed and were most likely to 

present with borderline personality traits. Last, the generally violent-antisocial type engaged in the 
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highest levels of violence both within and outside of the family home, and was most likely to 

exhibit antisocial personality traits (Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994).  

Physical Violence-Based Typologies of Domestic Violence 

The tendency for researchers to focus largely on physical forms of violence for 

understanding DV is argued to be appropriate because it reflects the factors that place victims at 

greatest risk of incurring serious injury and death. Leading DV academic, Dr Donald Dutton (2011) 

has justified limiting research efforts to serious physical violence because it encapsulates actions 

most likely to lead to arrests and the implementation of judicial consequences. He has argued that 

psychological research that aims to intervene socially should be focused on the behaviours that 

society deems to be unacceptable, as covered by law. Dutton has stated that “law focuses on 

physical (or sexual) assault, not psychological abuse” (2011, p. 5).  

While it is correct that we define physical DV as an unlawful act under criminal law, this 

position seems problematic in that it assumes emotional abuse and other non-physical forms of DV 

(e.g., verbal, financial, spiritual) do not independently produce harmful effects significant enough to 

warrant intervention in the absence of physical or sexual violence. Yet, studies have repeatedly 

found that non-physical forms of DV exact a psychological toll on victim’s equivalent to that of 

severe physical violence and further, that physical violence is most extreme when it is accompanied 

by psychological abuse (Basile & Hall, 2011; Estafan et al., 2016; O’Leary, 1999; Stylianou, 2018).  

Non-physical forms of abuse have also been present during the deaths of DV victims across 

Australian States and Territories. A report produced by the Queensland Government’s Domestic 

and Family Violence Death Review and Advisory Board (2019) found that in 209 (87.8%) of the 

238 apparent domestic and family violence suicide cases within the preceding three years, at least 

58% of individuals had a history of non-physical violence victimisation.  

In the wake of high-profile cases such as Hannah Clarke1, lawmakers across Australia have 

declared intent to criminalise psychological abuse consistent with laws established across the 

United Kingdom, including in England and Wales, who in 2015 became the first countries to 

legislate against controlling and coercive behaviour in a romantic relationship, making it punishable 

by up to five years in prison. Scotland followed suit in 2018 by creating a single offence covering 

psychological, sexual and financial abuse, and carrying a maximum 14-year sentence. A preamble 

to the Domestic Abuse (Scotland) Act 2018 states:  

 
1 Hannah Clarke and her three children were murdered by her estranged partner on 19 February 2020 in Queensland, 
Australia. Their deaths resulted in calls for legislative change criminalising coercive control after it was acknowledged 
that Ms Clarke had suffered psychological abuse via pervasive and excessive control by her ex-partner during their 
relationship (Riga, 2021). 
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An Act of the Scottish Parliament to create an offence with respect to the engaging by a 

person in a course of behaviour which is abusive of the person’s partner or ex-partner; and 

to make rules of criminal procedure for that offence and also for offences subject to the 

statutory aggravation involving abuse of partners or ex-partners. (Domestic Abuse 

(Scotland) Act 2018) 

 

Scotland’s new law and its reference to a course of behaviour rather than an overt act of 

violence has been referred to as the “gold standard”, and is likely to be replicated in Australia in 

some form, as a way of criminalising non-physical forms of DV.  

Continuing to approach psychological abuse as secondary to physical DV also assumes that 

non-physical abuse in its many forms is ultimately driven and mitigated by the same underlying 

psychological mechanisms as physical violence. While it is true that victim reports identify that 

physical violence occurs less often in the absence of and is usually preceded by psychological 

abuse, it is also true that psychological abuse occurs in the absence of physical violence (Jones et 

al., 2010). 

In a study of 3,370 female victims of DV, Henning and Klesges (2003) found that while 93 

percent of the women in their sample reported controlling behaviours, threats and emotional abuse 

by partners prior to acts of physical violence, 21 percent of women reported a history of 

psychological abuse in the absence of violence. The authors also identified that psychological abuse 

was independently linked to increased interest in ending the relationship with an abusive partner, 

due to women perceiving their partners as a serious threat (Henning & Klesges, 2003).  

Combined, these findings and proposed changes in law suggest that psychological and other 

non-physical forms of abuse have influential and adverse roles in DV worthy of the immediate 

attention of forensic researchers, if we are to maintain that legislative and treatment outcomes be 

guided by current social research. They also provide potentially positive insights. For instance, if 

psychological abuse precedes physical violence and increases interest in ending a relationship, then 

it could be argued that the presence of psychological abuse within an intimate relationship may 

represent a point of intervention, which if identified early could prevent the progression of 

psychological abuse to physical violence (O’Leary, 1999; Stoops et al., 2010). With consideration 

of these points, the investigation of non-physical abuse as independent forms of DV and their 

interrelationships with physical violence, appear to be warranted and required if the complexity and 

underlying motivations of DV perpetrators are to be comprehensively understood.  
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Personality-Based Typologies of Domestic Violence 

The reliance on disordered personalities for distinguishing types of DV perpetrators is also 

reflective of the tendency of researchers to consider physical violence as an outcome of DV. High 

prevalence rates of disordered personalities in DV perpetrators, and the understanding that 

personality disorders share strong associations with violence in general, have been used to justify 

the replication of typologies that employ disordered personality to explain DV behaviours. 

However, this approach seems self-serving in that classifying perpetrators according to personality 

only using violent DV perpetrator samples would promote outcomes that support the personality-

violence justification. Without examining the role of personality in other forms of DV, it cannot be 

implied that disordered personality is the primary explanatory factor for all types of DV.  

Typological researchers have acknowledged this to some degree in their explanations for the 

finding that personality is less important in subtypes of DV perpetrators who employ low levels of 

physical violence. They suggest that lower levels of violence in DV are instead motivated by dyadic 

relationship factors (Holtzworth-Munroe & Meehan, 2004). Personality theorists offer a possible 

reason for this finding. They purport that the use of excessive behaviours, such as violence, can 

only be explained by more severe forms of personality dysfunction (as observed in personality 

disorders) because the acquisition of low levels of disordered traits is not excessive enough to 

overrule the influence of other traits that govern the use of violence (Bettencourt, Talley, Benjamin, 

& Valentine, 2006). This is an interesting position because it implies that violence and personality 

dysfunction share some sort of linear relationship, with each increasing or decreasing 

commensurate with the other. However, there is an abundance of evidence in other areas of criminal 

behaviour research to show that extreme behaviour can be carried out by psychologically healthy 

individuals and motivated by circumstance and other psychological mechanisms, including that 

which dates back to the seminal work of Zimbardo (1971). There is an equally impressive amount 

of empirical evidence to show that inferring a causal relationship between violence and disordered 

personality is fraught with complexities.  

Two inferences can however be drawn from these arguments with respect to the personality-

violence connection in the study of DV. The first is that DV as a function of disordered personality 

is often limited to explaining types of perpetrators who use severe physical violence against their 

partners. If disordered personality is not able to explain why individuals engage in lower levels of 

violence against their partners then it also suggests that personality may not to be able to account 

for the motivations of other forms of DV. Additional causal mechanisms, derived from theory, need 

to be examined to determine whether they can account for what personality cannot. Second, even 

within individual forms of DV, behaviours vary substantially. To track a partner’s motor vehicle 
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using surveillance equipment is significantly different to forbidding a partner from maintaining a 

particular friendship. Information about the actions taken during DV and the experiences of DV 

perpetrators can significantly improve efforts to understand what perpetrators intend to achieve. 

Further, when combined with appropriate information about the characteristics of perpetrators, the 

factors that have motivated the perpetrator to engage in their chosen route of action, be it abuse 

and/or violence, can be uncovered.   

Alternate Factors in DV Perpetration 

While most DV typologies typically assess factors such as frequency and severity of 

violence, the presence of disordered personality traits, and the generality of violence, there are a few 

cases where researchers have explored alternate factors; such as the motivations of perpetrators, 

varying forms of DV, and the physiological responses of perpetrators under varying conditions. 

Physiological Responses. Jacobson and Gottman’s (1998) unique approach to categorising 

DV perpetrators according to their physiological responses during acts of violence revealed two 

subtypes of male DV perpetrators, which they classified as Cobra and Pit-bull offenders. The 

authors employed a number of data collection methods, including structured interviews, laboratory 

observations, psychiatric assessments, and the measurement of emotional arousal during conflict 

across four subgroups of participants, that were classified based on the nature of violence used, as 

reported by both the perpetrator and victim.  

Jacobson and Gottman (1998) reported that their results indicated that male DV perpetrators 

could be primarily categorised according to changes observed in the heart rates of perpetrators 

whilst using violence. Cobra perpetrators evidenced decreased heart rates during acts of DV, which 

the authors suggested reflected that they maintained a state of calmness, despite their outward 

expression of aggression and use of violence. The authors also noted that the behaviour of Cobra 

perpetrators leading up to acts of violence were disguisable from their Pit-bull counterparts in that 

they tended to be more emotionally aggressive toward their partners at the start of a violent 

interaction. Additionally, Cobra perpetrators were found to use more severe violence, and 

evidenced “severe antisocial, criminal-like traits, and were also highly sadistic in their aggression” 

(Jacobson & Gottman, 1998; p.30) toward partners. Further, like the narcissistic/antisocial 

(Hamberger & Hastings, 1986) and generally violent-antisocial (Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 

1994) subtypes found in other studies, Cobra perpetrators also expressed high levels of violence 

outside of the family home. 

 In contrast, the heart rates of Pit-bull perpetrators were found to escalate during acts of DV, 

with their anger and aggression building during episodes of violence. Pit-bull perpetrators were also 
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found to be more emotionally dependent on their partners and to fear abandonment, and to 

consequently be more susceptible to experiencing jealousy and to attempt to deprive their partners 

of independence in the relationship (Jacobson & Gottman, 1998). In comparison to Cobra 

perpetrators, Pit-bull perpetrators were more likely to restrict their violence to within the family, 

and especially to direct their violence toward their partners. In many respects, these perpetrators 

closely resembled the schizotypal/borderline (Hamberger & Hastings, 1986) and dysphoric-

borderline (Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994) subtypes found in previously described typologies.  

Jacobson and Gottman’s (1998) breadth of methodology offered novel insights into the 

expression of violence during episodes of DV across perpetrator subtypes, including the role of 

psychological abuse during the commission of DV. The finding that emotional abuse preceded acts 

of severe violence in one subtype highlighted that non-physical forms of abuse are perhaps a tactic 

intended to serve a unique role in the perpetration of DV or alternatively, are representative of 

particular vulnerabilities in some offenders, independent of what underpins the use of physical 

violence across DV perpetrator types. Jacobson and Gottman’s (1998) findings also illustrated that 

while control and dominance may be viewed as the overarching objective across subtypes of DV 

perpetrators, intent to employ violence during conflict may not only vary as a function of disordered 

personality traits and pathology, but also by cognitive-emotional behavioural factors related to the 

self as opposed to others, and according to certain situational factors.  

Setting. Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2000) acknowledged this difference to some degree via 

the addition of a fourth DV subtype to their original typology of spousal batterers. By extending 

their methodology to include multiple measures of a single variable, and assessing acts of DV as 

reported by both perpetrators and victims in a community sample, Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2000) 

found evidence of a low-level antisocial group that fell in between their family-only and generally 

violent-antisocial subtypes on a continuum of antisociality. The addition of this new subtype, also 

led to the re-conceptualisation of their family-only subtype. Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2000) noted 

that the newly identified low-level antisocial group more closely resembled their original family-

only or non-pathological subtype, which was originally derived from a clinical sample of severely 

violent men.  

Low-level perpetrators, derived from the community sample, displayed comparable 

measures of level of violence and mean number of past arrests with the original family-only subtype 

in the clinical sample. The authors purported that this was indicative of a reduced use of violence 

and the presence of pathology in the newly conceptualised family-only subtype drawn from the 

community sample. For example, the authors found that none of the participants recruited from 

family violence treatment programs in their study fell in the revised family-only subtype and instead 



  

 10 

represented a separate group of community DV perpetrators, defined by lower levels of violence or 

couple violence.   

Additionally, Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2000) found that the borderline-dysphoric 

perpetrators in their community sample did not fall along a continuum of violence and antisocial 

behaviour. These perpetrators were instead found to more closely resemble the most violent DV 

subtypes in traits such as impulsivity, hostile attitudes towards women and acceptance of violence, 

but appeared to be driven by particular psychological deficits, such as fears of abandonment, 

dependency, jealousy and pre-occupied-fearful attachment.     

Motivations. Differences in the motivations or intent of DV perpetrators have also been 

evidenced in other typologies that have assessed DV within particular contexts. In an early study 

conducted by Johnston and Campbell (1993), in which DV was assessed in a sample of high-

conflict divorcing families in child custody disputes, the authors found four subtypes of DV 

perpetration. Johnston and Campbell (1993) viewed DV as behaviour resulting from multiple 

sources; including from within the perpetrator (i.e., intrapsychic level), within the [often unspoken] 

rules that govern a relationship (i.e., interactions level), and from within particularly negative 

stressors associated with the situation (i.e., external level). Johnston and Campbell (1993) argued 

that the combination of factors across levels would result in different types of DV perpetrators.  

At the intrapsychic level, DV was considered to be a function to alleviate or eliminate 

intolerable stress, tension or conflict. Johnston and Campbell (1993) stated that such states could be 

induced by external mechanisms such as drug and alcohol abuse, by disordered thinking such as 

paranoid or psychotic ideation, or by underlying traits associated with disordered personality, such 

as impulse-control. Johnston and Campbell (1993) classified DV at the interactional level as an 

attempt by the perpetrator to regain interpersonal control within the context of a conflict of interest 

between family members. Finally, the authors noted that at the external level, DV was situationally 

specific and a response to a perceived threat to the integrity of oneself, children or family. Johnston 

and Campbell (1993) classified the use of violence at this level as reflective of the evolutionary 

potential for the use of aggression or violence by anyone who is sufficiently provoked.  

Johnston and Campbell’s (1993) typology included four subtypes inclusive of both male and 

female-perpetrated DV. The Ongoing/Episodic Male Batterer perpetrators were characterised as 

controlling, impulsive, possessive and jealous, with low levels of frustration tolerance. Substance 

abuse was also found to be present in at least half of the cases involving Ongoing/Episodic Male 

Batterers. Acts of DV by these perpetrators were severe and life-threatening, and included 

psychological abuse, which Johnston and Campbell (1993) noted reflected the intent of 

Ongoing/Episodic Male Batterers to inflict hurt and relieve tension as much as to control, due to 
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their tendency to be highly vulnerable to humiliation and often very dependent upon their partners. 

DV in this subtype was consequently typically present throughout the relationship but most risky 

and intense during a threat of separation.  

In the Male-Controlled Interactive Violence subtype, DV was deemed to be the consequence 

of an escalation in mutual violence between partners where the overriding response by the male 

perpetrator was to assert control and to be physically domineering. Within this subtype, DV was 

influenced by a belief system that perceived violence as an acceptable form of managing 

interpersonal conflict in certain contexts and was rule-governed; for example, that some verbal 

insults may be perceived as deserving of a physically abusive response. Male-Controlled Interactive 

Violence perpetrators also appeared to view their partners as needing discipline and control, and to 

perceive that their use of physical violence in certain scenarios was therefore a helpful act. Johnston 

and Campbell (1993) noted that these perpetrators consequently exhibited some behavioural 

controls in that they were less easily triggered and that their use of violence tended to escalate in 

severity in situations where their partners reacted aggressively or were non-compliant. Further, DV 

in the Controlled Interactive Violence subtype was found to occur throughout the relationship, to 

peak during the decline of the relationship, and to desist after the relationship ended, which was 

thought to be due to a lack of perceived provocation.  

In the Separation/Postdivorce Violence subtype, DV was uncharacteristic and precipitated 

by the conditions associated with the process of separation and divorce, such as disagreements 

regarding finances or child custody. The act of DV was therefore considered to be reflective of the 

perpetrators attempt to regain control over their life after experiencing an intolerable loss. Johnston 

and Campbell (1993) noted that Separation/Postdivorce Violence perpetrators also tended to be 

embarrassed and remorseful after acts of DV, due to their actions being primarily motivated by their 

distress associated with the situation rather than enduring internal vulnerabilities. In the fourth 

subtype, Female-Initiated Violence was always initiated by the female partner and was described as 

being motivated by internal vulnerabilities similar to Ongoing/Episodic Male Batterers. While the 

work of Johnston and Campbell (1993) is somewhat limited in its utility, due to its sampling and 

strict focus on divorcing families, it did evidence that motivations and context play an important 

role in the expression of DV when situational stressors, relationship dynamics and individual factors 

are assessed together.  

Coercive Control. In a review of the family literature at the time, Johnson and Ferraro 

(2000) suggested that DV perpetration was best understood when patterns of violence in 

relationships was viewed in context and according to issues of control, where control is considered 

more broadly than through a patriarchal lens. Johnson’s (2008) attempt to synthesise the family 
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literature and bridge two competing schools of thought about the role of gender in DV gave rise to 

his control-based typology of IPV with four major patterns of violence emerging; including 

Situational Couple Violence, Intimate Terrorism, Violence Resistance, and Mutual Violent Control. 

Over time and in response to new learnings, Johnson’s typology has changed terms and evolved to 

include an additional type; Familial Intimate Terrorism, which covers the use of coercive control in 

joint family systems, typically observed in non-Western cultures where the union is formed between 

two families (Johnson, 2017).  

Intimate Terrorism, sometimes referred to as coercive controlling violence, is considered to 

reflect the most severe type of abuse and is characterised by an enduring and general attempt at 

control that permeates all aspects of the relationship. According to Johnson (2017), it is this DV 

subtype that conjures up typical visions of the ruthless and domineering husband who beats on his 

wife, due to the strong presence of emotional manipulation, intimidation and control combined with 

actual physical harm. In the Violent Resistance type, violence is considered to reflect attempts by a 

victim of intimate terrorism to resist the use of coercive control with them, by counteracting with 

noncontrolling forms of violence of their own. In Mutual Violent Control, both partners engage in 

coercively controlling violence with one another though Johnson (2017) has acknowledged that this 

subtype is quantitatively rare, and likely to be a false type and better explained as a feature of 

intimate terrorism. In contrast, Situational Couple Violence is considered to occur when conflicts in 

the relationship escalate to non-physical and physical forms of abuse. It is also suggested to be the 

most common type of DV and to happen in response to particular stressors within the relationship, 

rather than be driven by an underlying desire by either party to assert control over the other.  

Attempts to validate Johnson’s (2008, 2017) typology using large scale data sets has been 

mostly positive in its ability to recreate the independent types of abuse, particularly with separating 

situational from coercive-driven patterns of DV through cluster analysis. Somewhat similar to 

Dutton, Johnson (2008) has suggested that researchers and policy makers focus on those types of 

DV based in coercion because it poses a much greater risk of harm to victims. A recurring outcome 

of this approach though has been the multiple extensions to Johnson’s typology, consisting of new 

contexts in which situational and coercive DV can be found without advancing understandings 

about the function of DV (Conroy & Crowley, 2021; Mennicke, 2019; Nielson, Hardesty & 

Raffaelli, 2016). It has also resulted in social researchers attempts to quantify or operationalise 

coercion in order to make distinctions between coercive control and control during the course of 

typical relationship conflict (Hardesty et al., 2015, Messinger et al., 2014).  It is hoped by these 

researchers that improvements in measuring coercion will result in the identification of additional 

DV types, thus detailing varying ways in which DV presents and can be intervened with victims. 
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However, research that has tested Johnson’s typology by comparing IPV across male and 

female perpetrators has been critical of the self-confirming nature of these validation studies (Bates, 

Graham-Kevan & Archer, 2014; Hines & Douglas, 2019; Meier, 2015). For example, Bates, 

Graham-Kevan and Archer (2014) have argued that support for Johnson’s original typology has 

been based on flawed methodology (i.e., sample of violence victims in women’s shelters, general 

surveys) and an inherent structural bias, whereby perpetrator types have been constructed by 

relegating female-perpetrated violence to a lower level on a hierarchy of seriousness. This has 

included defining female-perpetrated violence as either non-coercive (i.e., Situational Couple 

Violence) or retaliation by victims (i.e., Violence Resistance), and by assuming that only men can 

be responsible for the most serious form of IPV (i.e., Intimate Terrorism). 

Using an unselected sample to test the influence of sex in the perpetration of IPV and 

Johnson’s typology; Bates, Graham-Kevan and Archer (2014) found that females not only reported 

higher levels of verbal and physical aggression toward their male partners than females-to-male 

partners, but that females also demonstrated controlling behaviour characteristic of Intimate 

Terrorism. The latter has been replicated across studies (e.g., Hines & Douglas, 2019), suggesting 

that control in DV may not be reflective of an innate gendered need for power but rather indicative 

of the perpetrator, their available skills, resources and needs, and/or broader influences consistent 

with other forms of aggression and violence.  

In raising concerns about the role of sex in the perpetration of DV, the findings from studies 

like Bates, Graham-Kevan and Archer (2014) critically highlight the need for DV typologies to not 

only be based in robust theory, but to also reflect patterns of behaviour that are actually occurring in 

relationships. It also importantly emphasises the need for typologies to be fit for purpose rather than 

repeatedly self-confirming, if social research is to identify meaningful distinctions between DV 

perpetrators that assist in the identification and intervention of violence.  

Theoretical frameworks have been developed over the past decade to try to address some of 

the limitations discussed here, by constructing conceptual models of perceived reasons for the use 

of aggression and violence in DV. These researchers have aimed to mitigate the methodological and 

conceptual flaws evident in the DV literature; for example, the heavy reliance on self-reports 

collected from measures that are comprised of predetermined motives and forced choice 

responding. Two of these frameworks include the three-level model of perceived reasons for 

aggression by Flynn and Graham (2010), and Stairmand, Polaschek, and Dixon’s (2020) conceptual 

framework for IPV motives. Both models are discussed within chapter three and are used to justify 

the development of distinct aetiological pathways to DV offending in study two.  
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Origins of DV 

Dixon and Bride (2020) have argued that effective classification systems should be fit for 

purpose in their ability to connect theory and practice but should also be of practical use. The 

authors suggest that where typologies intend to inform treatment they should be constructed for a 

specific purpose, possess clearly defined theoretical constructs and valid explanations for intimate 

partner aggression, and produce discrete categories. In their critique of exiting DV typologies, 

Dixon and Bride (2020) raise particular issue with the failure of those typologies developed to date 

to explain the causes of DV. For example, they highlight how severity is typically understood as an 

outcome of physical violence rather than an indicator of the cause of aggression.  

There is an abundance of research available within the empirical literature to support that 

DV perpetrators are a heterogeneous population, and the importance of personality in understanding 

how subtypes of perpetrators differ from one another is well established (Cavanaugh & Gelles, 

2005; Cunha & Goncalves, 2013; Holtzworth & Stuart, 1994; Saunders, 1992; Walsh et al., 2010; 

Waltz et al., 2000).  However, few typologies exist that address how early-life trauma is reflected in 

the actions of DV crimes, despite that early trauma is well known to be a causal factor in the 

development of personality dysfunction. Of the typology studies that have explored this link, the 

role of childhood victimisation in classifying DV perpetrators has been limited to simply identifying 

the extent to which a history of trauma is present (Friend et al., 2011; Fowler & Westen, 2011). 

Fowler and Westen’s (2011) tripartite typology of DV perpetrators found high levels of trauma in 

the family histories of men who fell across each of their three personality constellations; 

psychopathic, hostile/controlling, and borderline/dependent partner-violent men. Degree and type of 

trauma and/or abuse varied according to each perpetrator subtype.  

Fowler and Westen’s (2011) psychopathic category revealed the highest levels of childhood 

adversity with half of the men in the group having witnessed interparental violence, half were 

victims of physical abuse and a quarter were victims of sexual abuse during childhood. In the 

hostile/controlling group, half of the men had been exposed to interparental violence, half had been 

physically abused, and only a few had been sexually abused. In the final category, half of the 

borderline/dependent men had a history of childhood physical abuse, a third were victims of sexual 

abuse and just under a third had been exposed to violence within the family home.  

The results of this study provide some evidence to support that childhood abuse and 

exposure to DV do exist in the histories of DV perpetrators, and that they exist in a large majority of 

these individuals. Variations in the combinations and frequency of abuse reported across subtypes 

also suggests that childhood adversity may have an influence on the development of personality that 

is eventually reflected in the various ways in which DV is perpetrated. One example of this is the 
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finding that DV subtypes characterised by the use of severe forms of violent behaviour are 

represented by higher percentages of childhood victimisation, in comparison to DV subtypes that 

engage in less violent behaviour (Holtzworth-Munroe, 2000). This outcome suggests that the 

expression of violence displayed in DV crimes may be related, either directly or indirectly, to the 

nature of the individual’s experiences of childhood victimisation.   

While typological research to date has been somewhat limited in its explanation of the 

multitude of factors that make up DV perpetration, it still proves most promising as a research 

methodology and scientific tool for investigating forensic behaviours at a foundational level, due to 

its ability to conceptualise behaviour based on both the internal and external factors associated with 

the motivations and functions of criminal behaviour. Study one of this research aimed to draw on 

the broader forensic literature to create a typology of DV perpetration by mapping both physical 

and non-physical forms of DV together to demonstrate the varying functions of DV.  

Aetiological and Explanatory Theories of the Trauma-Violence Relationship 

Theoretical explanations for the continuity of violence within family systems exist, with the 

most prominent of those theories being the intergenerational transmission of violence. Grounded 

heavily in Social Learning theory (SLT; Bandura, 1971), the underlying premise is that deficits in 

behavioural functioning, which manifest as violent behaviours in adulthood, are a reproduction of 

experiences had earlier in life, and are acted out through mechanisms of learned behaviour. 

According to SLT (Bandura, 1973, 1977) behaviour is viewed as being the product of 

certain learning principles. SLT posits that children learn behaviour by observing adult’s model 

actions in social situations, which children encode as examples of how one is to behave under 

varying circumstances. Children then imitate the observed behaviour at a later date. Continued 

imitation of the behaviour is dependent upon certain responses from the child’s environment 

(Bandura, 1969). SLT hypothesises that learned behaviour is shaped via the use of reinforcement or 

punishment by adult models, and can be either positive or negative. Additionally, behaviour is 

changed through mechanisms of vicarious reinforcement, whereby children learn from the 

consequences of the model’s behaviour.  Last, the process of learned behaviour and its outcomes 

are amplified when the child identifies with the model - that is that the adult model possesses a 

quality that the child would like to possess.  

Empirical studies using different mediums of exposure including film-mediated models 

(e.g., cartoon character acting aggressively) and models of differing status have purported that 

learning through direct experience can occur vicariously in children, by observing the actions of 

others and its consequences for them. Meta-analytic research on the role of violent video games in 
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the learning of aggression has not only found evidence to support that violence in games predicts 

aggressive behaviour in children, but that it is also responsible for the development of aggressive 

cognitions, aggressive affect, empathy desensitisation and physiological arousal, which all promote 

violence (Anderson et al., 2010; Moller & Krahe, 2009 Prescott, Sargent, & Hull, 2018). Critics of 

this research do however argue that these effects are more likely to occur when person variables, 

such as trait aggressiveness, interact with violent stimuli in the elicitation of aggression-related 

thoughts, emotional states and behavioural tendencies (Saleem et al., 2012). Other researchers have 

suggested that the influence of violent video games on aggression is influenced by a child’s 

evaluations of the risks versus benefits of using particular types of aggression (i.e., relational or 

physical) in a given cultural context (Osterman et al., 1994; Lansford et al., 2012). Nevertheless, the 

outcomes of this research suggest that exposure alone can be a powerful enough medium to transmit 

aggression. 

Contention amongst violent video game researchers has however revealed key lessons for 

the study of aggression and violence through observational learning that should apply to the study 

of the intergenerational transmission of DV too. The first is that while there are theoretically-

plausible mechanisms that support how exposure to violence may contribute to violent behaviour, 

the videogame evidence suggests that the relationship is a complex one. The results of this research 

indicate that in many instances the influence is measurably small to negligible, but that the 

relationship is also often moderated by hidden factors that either strengthen or weaken the impact of 

exposure alone (Drummond, Sauer, & Garea, 2018). The video game research has also produced 

inverse effects, whereby violent exposure has been associated with a decrease in aggressive 

behaviour (Weber et al. 2020). For example, Weber and colleagues (2020) found that when player 

skill matched the interactivity of the game, violent content led to an increase in aggressive 

behaviour, whereas when player skill did not match the interactivity of the game, violent content 

decreased aggressive behaviour.   

For the study of DV, this suggests that if a true relationship between exposure and violence 

does exists, it is likely to be a multifaceted one too. It indicates the need for responsible measures of 

aggression and violence that rely on real-world data, and the implementation of methodology that 

can account for complex systems. Additionally, the violent video game research evidences, like 

most effective risk research does, that the value in understanding influencing factors in violent 

behaviour is less about relationship sizes and whether they are statistically meaningful or not, but 

rather how they amplify effects to increase violent outcomes in some individuals.  

The intergenerational transmission of violence theory purports that children who experience 

violence at the hands of their parents or who observe violence between parents are at greater risk of 
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using violence within intimate relationships, because they have learnt that the use of violence is 

appropriate in interpersonal settings (Black et al., 2009; Franklin & Kercher, 2012; Godbout et al., 

2019; Smith-Marek et al., 2015; Stith et al., 2000). As demonstrated in the aforementioned studies 

on media violence, watching an adult or agent of high-status act out violently leads to the lowering 

of inhibitions against violence in children. Consider cases of DV where exposure to violence 

usually occurs more frequently than other forms of violence and over time, and the result is a 

developmental history replete with experiences that mask the learning of appropriate rules for 

governing action and restraint.     

In addition to contributing to the lowering of inhibitions against violence, exposure to 

violence within the family home contributes to the development of social scripts for conflict 

resolution and communication that involve the use of violence or coercion. Where children perceive 

the use of violence to be rewarding, that it serves some sort of function, they learn positive attitudes 

about violence and are more likely to employ it as a tool for solving problems (Dutton & 

Holtzworth-Munroe, 1997; Dutton, 1998).  Intergenerational transmission of violence theorists 

argue that because the family is an individual’s primary institution of socialisation and therefore, 

main source of childhood learning, the potential for violence modelled by parents to be imitated in 

adulthood, is increased dramatically (Black et al., 2009).  This theoretical framework is well 

established within the empirical literature with its application in the DV research specifically, 

producing consistent findings for a positive association between childhood victimisation and adult 

perpetrated DV (Godbout et al., 2019; Kitzman et al., 2003; Kwong et al., 2003; Roberts et al., 

2010; Smith-Marek et al., 2015; Stith et al., 2000).  

It is important to note though that research has repeatedly evidenced that not all children 

who experience DV go on to perpetrate DV, in the same way that not all DV perpetrators have a 

history of childhood victimisation (Casey et al., 2009). The seminal work of Cathy Spatz-Widom 

(1989) on the “cycle of violence” argued that the widespread belief that violence begets violence 

was too simplistic. Spatz-Widom’s (1989) research found that while childhood victimisation 

increased one's risk for delinquency, adult criminal behaviour, and violent criminal behaviour, the 

majority of abused children did not go onto offend criminally. The research instead found that the 

relationship between childhood victimisation and later destructive and violent behaviour may be 

dependent on the presence of certain demographic variables and the mediating effects of emotional 

damage, such as depression and withdrawal. Spatz-Widom (1989) argued all those years ago that 

the “scientific issue should not be the “box score” (the magnitude of the association between 

childhood victimization and later delinquent or criminal behavior), but rather the goal should be 

further knowledge of the processes involved (p. 165).  
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Similarly, a recent meta-analytic study conducted by Godbout et al. (2019) found a 

relatively small association between childhood victimization and DV victimisation and perpetration 

in male survivors of child maltreatment. The authors concluded that this suggested that the majority 

of child maltreatment survivors were highly unlikely to go on to experience or perpetrate DV in 

adulthood, and was indicative of the potential role that individual, relational and societal factors 

have in increasing risk of DV perpetration later in life.  

One such example has been the influence of parent gender on adult DV perpetration. In a 

study conducted by Kaufman-Parks et al. (2018) in which 950 individuals were assessed across five 

waves of data collection from adolescence through to young adulthood, the researchers found that 

parent-child (male-to-female & female-to-male) perpetration of violence effected male and female 

child victims in varying ways, with parent-child physical aggression found to be a marginally better 

predictor of male perpetrated DV, compared with female perpetrated DV. Kaufman-Parks et al. 

(2018) purported that one possible explanation for their finding was how society accepts violence 

across genders; for example, where society is more accepting of female-to-male than male-to-

female violence, and where boys are not taught that violence toward females is unacceptable, family 

violence victimisation may serve as a catalyst for men perpetrating violence in their romantic 

relationships.  

Reflective of these findings and the outcomes of typological approaches, differences have 

also been found to exist across independent studies that have examined the contribution of 

childhood victimisation to adult perpetrated DV in its varying forms (Chen & White, 2004; Franklin 

& Kercher, 2012). For example, in a study conducted to assess the impact of family-of-origin 

violence on DV, childhood victimisation significantly predicted DV in adulthood, however when 

DV was separated into physical and psychological perpetration, early experiences of violence 

victimisation were no longer predictive of physical perpetration (Franklin & Kercher, 2012). 

Instead, the authors found that physical DV perpetration was significantly predicted by acceptance 

of violence. Individuals who believed that some circumstances warranted the use of physical abuse 

(i.e., slapping partner in face) against an intimate partner were nearly three times more likely to 

have perpetrated physical violence in an intimate relationship. Franklin and Kercher (2012) 

proposed that their results evidenced that important differences in the aetiology of psychological 

and physical adult perpetrated violence exist (Franklin & Kercher, 2012). It could also be argued 

that the results of their study illustrate how learning mechanisms, such as social scripts have the 

potential to influence the expression of violence later in life. 

Similarly, studies have uncovered that the nature of the relationship between childhood 

victimisation and adult perpetrated DV also varies according to the type of childhood victimisation 
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experienced (Berzenski & Yates, 2010; Heyman & Slep, 2004; Murrell et al., 2007; Whitefield et 

al., 2003).  Murrell et al. (2007) examined whether there were differences in DV perpetrators who 

had witnessed DV, were physically abused, experienced both or neither. Results indicated that 

individuals who had witnessed DV during childhood committed more frequent DV compared to 

individuals who had been abused and who had not been victimised at all.  

Further, men who had experienced the most severe violence during childhood also displayed 

the most violent behaviour toward their partners. Consistent with reports from typology research 

such as Fowler and Westen’s (2011) psychopathic category, these individuals were more likely to 

have been both physically abused and exposed to interparental violence during childhood (Murrell 

et al., 2007).  Murrell et al. (2007) reported a trend for men who had witnessed violence to 

perpetrate more violent DV in comparison to men who had been physically abused, although that 

difference was not statistically supported.  The authors also uncovered a difference in levels of 

reported psychopathology across victimisation groups, with rates of adult depressive, antisocial and 

borderline psychopathology found to increase incrementally as exposure to violence in childhood 

maltreatment increased. That is individuals who experienced both physical abuse and were exposed 

to DV reported the highest levels of depressive symptoms, and antisocial and borderline personality 

traits (Murrell et al., 2007).  

A more recent study conducted by Davis et al. (2018), that explored how distinct forms of 

childhood victimisation related to different forms of adult perpetrated DV in a community sample 

of 626 heterosexual men, found that those men who had experienced multiple types of DV 

victimisation (i.e., co-occurring emotional, physical, and sexual maltreatment) during childhood not 

only perpetrated DV in adulthood at higher rates, but were also worse off in terms of their mental 

health, income, education and incarceration history, compared with men who fell within the Low 

Maltreatment category (i.e., little to no history of maltreatment).  The study also found a direct link 

between the type of childhood victimisation experienced and the nature of adult DV offending, with 

men in the Emotional and Physical Maltreatment category reporting significantly higher rates of 

both psychological and physical DV compared with men in the Low Maltreatment category, 

demonstrating further support for SLT’s modelling hypothesis and the intergenerational 

transmission of violence theory (Davis et al., 2018).   

Other studies have found evidence to support that emotional abuse during childhood shares 

a unique relationship with DV in adulthood, above and beyond that of physical and sexual abuse, 

and exposure to DV (Berzenski & Yates, 2013; Crawford & Wright, 2007; Dodge Reyome, 2010; 

Wekerle et al., 2009). This is an interesting finding because according to SLT and the 

intergenerational transmission of violence theory, individuals who have experienced only emotional 
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abuse should not be at any greater risk of committing violence against a partner than individuals 

without a history of physical abuse, due to a lack of specific modelling of that behaviour. Yet 

research that has explored the influence of childhood emotional abuse on the perpetration of DV 

continues to find evidence to the contrary (Berzenski & Yates, 2013; Dodge Reyome, 2010; Millett 

et al., 2013). These results, together with the knowledge that psychopathology varies in DV 

perpetrators according to the severity of abuse experienced in childhood, suggest that the 

relationship between childhood victimisation and adult DV is far more complex than the 

behavioural transmission of violence through observational learning, as purported in SLT and its 

derivatives. Due to the limits inherent in the aims of typology research and in the methodologies 

applied to investigate those aims, typology research alone is unable to explain how early life factors 

(including trauma) interrelate to result in varying DV outcomes. Therefore, study two extended the 

typology developed in study one to demonstrate how the varying functions of DV could be traced to 

the psychological processes and early life experiences of perpetrators.   

Nested Ecological Theory 

Donald Dutton, a prominent researcher in the area of intimate partner violence (IPV) has 

argued that SLT alone cannot account for the complexity of DV because it views violence as the 

acquisition of behavioural habits and in doing so, overlooks the internal or non-behavioural 

modifications that occur from childhood victimisation. Drawing from earlier empirical reviews on 

trauma sequelae in children, Dutton (1988, 1997, 1998) observed that DV perpetrators tended to 

share many of the same deficits in emotional and cognitive functioning. Dutton (1995, 1998) 

hypothesised that if trauma generated certain difficulties such as with modulating aggression and 

autonomic hyperarousal, those deficits should exist in the same individuals in adulthood, in the 

absence of intervention. Further, Dutton noted that if trauma resulted from within the family system 

it was more likely that the behavioural consequences of trauma would also be exhibited within the 

family system in adulthood.  

As an extension of SLT, Dutton (1995, 2009) introduced the nested ecological theory of 

IPV, which focuses on the relationship among the multiple levels that influence the perpetration of 

violence between partners. The theory examines interactions between the characteristics of DV 

perpetrators at four levels of their environment (see Figure 1). The broadest level, termed the 

macrosystem, considers societal and cultural beliefs and includes social norms that condone gender 

inequality and the use of aggression for promoting male dominance. The exosystem level comprises 

structures that connect the individual to society and increase (or decrease) the likelihood of DV. 

Social structures include unemployment and family support. The microsystem level focuses on the 
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immediate environment in which DV occurs and includes factors such as partner communication, 

and the antecedents and consequences of abuse and violence. Last at the ontogenic level are the 

biological and psychological features of the DV perpetrator, including developmental and abuse 

histories.  

 

Figure 1 

Nested Ecological Model of IPV 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dutton’s nested ecological model of IPV (1995), unlike single-factor theories such as SLT, 

allows for multiple factors to be examined across various levels of explanation, and for the 

importance of the interaction of those levels to be acknowledged. The nested ecological model 

therefore also accounts for individuals who have experienced abuse in childhood but who do not go 

on to perpetrate violence (Casey et al., 2009; Dixon & Graham-Kevan, 2011; Godbout et al., 2019). 

This is an important consideration when addressing the trauma-violence relationship because as 

evidenced in the works of Casey et al. (2009) and Godbout et al. (2019), the majority of victims of 

child abuse and DV do not go on to aggress against their families in adulthood.  

Dutton’s contribution to the DV perpetrator literature has undoubtedly been profound. As a 

result, few alternate models exist for explaining the aetiology of DV perpetrators with the same 

level of investigation. Dutton’s model provides a foundational structure from which the many 

variables associated with DV perpetration can be understood and investigated, and allows for 

individual differences in perpetrators to be considered, which is crucial for the development of 

rehabilitative efforts that wish to produce reductions in recidivism rates. However, Dutton’s model 

is not without its limitations for explaining and potentially intervening DV as a forensic behaviour.  
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Ward and Siegert (2002) have stipulated that a number of features are required in order for a 

theory to be successful at explaining forensic behaviour. Based in Kalmar and Sternberg’s (1988) 

“theory knitting” approach to theory development, in which the best aspects of competing theories 

about the phenomenon under investigation are integrated to identify the common and unique 

elements of applicable theories; Ward and Siegert (2002) argue that a suitable theory must first be 

able to account for multiple factors to explain the problem behaviour, including biological, 

psychological, situational and cultural factors.  According to the authors, the theory should also 

clearly identify the problem behaviour under examination to ensure that distinct pathways and 

offence types can be elicited. Additionally, Ward and Siegert (2002) note that the theory should 

outline the mechanisms, and detail the interrelationships between those mechanisms hypothesised to 

create the problem behaviour, as well as, identify multiple trajectories or offence pathways to 

account for different subtypes of offenders, and incorporate both distal and proximal factors to 

explain why some offenders are predisposed toward the problem behaviour under certain contexts. 

Finally, Ward and Siegert (2002) propose that a successful theory should also be sufficiently 

comprehensive commensurate with the current level of empirical knowledge whilst upholding the 

“epistemic virtues of comparative simplicity, explanatory depth, scope, theoretical consistency, 

coherence, and simplicity” (p. 323).   

While the nested ecological model of IPV (Dutton, 1995) meets most of the criteria for a 

successful forensic theory as set out by Ward and Siegert (2002), it is very much focused on the 

factors that give rise to the development of personality disorders, which are then used to explain the 

volatility and violence observed in crimes of DV. The model takes a relatively general approach to 

explaining the contribution of alternate causal factors that exist within its structure. The 

consequence of this is a reduced understanding about the role of trauma symptoms in the actions of 

DV perpetrators separate to personality disorders, and whether intimate violence may be better 

explained as a symptomatic response of posttrauma pathology as opposed to personality in some 

cases. 

 Second, while the model purports that DV is the outcome of multiple, interacting factors it 

does not explain how particular clusters of variables interrelate over time to result in distinct 

trajectories, limiting its ability to explain variations in the physical process of DV perpetration. For 

these reasons, the model falls short of being able to provide a comprehensive explanation for how 

childhood victimisation contributes uniquely to the perpetration of DV in subtypes of DV 

perpetrators and thus, how early trauma manifests in the expression of overt violent and coercive 

behaviours across DV trajectories. For professionals seeking to intervene both therapeutically and 

judicially based on the perpetration of individual crimes of DV, a multi-factor, multi-trajectory 
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model of DV that captures both the physical process of DV crimes and its accompanying cognitive, 

emotional and attributional elements within a unitary framework is required. 

Multi-Factor, Multi-Trajectory Model of Domestic Violence 

One model that has demonstrated an ability to more fully consider the heterogeneity of 

perpetrators in other forms of interpersonal violence is Ward and colleagues’ offender pathway 

model (Cassar et al., 2003; Chambers etal., 2009; Gannon et al., 2012; Polaschek et al., 2001; Ward 

et al., 1995). Within forensic psychology, pathway modelling has enabled researchers to identify 

clinical problems that exist within offences, and to design intervention programs that target the 

underlying psychological mechanisms responsible for those problems. Originally developed to 

explain child sexual abuse, the model has since effectively been applied as a framework for 

explaining the aetiology of a variety of crimes, such as rape (Polaschek & Hudson, 2004), child 

internet sex offending (Middleton et al., 2013), general assault (Chambers et al. 2009), homicide 

(Cassar et al., 2003) and arson (Gannon et al., 2012).  

 Ward and Siegert’s (2002) pathway model posits that there are different pathways to 

offending, with each characterized by a set of core dysfunctional mechanisms. As described in the 

previous section, the pathway model uses a “theory knitting” approach to integrate the most salient 

features of existing theories with strategies for addressing the research limitations of the phenomena 

under investigation (Ward & Siegert, 2002). Key clinical phenomena are drawn from competing 

theories of causal explanation to form the basis of particular pathways to offending, and are 

hypothesised to be present in all of the pathways in varying degrees. The mechanism believed to 

have the greatest influence on offending processes is considered to be the primary underlying 

psychological vulnerability, and results in a set of symptoms that distinguish the psychological and 

behavioural profile of one aetiological pathway from another (Middleton et al., 2013; Ward, & 

Siegert, 2001).  

In arguing the need for a different approach to classifying mental health disorders, Ward and 

Clack (2019) have suggested that understanding the composition of symptoms rather than focusing 

on syndromes and symptom clusters could provide more meaningful and rich explanations of 

mental ill-health. The authors argue that by modelling clinical phenomena, we can seek to build 

multifaceted explanations of the processes and factors that constitute symptoms. The value of such 

is that it can aid our understanding of the structures and processes constituting disorders through an 

analysis of their central symptoms, that then can promote the development of research that is 

designed based on a richer understanding of the clinical problem. Applied to forensic behaviour 

such as DV, the idea is that what constitutes risk in DV behaviour may actually look very different. 
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While Ward and Clack’s (2019) argument suggests moving away from the use of descriptive 

accounts of symptoms (such as typologies), the application of the offender pathway model in 

conjunction with crime analysis frameworks (i.e., action system model) with DV perpetrators may 

be a starting point for identifying possible DV behaviours or “symptoms” to select from. Future 

research can then continue to refine the focus to achieve the longer-term empirical goal of 

conceptually richer understandings of the phenomena, and better constructed empirical studies that 

are more meaningful to the design of treatment interventions.   

The application of the offender pathway model with perpetrators of DV has previously been 

argued for in the literature (Langlands, Ward, & Gilchrist, 2009). Langlands et al. (2009) suggested 

that the framework provides a useful way of integrating current interventions with individual 

knowledge about DV perpetrators and their crimes, by addressing their core treatment needs, whilst 

simultaneously encouraging perpetrator buy-in. This is achieved by identifying the issues most 

relevant to the offender, as they relate to their offending, and then using that information in 

treatment to teach and promote more prosocial skills and behaviours. The authors argue that this 

makes steps toward the ultimate goal in offender rehabilitation of creating behavioural change and 

reducing risk of harm (Langlands, Ward, & Gilchrist, 2009). While Langlands et al. (2009) suggest 

applying the model through comprehensive case formulation with individual clients, the current 

thesis sought to apply and statistically test the model with empirically derived types of DV 

perpetrators to create an empirically informed model with broad appeal and application.  

Treatment Models for Domestic Violence 

The primary benefit of the pathway model is certainly its ability to inform the development 

of tailored intervention approaches through the identification of different pathways to offending, 

and individual offending-related needs (Chambers et al., 2011). This is an area within the DV 

literature that is deserving of significant attention from researchers. Currently, there is a tendency 

internationally for Courts and correctional agencies to enforce mandatory engagement in general 

violent offending programs or DV perpetrator interventions that are founded on single-factor 

theories such as the Duluth model, where DV is described and treated in accordance with feminist 

approaches. Consequently, DV programs tend to be psychoeducational in design, and focus either 

on general factors such as anger management or adopt the reductionist gendered position that all 

DV occurs as a means for men to exert power and control over women (Corvo, 2019; Day et al., 

2009; Graham-Kevan & Wigman, 2009; Langlands et al., 2009).  

It is argued that DV interventions do not account for the heterogeneous nature of DV, thus 

ignoring the well-established body of empirical evidence that conceptualises DV as multi-factorial 
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(Corvo, 2019; Mederos, 1999). In addition, the approaches that emphasise the feminist paradigm 

fail to consider the key causal factors of DV as identified in the literature, such as the role of 

psychopathology, personality and trauma histories. As Corvo (2019) points out, the links between 

early life risk factors and adult perpetrated DV present far more complex dimensions of theory, 

empirical research and policy compared with examining general violence. 

These oversights are also reflected within the treatment evaluation literature, with scant 

evidence existing to support the effectiveness of general or feminist-based approaches in the 

treatment of DV (Akoenski et al., 2012; Barocas et al., 2016; Corvo, 2019; Corvo et al., 2009; 

Dutton & Corvo, 2007; Karakurt et al., 2019; Miller et al., 2013). Dutton and Corvo (2007) have 

argued in the past that DV policy has failed to keep up with science, which has greatly impeded the 

implementation of effective intervention and criminal justice responses. More recent reviews of the 

evaluation literature suggest that few improvements have been made over time, to the extent that 

some researchers have published critical papers calling into question the mental health professional 

ethics of the continued use of models, such as the Duluth model with DV perpetrators, on the basis 

that they have consistently been shown to have no to little effect on reducing DV, and due to their 

tendency to ignore serious substance abuse and mental health issues present in DV populations 

(Corvo et al., 2009).  

Akoenski et al. (2012) conducted an extensive review of DV perpetrator programs across 

Europe and found little conclusive support for the effective delivery of DV interventions. Further, 

the authors stated that of the programs reviewed, none had tailored interventions to the individual 

needs of DV perpetrators as an offender group or at the subtype level. Akoenski and colleagues 

concluded that their findings were consistent with those from reviews conducted in North America, 

and were indicative of just how little is known about “what works best, for whom, and under what 

circumstances” (2012, p.15) with DV perpetrators.  

In a recent combined systematic review and meta-analysis (Karakurt et al., 2019) of the 

effectiveness of different intervention programs in reducing violence in male DV perpetrators, the 

authors found that comorbid programs that included substance abuse or trauma components, rather 

than generic or gender-based approaches, showed promise for diminishing violence. In their review, 

Karakurt and colleagues (2019) identified that Duluth and CBT approaches alone showed no 

significant benefit on reducing violence when compared with brief interventions that solely 

addressed motivational enhancement. In contrast, interventions that addressed issues such as 

substance abuse or trauma yielded better results, providing support for the direct intervention of the 

emotional, cognitive and behavioural processes that underpin and may lead to the enactment of 

aggression and violence in DV perpetrators (Karakurt et al., 2019).     
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Perhaps one reason why policy has tended to overlook multiple causal factors in the 

intervention of DV is because aetiological theories of DV are yet to demonstrate the importance of 

these factors in the behavioural profiles of DV perpetrators and therefore, their clinical utility. 

Marrying the research from typological approaches with the findings from independent studies in 

the DV literature on the trauma-violence relationship to produce a model that explains varying 

pathways in DV offending, may then also inform the development of best-practice interventions and 

criminal justice responses that target the underlying functions responsible for the perpetration of 

DV in each subtype. Further, mapping the actions of perpetrators against the trajectories to identify 

distinct behavioural profiles may assist with the identification of constructs that can appropriately 

measure the effectiveness of DV interventions.  

The Current Research  

Despite the high prevalence of DV research conducted over the past three decades, the 

overall state of the DV perpetrator literature remains compartmentalised. Three major areas appear 

to exist that include typological approaches, individual developmental and trauma studies, and 

treatment evaluation. While each area has added substantially to what is known about DV 

perpetration they have remained largely distinct, which has resulted in a poorly conceptualised 

notion of the DV perpetrator, and to the delivery of treatment programs that have not yet 

demonstrated effective reductions in DV recidivism rates.   

Dutton’s addition of the nested ecological model to the DV perpetrator literature is perhaps 

its greatest strength. The model has proved to be a reliable and theoretically diverse and inclusive 

framework for explaining the heterogeneity of DV perpetrators and for understanding the role of 

trauma in DV. In doing so, Dutton has set the foundation for future studies to bring together 

important aspects of the model to explain differences in DV perpetrators. However, additional work 

is needed to extend this model to explain how variations in the actions of DV crimes are also linked 

to aetiological factors.  

The overarching aim of this research was to build upon the strengths of Dutton’s work to 

establish a contemporary aetiological model of DV perpetration that could account for individual 

differences in DV perpetrators, but that also demonstrated how such differences are linked to 

variations in DV offence processes. To achieve this, the research was comprised of three 

independent studies, with the first two studies forming part of the model development process, 

including a statistical appraisal of the key elements of the model with male DV perpetrators across 

two samples. The third study tested the proposed offence processes of DV perpetrators by 

contrasting the aetiological markers associated with DV subtypes from two independent samples.    
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The primary aim of study one was to conduct an investigation into the offence profiles of 

DV perpetrators. Study one examined variations in the criminal actions of DV perpetrators to 

uncover the underlying motives for DV. This information formed the basis of the proposed 

explanatory model and was used to identify key behavioural and psychological themes that could be 

linked to the characteristics of subtypes of DV perpetrators. In order to investigate the 

interrelationships between perpetrator actions to reveal subtypes of DV perpetrators, the study 

borrowed techniques from the field of investigative psychology. Within the investigative 

psychology field of research, patterns of criminal actions are used to derive narratives and create 

profiles that can explain the motives of perpetrators (Hakkaken, Lindlof, & Santilla, 2004).  

Together with the knowledge about the underlying motives for DV perpetrators, study two 

drew from the existing theories and literature to construct pathways of DV perpetration that 

included information about perpetrator’s trauma and developmental histories, and subsequent 

cognitive, emotional and attributional vulnerabilities. The development of aetiological pathways to 

offending enabled offence processes to be mapped over time to reveal distinct routes to DV 

offending, with each characterised by a set of psychological mechanisms found to increase risk of 

DV. In addition, study two maintained a strong focus on investigating how violence victimisation 

and exposure to DV in childhood influence development to result in DV perpetration in adulthood.    

Last, study three aimed to statistically appraise key elements of the model. Differences in 

the psychological and behavioural backgrounds of DV perpetrators from forensic and community 

samples were compared to test whether the model had utility with a non-offending population and 

whether it was robust enough to explain differences in levels and expressions of DV.    
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Chapter Two 

Study One: Investigating the Offence Processes of DV Perpetrators   

 
In a review of the DV perpetrator literature nearly two decades ago, Holtzworth-Munroe and 

Stuart noted that the value of typologies “comes from the ability to use them to better understand 

the causes and functions of various types of marital violence” (1994, p. 493).  However, researchers 

have since continued to maintain a largely similar approach to classifying DV perpetrators, by 

examining differences amongst perpetrators according to dimensions of personality and levels of 

physical violence (Cunha & Goncalves, 2013; Friend et al., 2011; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 

1994). Few typologies have tested the use of discrete behaviours in the time leading up to or during 

individual acts of DV to understand the functions of DV. There is also an absence of the 

consideration of how non-physical forms of DV contribute to understandings about subtypes of DV 

perpetrators. Despite being a distinct form of DV, psychological abuse is usually confounded within 

the construct of physical violence in order to elicit the psychological factors responsible for DV 

(Basile & Hall, 2011). As a result, little is known about how the behaviours in independent forms of 

DV interrelate to result in abuse and violence. 

In addition, because typological research has predominantly employed personality to 

distinguish perpetrators, it has continued to overlook the role of childhood victimisation in DV 

perpetration. This is despite research that evidences differences in DV outcomes relative to the 

nature of victimisation experienced during childhood (Berzenski & Yates, 2010; Heyman & Slep, 

2004; Murrell et. al., 2007; Whitefield et al., 2003). The absence of this information poses a 

significant problem for empirically validating hypothesised links in the aetiological DV research 

that suggest childhood victimisation affects developmental processes to result in DV perpetration.   

Typological research is essential for the development of aetiological models of offending 

behaviour because it provides a conceptual framework from which perpetrators and their crimes can 

be understood and linked. However, for typologies to be functionally useful they must be able to 

account for the many actions that make up a crime type and have the ability to identify various 

causal mechanisms (Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994; Jones et al., 2010; Ward & Siegert, 2002).  

The purpose of study one was to develop a typology of DV perpetrators that was broad 

enough to account for differences in the ways in which DV is perpetrated across individuals, and 

that was also capable of demonstrating how the interrelationships between certain sets of discrete 

behaviours can be used to explain the primary underlying function of each subtype. The 

development of a typology that can link variations in crimes of DV to distinct psychological 

motivations in subtypes of perpetrators forms a comprehensive basis from which offence processes 
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can be mapped over time to elicit distinct trajectories in DV perpetration. Focusing on factors other 

than personality and physical violence also assists researchers and legal practitioners who rely on 

classifications of perpetrators to gauge the risks associated with DV, and to intervene in a way that 

will effectively reduce the likelihood of recidivism in the absence of a formal personality 

assessment or in cases where physical violence is not perpetrated against a partner. 

To achieve this, study one included a diverse sample of DV perpetrators who had contact 

with the Australian justice system due to their destructive behaviour in an intimate context. The use 

of court transcripts allowed for non-violent and coercive behaviours to be identified and 

incorporated as possible DV outcomes in the final analyses, due to the reliance on offence accounts 

or narratives in legal decision making. 

A Narrative Approach to the Study of DV 

 Using offender narratives to understand the meaning of crimes has long been described as an 

effective way for determining the intent of offenders and is a founding principle of the field of 

investigative psychology (Canter, 1994; Youngs & Canter, 2012). Canter (1994) first outlined the 

potential richness of offender narratives for understanding motivation and meaning of offending, in 

comparison to that offered by dispositional and social theories alone, because of its ability to serve 

as an explanation for the instigators of criminal action. Whilst garnering some initial criticism about 

the perpetuation of problems already evident in the broader field of narrative theory and research 

(Ward, 2012), narratives of criminal action have since been defended and relied upon to achieve a 

specific objective of understanding what happens in any given crime.  

 Young and Canter’s criminal narrative theory (2012) suggests that making inferences about 

offenders from their actions can be reliably achieved where structural modelling can be applied, that 

is the application of exploratory processes more sophisticated than simply deriving statistical 

relationships from a database, and relies on the ability “to make sense of the psychological 

processes implied by a particular pattern of offending behaviour” (p.264). The application of 

narrative analysis to a variety of crimes has revealed four distinct criminal narratives capable of 

explaining patterns of behavioural coherence and different modus operadi across independent crime 

types, with each related to a definitive role based in core dimensions of power and intimacy 

(Brookman, 2015; Cope, Hochstetler & Sandberg, 2015; Fleetwood, 2015; Ioanna, Canter, & 

Youngs, 2017; Presser, 2012). While the elicitation of unique narratives is not suggested to be 

evidence of their actual existence or that they can predict offending within independent pathways, 

the recognition of narratives does seem to have proved its weight as a reliable theoretical 

framework from which inferences about offenders can be drawn based on their direct actions.  
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   This is an important function and one that is particularly relevant to the study of DV, 

because the emphasis on understanding offender motives as it is personally defined by the 

perpetrator and their assigned role in the commission of their offending, suggests that there are 

multiple dynamic aspects inherent in the narrative that are bound to shift as the narrative unfolds. 

Within the study of DV, this allows for the interpersonal elements central to relational conflict to be 

considered, which is contrary to the very static approach that has been taken previously, whereby 

DV is viewed as a consequence of the enduring personality characteristics of the perpetrator.  

In fact, Canter and Youngs (2012) have suggested that criminal narratives are comparative 

to functional analysis in that they both encapsulate the multiple interactions that occur between the 

offender and their experiences, and that view the individual as an agent shaping and being shaped 

by their personal story. Personality then, forms only part of the explanation, as does the concept of 

identity, which are much broader in explanation than what is relevant to the specific and 

fundamentally interpersonal aspects of a crime, especially one such as DV where the crime is 

definitively an interpersonal transaction.  

The temporal, processing aspects of Youngs and Canter’s (2012) offence narratives is also 

consistent with the notion of motivations within the offender risk and rehabilitation literature 

(Andrews & Bonta, 1994), whereby criminal behaviour is said to occur under the influence of an 

interactive system of personal, interpersonal and community rewards. It is also central to the 

ongoing objectives of this thesis, in that it is expected that the offence types revealed in this study 

will also uncover the psychological influences operating during offending, that can then be used to 

further explore offending pathways for subtypes of DV perpetrators.   

Classifying Criminal Actions 

Several classification systems have emerged from empirical attempts at eliciting narratives 

and creating profiles that can explain the motives of perpetrators across a variety of crime types. 

The interpersonal/victim-roles model was one of the first to test a multivariate model of criminal 

behaviour and was originally developed to account for perpetrator-victim interactions in the context 

of rape (Canter & Heritage, 1990). The premise of the interpersonal/victim-roles model was that the 

psychological purpose of the offence could be inferred from the relationship that the perpetrator 

imposed on the victim. Each role (victim as object, vehicle & person) was considered to be 

reflective of the perpetrator’s distorted approach to achieve their core goal consistent with 

theoretically derived narratives of power and intimacy (Canter & Youngs, 2012). Similar but 

separate models have since been created to describe other forms of criminal activity, such as arson 

(Canter & Fritzon, 1998) and burglary (Merry & Harsent, 2000).  



  

 31 

The action systems model was developed in an attempt to create a unitary framework and 

was originally applied to the behaviour of arsonists and barricade terrorist incidents (Fritzon, Canter 

& Wilton, 2001). It has since been tested with a wide variety of crimes with very positive results 

(Hakkanen, Lindolf, & Santilla, 2004; Hollows & Fritzon, 2012; Salfati, 2000; Salfati & Bateman, 

2005). The model is grounded in Shye’s (1985) Action Systems theory and views criminal 

behaviour as a process of destructive interactions with the world that includes factors internal and 

external to the perpetrator. 

In the action systems model, criminal behaviour encompasses two major facets – the source 

and actualisation of action – with each being internal or external to the action system (i.e., 

perpetrator; Fritzon, Canter & Wilton, 2001). The underlying assumption is that the combination of 

the two sources of action and two manifestations of action will give rise to four distinct modes of 

functioning, with each mode expected to describe the major ways in which behaviour varies across 

action systems (see Table 1). While the four modes are considered to be distinct from one another in 

their dominant modes of action, the actions systems framework suggests that they also share logical 

relationships with one another. For example, adaptivity is expected to be most distinct from 

integrativity, due to their adjustments occurring external to and within the system, respectively.  

Figure 2 provides a visual representation of the expected interrelations between the modes of 

functioning, which is also referred to as Shye’s (1985) contiguity hypothesis.   

 

Table 1        

Action Systems Model Modes of Functioning 

 

Modes of Functioning   Source of Action   Manifestation of Action  

Expressive  Internal  External 

Integrative  Internal  Internal 

Adaptive   External  External  

Conservative  External  Internal  

 

 

In the expressive mode of functioning, actions are considered to be the external 

demonstration of internal processes or drives. They represent the perpetrators attempt to manipulate 

their environment in accordance with their own internal reality. In the integrative mode, actions are 

demonstrations in response to internal processes, which are aimed at the restoration of internal 
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equilibrium. These crimes tend to be personally significant to the perpetrator because they are 

aimed at restoring an internal aspect of the self.  In the adaptive mode, the perpetrator reacts to the 

external environment by making changes to that environment, through exploitative or adaptive 

processes. Perpetrator actions tend to be instrumental however are also personal in nature, whereby 

they are motivated by some version of direct gain. In the conservative mode of functioning, the 

source of action is also external, however the actualisation of action is internal. Criminal actions 

reflect the psychological processes of these perpetrators, which are expressed as instrumental 

actions and include the control of others as a dominant objective.  

 

Figure 2 

Interrelationships Among the Four Modes of Functioning 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note.  From “The application of an actions system model to destructive behaviour: The examples of 

arson and terrorism” by K. Fritzon, D. Canter and Z. Wilton, 2001, Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 

19(5-6), p. 661. (http://doi: 10.1002/bsl.464). Reprinted with permission. 
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Study One Aims  

The purpose of study one was to explore whether the action systems model could account 

for variations in perpetrator motives by exploring the differing actions, characteristics, and trauma 

histories of DV perpetrators. The objective was to develop a model of DV perpetrators that could 

account for the complex nature of DV behaviour, was founded in an established conceptual 

framework, and was open to direct empirical testing.  It was anticipated that the behaviour of DV 

perpetrators, like the offenders of many other crime types, would fit with Shye’s (1985) actions 

system framework. 

Aim One 

The first aim of study one was that the proposed modes of functioning would be visually 

representative of Shye’s (1985) contiguity hypothesis, given that the action system framework 

posits that modes of behaviour share logical similarities yet are still distinct from one another.  

Hypothesis 1. Specifically, it was hypothesised that the adaptive and integrative modes of 

functioning would be visually opposite to one another, that the expressive and conservative modes 

would be visually opposite to one another, and that the expressive and integrative modes would be 

perpendicular to the conservative and adaptive modes of functioning.   

Hypothesis 2.  It was also hypothesised that the actions of DV perpetrators would reflect 

one of the four distinct modes of functioning within the actions system model, as proposed by 

Shye’s (1985) action system framework.  

Expressive.  Within the expressive mode of functioning, DV was expected to be a 

demonstration of the destructive aspects of the perpetrator on their partner. As criminal actions 

within the expressive mode of functioning are considered to be an attempt by the perpetrator to 

manipulate their environment in accordance with their own internal reality (Shye, 1985), it was 

hypothesised that expressive DV perpetrators would be motivated by engrained beliefs about the 

use of aggression and violence in interpersonal settings, and that expressive DV actions would 

reflect an attempt by the perpetrator to impose their beliefs and values on their partner through 

mechanisms of control and violence. Expressive DV was therefore expected to occur as a result of a 

perceived threat to some aspect of the perpetrators sense of self and to be an extension of the 

perpetrators usual pattern of acting out emotionally.  

 Consistent with past typological research and those independent studies that have explored 

the links between the acceptance of violence and the use of DV in adult relationships (Franklin & 

Kercher, 2012; Hamberger & Hastings, 1986; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994; Jacobson & 

Gottman, 1998), it was expected that expressive perpetrators would engage in the most dangerous 
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levels of physical violence across all of the modes of functioning, and that the perpetration of abuse 

would include strong themes of dominance and cruelty. Drawing on SLT and its derivatives, and 

specifically that engrained beliefs are considered to be established scripts for managing social 

problems, it was expected that DV perpetrators within the expressive mode of functioning would 

also present with a history of DV across relationships.  

Integrative.  Within the integrative mode of functioning, it was expected that DV would 

reflect the perpetrators attempt to restore personal control and a state of emotional equilibrium. 

Similar to the expressive mode of functioning, integrative criminal actions are considered to be 

driven by internal processes, however the intended target of change is also believed to be internal 

for integrative perpetrators; meaning that the actions of the perpetrator reflect emotional distress 

which is turned inwards to lead to the disintegration of the perpetrator. It was therefore 

hypothesised that integrative DV perpetrators would be motivated by a desire to re-establish an 

aspect of the self that they perceive to have been disrupted or lost to the partnership, as a direct 

result of the actions of their partner.  

Based on the underlying theoretical model (Shye, 1985), it was predicted that integrative 

DV would be aimed directly at the partner and would occur within the context of an attempt to 

change or restore the partnership. It was also expected that DV actions would reflect the strong 

emotional vulnerabilities underpinning the integrative mode of functioning, including through the 

use of attention seeking or emotionally manipulative behaviours such as threats of self-harm. This is 

consistent with past typological research (Hamberger & Hastings, 1986; Holtzworth-Munroe & 

Stuart, 1994; Jacobson & Gottman, 1998) that has repeatedly found evidence in support of a sub-

type of DV perpetrators who are emotionally dependent on their partners, are highly distressed, and 

who employ abusive tactics in response to perceived threats of abandonment. 

Conservative.  Within the conservative mode of functioning, it was expected that DV would 

reflect the perpetrators attempt to eliminate a perceived problem arising from within the partnership 

that is primarily focused on changing the emotional state of the perpetrator. As conservative 

criminal actions are considered to be instrumental in nature (Shye, 1985), with control being the 

dominant objective, it was hypothesised that conservative DV perpetrators would be motivated by a 

sense of perceived injustice and thus, that conservative DV actions would be retaliatory in nature. 

Conservative DV was therefore expected to occur within the context of an incident or set of 

incidents within the partnership that the perpetrator perceived to be personally disadvantageous 

and/or out of their control, such as in the case of infidelity or post-separation processes involving 

custody disagreements.  
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   Patterns of perceived injustice, a loss of personal control, and the desire to eliminate 

intolerable stress and tension present in the hypothesised mode of functioning for conservative 

perpetrators strongly resembles the findings from existing DV research that has explored the role of 

DV in high conflict divorcing families (Johnston & Campbell, 1993).  Based on this, and the key 

aspect of revenge, it was expected that the use of abuse and violence by conservative DV 

perpetrators would include behaviours aimed at inflicting pain and suffering commensurate with the 

hurt caused by the environmental stressor, and be targeted at taking back from the partner what has 

been lost by the perpetrator.  

In other criminal typological studies (Hakkanen, Lindolf, & Santilla, 2004; Hollows & 

Fritzon, 2012; Salfati, 2000; Salfati & Bateman, 2005), this has included indirect attacks of revenge 

that are planned and intentional. Within the context of DV, this was expected to reflect the targeting 

of things with special significance to the partner, such as using threats and/or actual abuse to 

financially destabilise the partner, or the destruction of property belonging to the partner, including 

the abuse of pets.  

Adaptive.   Within the adaptive mode of functioning, it was expected that DV would reflect 

the perpetrators desire to change aspects of their environment, where the change would be of direct 

personal benefit to the perpetrator. As adaptive criminal actions are considered to be exploitive or 

adaptive, it was hypothesised that adaptive DV would reflect the perpetrators attempt to manipulate 

aspects of the partnership in accordance with changes occurring in their broader functioning or 

lifestyle. Adaptive DV was therefore expected to occur in response to relationship and other life 

stressors, such as the loss of a job or during high conflict periods within the partnership.   

This accords with Johnston and Campbell’s (1993) description of DV at the intrapsychic 

level, whereby DV is believed to be induced by external mechanisms (i.e., substance abuse, 

disordered thinking) or underlying vulnerabilities (i.e., impulse control), and considered to be a 

function of eliminating stress or tension. It is also consistent with Dutton’s (1995) explanation for 

the influence of factors at the exosystem and microsystem levels of the nested ecological model; 

where the likelihood of DV increases when there are problems occurring with the perpetrator’s 

social structures (i.e., unemployment) and immediate environment (i.e., poor partner 

communication). As such, it was expected that adaptive DV actions would be reactive in motivation 

and consist of varying forms and levels of abuse commensurate with the extent of their vulnerability 

and/or the nature of the external stressor.  

Aim Two 

To overcome the limitations of previous DV typologies in their tendency to distinguish DV 

perpetrators based largely on disordered personality, the proposed study also explored the histories 
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of perpetrators to elicit alternate biopsychosocial contributing factors. This information serves an 

important purpose for empirically validating the conceptual model itself, however also serves as a 

starting point for understanding how childhood victimisation contributes to DV in adulthood within 

a single framework. It was anticipated that this information would feed directly back into the 

development of different trajectories to DV offending in studies two and three of the research. 

Hypothesis 3. In hypothesis three it was expected that the background characteristics of DV 

perpetrators would be significantly related to the mode of functioning that is most relevant to the 

association.  

Expressive. On the basis that expressive DV was hypothesised to be internally motivated 

and a demonstration of the perpetrator’s internal reality, it was expected that the violence used by 

expressive DV perpetrators would be key to their identity and their response to the world around 

them. It was therefore hypothesised that expressive DV perpetrators would employ violence in other 

aspects of their life to problem solve interpersonal concerns. It was expected that this would be 

represented in the perpetrators pattern of behaviour over time; for example, that they would present 

with violent histories or contact with police for such. This was consistent with the characteristics of 

the most violent types of DV offenders from previous studies, who display engrained beliefs that 

underpin their use of violence (Hamberger & Hastings, 1986; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994; 

Jacobson & Gottman, 1998).  

Integrative. Due to the primary need for integrative perpetrators to restore a state of 

emotional equilibrium and the outcomes of similar types within the existing DV research 

(Hamberger & Hastings, 1986; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994; Jacobson & Gottman, 1998), it 

was anticipated that individuals within the integrative mode of functioning would likely present 

with a history of mental health problems and/or treatment. As integrative perpetrators are 

considered to turn emotional distress inward that leads to their disintegration, it was hypothesised 

that the nature of mental health problems in integrative perpetrators would be dysregulated and 

destructive. In past similar studies with varied crime types, integrative perpetrators have 

consistently been associated with attempts and completed acts of suicide, as a form of depressive 

acting out (Canter & Fritzon, 1998; Fritzon & Brun, 2005; Fritzon, Doley, & Hollows, 2013; 

Hollows & Fritzon, 2012).    

Conservative. As conservative perpetrators are purported to be driven by instrumental 

means aimed at changing their personal emotional experiences (Hakkanen, Lindolf, & Santilla, 

2004; Hollows & Fritzon, 2012; Salfati, 2000; Salfati & Bateman, 2005), it was expected that 

conservative perpetrators would be driven by a directed form of revenge that would be achievable 

based on their available skills and resources. It was therefore hypothesised that conservative DV 
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perpetrators would be better educated and/or financially resourced, as reflected in part by their 

employment status, achievement of tertiary education and income level. It was also expected that 

conservative DV perpetrators would present with a history of emotional problems characteristic of 

restrained anger, including a history of anger management treatment.  

Adaptive. Based on the expectation that adaptive perpetrators seek to change their 

environment to benefit them in a manner reflective of Johnston and Campbell’s (1993) intrapsychic 

level and the exosystem and microsystem levels of the nested ecological model (Dutton, 1993); it 

was anticipated that adaptive perpetrators would present with dysregulated and disruptive 

backgrounds. Based on the findings from existing typologies, it was hypothesised that this 

disruption would be represented by a history of poor impulse control and histories of dysregulated 

behaviour. For example, that adaptive DV perpetrators would possess a poor traffic record or a 

history of substance abuse. 

Hypothesis 4. Finally, it was hypothesised that types of childhood victimisation would also 

be represented differently within the model, depending on the primary underlying motivation in 

each subtype. For example, it was expected that as in past research (Friend et al., 2011; Fowler & 

Westen, 2011), childhood victimisation was likely to present in each of the four modes of 

functioning in varying forms and degrees.   

Expressive. Based on the tendency for expressive perpetrators to project internal 

psychological processes outward and for their use of violence to be an enduring psychological 

feature of their functioning, it was expected that expressive perpetrators would have been exposed 

to high levels of violence within the family home through multiple modes of transmission, 

including having witnessed parental violence during conflict and having been physically abused. 

This is consistent with the principles of learning in SLT and examples from the existing research. 

For example, in Fowler and Westen’s (2011) psychopathic category, in which the most violent 

individuals were found to have been both physically abused and exposed to interparental violence 

during childhood. Murrell et al. (2007) also reported a trend for men who had witnessed violence to 

perpetrate more violent DV in comparison to men who had been physically abused only. 

Integrative. As integrative DV is defined by high levels of emotional distress that is turned 

inward, it was expected that integrative DV would be more strongly associated with non-physical 

forms of childhood abuse, such as emotional abuse. Research (Davis et al., 2018) that has explored 

how distinct forms of childhood victimisation are related to different forms of adult male-

perpetrated DV has found that perpetrators with more severe histories of emotional abuse report 

significantly higher rates of both psychological and physical DV, and are also worse off in terms of 

their mental health.   
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Conservative. In past research where hostility and control have been dominant features of 

DV types, as in conservative DV, perpetrators were found to have experienced significant adversity 

during childhood. For example, in Fowler and Western’s (2011) hostile/controlling group, half of 

the men had been exposed to interparental violence, half had been physically abused, and a few had 

been sexually abused. These men were also found to have significant histories of residential and 

State care, and to have been exposed to other forms of neglect; such as having been cared for by a 

substance-dependent parent. It was expected that adversity and neglect would therefore also feature 

in the abuse histories of conservative DV perpetrators. 

Adaptive. Consistent with the principle of direct modelling from SLT and that adaptive DV 

is considered to be driven by a desire to change aspects of the environment, it was expected that 

adaptive perpetrators would have witnessed interparental conflict and violence during childhood. 

This was also consistent with the expectation that adaptive DV perpetrators are more likely to be 

dysregulated and impulsive. For example, Murrell et al. (2007) found that individuals who had 

witnessed DV during childhood committed more frequent and undirected DV compared to 

individuals who had been abused and who had not been victimised at all.   

Method 

Participants 

To test the proposed hypotheses, case documents were sourced from the Australian Legal 

Information Institute online database (AustLII). The inclusion of court documents was based on the 

convenience of the sample and availability of published court records. (see Figure 3). The online 

database catalogues cases from all levels of court jurisdiction across national justice systems for 

both criminal and civil matters. Electronic judgement transcripts published through the library’s 

online database are available to the general public and provide an overview of court proceedings 

and the final court outcome. Specifically, electronic transcripts can include details of the alleged 

criminal act or civil actions, a description of any mitigating or aggravating factors where relevant, 

excerpts of expert witness testimony, and the final judgement. The use of court documents in 

typology work is commonplace within the crime analysis literature and has several benefits (Canter, 

2004). Official records provide a level of objectivity that is not available through alternate forms of 

data collection (i.e., questionnaires, interviews), which is achieved by eliminating researcher and 

participant bias. As such, the use of official records also aids in reducing the influence of social 

desirability or dishonesty in perpetrator statements, which is an important consideration in the study 

of crime (Canter, 2004).  
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A basic search of the database through the library’s online search engine was completed 

using the search term “domestic violence” for cases involving acts of DV over a 15-year period 

(i.e., 2000-2015). This initial search revealed a total of 475 legal databases, including 32,731 

individual cases. Preliminary search results were then subject to further refinement with individual 

cases needing to meet a set of qualifying criteria to be included in the final data set of the study. 

This included a combination of both exclusion and inclusion criteria.  

First, search items were refined according to the location and function of Courts. 

Specifically, cases from Courts other than Magistrate, District, Supreme and Appeals Courts in each 

State and Territory across Australia were excluded from the study. This revealed a total of 41 legal 

databases and 8,573 cases. The difference in the number of cases was observed to be due largely to 

cases of alleged family violence under the family violence provisions in the Migration Regulations.  

Second, cases were excluded based on the highest Relevance percentage, as defined by the 

website search engine. Due to the large number of available cases, all cases with less than 50 

percent relevance were excluded. Cases with small to moderate relevance rates tended to include 

the search term “domestic violence” but did not actively involve cases of DV perpetration. A review 

of a subsample of 15 cases from the below 50% threshold was conducted to test the dependability 

of the Relevance search criteria and to determine whether the cases in this category had 

psychological relevance to the topics under investigation. These findings are displayed in full in 

Appendix A.  

The results of the review found that of the 15 cases, six used the term “domestic violence”. 

Four of the six involved a person alleged to or have had committed acts of DV, however the 

perpetration of DV was not the reason for presentation. While these cases were for DV, the reasons 

for judgement detailed the legal argument and relevant case law with a focus on the procedure and 

law on appeal (e.g., police & Magistrate conduct), rather than the perpetrator’s actions. The two 

other cases that used the term “domestic violence” did so in reference to a person’s early 

background (i.e., that they were exposed to DV in childhood) or to establish a legal principle as 

outlined in relevant case law. The person’s themselves were not identified as having perpetrated 

DV.  

 All of the remaining nine sample cases either included the word “domestic” or “violence” 

for other purposes, including largely to use the term “domestic” to make a claim for domestic 

assistance in relation to compensation. When the search term  (“domestic violence”) was changed 

from “any of these words” to “all of these words” to try to circumvent this issue, the search engine 

did not produce any results and so the former was re-instated. This was seen to be a reflection of the 

unsophisticated nature and inherent limitation of the online search engine, and explained the 
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excessive estimate of possible individual cases first produced. While it was assumed possible that 

cases with some psychological relevance may have been included in the below 50% relevance 

threshold category, the findings from the qualitative review suggested that the above 50% relevance 

criteria was sufficiently dependable in identifying cases most suitable to the aims of the current 

research.  

Exclusions below the 50% relevance rates produced a large reduction in available cases. 

Exact case numbers are not reported here as the system was not sophisticated enough to track the 

process of elimination numerically. Instead, a manual approach was taken and resulted in the 

researcher searching for individual cases with the highest relevance percentages (i.e., 100%) across 

legal databases first, whilst also simultaneously applying the final exclusion and inclusion criteria. 

Third, cases were excluded where the Court had not established the perpetrator’s guilt. The 

purpose of which was to reduce the potential for information based on false-reports to impact the 

integrity of the data set and the outcomes of the overall thesis. 

Fourth, transcripts were reviewed for possible duplicates of individual cases. Many cases 

repeatedly come before the Courts due to continued breaches of DV orders and a perpetrators 

judicial right to appeal. To account for this, cases were assigned the file number listed on individual 

transcripts as a participant ID at the point of data collection and were cross referenced to identify 

potential duplicates at data analysis.   

Fifth, while the use of court documents has many benefits, it is also marked by inherent 

constraints, which need to be accounted for during data selection. To address this, case transcripts 

were required to detail a minimum of standard of information to be used in this study. This included 

basic demographic information (i.e., gender, age) and a description of the perpetrator’s offence/s. 

These were set as inclusion criteria to preserve consistency in the quality of data and served to 

manage the constraints of the data source, such that transcripts only include information typically 

reported to and/or by the Court. In many instances, expert witness testimony is available and forms 

part of the legal transcripts. For the purpose of the current study, expert testimony was only used to 

gather factual background history information (e.g., presence of abuse history), and medical and/or 

psychiatric data, including diagnosis and treatment information where available, rather than to seek 

psychological analysis. It is also noted that while simple, the inclusion criteria was quite restrictive 

in that some data was not consistently available across Courts and jurisdictions; for example, the 

date of birth or age of perpetrator was not always presented in the published judgements.  

Finally, a further restriction to case sampling was applied by setting a limit to case selection. 

This was completed due to practical limitations and is permissible with non-metric 

multidimensional scaling procedures because unlike other methods for assessing profile models 
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(i.e., cluster analysis, factor analysis), non-metric multidimensional scaling procedures efficiently 

analyse samples of any size (Holland, 2008; Jaworska & Chupetlovska‐Anastasova, 2009). In one 

of the few empirical analyses published on this, Rodgers (1991) argued that while various “rules of 

thumb” exist for multidimensional scaling, they have not proved useful for finding functional 

relationships between sample size and metric recovery. Measures of stress were instead found to be 

the only index that improved recovery with dimensionality, with differences in sample sizes 

demonstrating no changes in sensitivity. Rodgers (1991) proposed that two dimensional solutions 

provided high quality recovery with samples as small as 1-2, with sample sizes greater than six 

offering little improvement with three to four dimensions. Special care was however taken to only 

end case selection when a sufficiently diverse set of mutually exclusive variables was created, 

which is critical to the quality of interpretability of profile models like that developed in this study.  

 

Figure 3 

Flowchart Showing Search Results from Online Legal Database 

 
 

 

The final sample included 108 males with an age range of between 18 and 62 years (M = 

37.51, Median = 37.0 SD = 10.50).  The majority of men were Australian, of which a small 

proportion identified as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander (n = 11, 10.18%). Table 2 provides an 

overview of demographic information for the final sample, and includes information collected 

through the establishment of offender-specific variables. For this reason, outstanding information in 

each category should be interpreted as information falling outside of the defined variables. For 

example, a third of participants were married or in a de facto relationship at the time of their DV 
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offence/s, while a further 17 percent were single. Unexplained percentages either included 

participants in a casual romantic relationship or instances where transcripts did not report on this 

information. The establishment of offender-specific variables was completed to test the final 

typology model against empirically-based offender information, in line with the primary objectives 

of the research study.  Additionally, this process accounted for missing information in court 

transcripts to reflect the tendency of Courts to only report on demographic information considered 

to be mitigating or aggravating factors when considering guilt, sentencing and responsivity to 

deterrence and/or rehabilitation.   

 

Table 2 

Demographic information for perpetrator sample (N = 108) 

 

Offender Demographics  n (%) 

Nationality   

    Australia 90 (83) 

    Fiji 2 (2) 

    New Zealand 2 (2) 

    Bangladesh 1 (1) 

    Cambodia 1 (1) 

    United Kingdom 1 (1) 

    India 1 (1) 

    Pakistan 1 (1) 

    Samoa 1 (1) 

    Sudan 1 (1) 

    Tanzania 1 (1) 

    Vietnam  1 (1) 

    Yugoslavia 1 (1) 

    Unreported/Other 4 (4) 

Relationship Status  

    De facto 36 (33) 

    Single 18 (17) 

    Unreported/Other  54 (50) 

Parental Status  
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    Parent 75 (69) 

    Unreported/Other 35 (31) 

Education Level  

    Tertiary education 5 (5) 

    Secondary < 16 years old 19 (18) 

    Unreported/Other 84 7(77) 

Employment   

    Manual 26 (24) 

    White collar 10 (9) 

Unemployed 28 (22) 

Unreported/Other 44 (41) 

 

Note. Unreported/Other = information in each category that falls outside of the defined variables.   

 

Procedure 

At stage one of the procedure, a set of variables (see Appendix B) was created by the 

researcher based on theoretically derived information of DV actions and perpetrator characteristics, 

and was applied to a subsection of eligible cases. The initial set of variables was drawn from a 

combination of empirical and clinical definitions of abusive conduct in intimate relationships (e.g., 

physical abuse is typically comprised of punching, kicking, biting), and from psychometric and DV 

risk measures, such as the Severity of Violence against Women Scale (Marshall, 1992) and Spousal 

Assault Risk Assessment (Kropp, Hart, Webster, & Eaves, 1999). The use of DV risk assessment 

measures during the creation of the initial set of variables was critical for ensuring that non-physical 

forms of DV, such as the use of threat and coercion in its various forms (e.g., role of jealousy or 

suicidal threats by perpetrator), were adequately and appropriately represented in the data set. As 

psychometric measures of DV have also typically been developed from both victim and perpetrator 

accounts, they incorporate information relevant to operationalising DV conduct, but also cover the 

psychological factors associated with an increased risk (i.e., dangerousness, frequency) of DV.  

Dutton’s nested ecological model of IPV (1995) was also used to create variables about DV 

perpetrators and the context in which DV occurs. Variables were derived from all four levels of the 

model were considered however only three levels were represented; for example, a personal history 

of childhood abuse (ontogenic), violence occurring during a separation (microsystem), and the 

nature of the perpetrators employment (exosystem). The macrosystem level of the model was not 
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represented due to the source of information being used (i.e., legal record of decision making about 

an individual). There are also innate problems with operationalising societal values based on 

individual behaviour or attitude. For example, while an expressed belief that women should be 

subservient to men may be considered reflective of patriarchal societal beliefs, such beliefs are 

attitudinal and are captured in lower levels of the model (e.g., parental modelling) that then interact 

with and are reinforced by the macrosystem environment (i.e., society that rewards subservient 

women). The initial set of variables included 60 offence action and 25 perpetrator characteristic 

variables. 

Variables were dichotomised according to the presence or absence of their corresponding 

behaviours or characteristics to encourage a focus on types of individuals rather than on the 

independent variables (Farrington & Loeber, 2000). This is essential to researching criminal 

behaviour where the proportion of individuals that possess a particular risk factor or combination of 

risk factors is of greater focus than understanding how much variance in an outcome can be 

explained by a particular variable (Farrington & Loeber, 2000).  Dichotomisation therefore also 

encourages researchers to consider types of individuals when formulating tailored intervention 

approaches rather than assuming homogeneity, which is consistent with the fundamental principles 

of criminal analysis whereby the salient psychological processes of perpetrators are drawn from 

understanding the behaviourally important facets of their offences (Canter & Young, 2009).  The 

empirical utility of dichotomising data has also been demonstrated in studies that have used it to 

explain alternate forms of destructive behaviour, such as arson, school-related homicide and 

genocide (Canter & Fritzon, 1998; Fritzon & Brun, 2005; Fritzon, Doley, & Hollows, 2013; 

Hollows & Fritzon, 2012).  In instances where the same individual committed multiple acts of DV 

as outlined in a single case, the variables associated with each incident were collapsed to create a 

new set of variables that represented the individual’s repertoire of DV behaviour.   

At stage two of the procedure, interrater reliability checks were conducted with the offence 

action variables to assess the consistency of ratings across raters, with the same subsample of court 

documents (N = 20) analysed and coded by a second independent researcher, who held postgraduate 

psychology qualifications.  Results of that process suggested a high degree of consistency between 

raters across most variables, as displayed in Table 3.  Several variables were not endorsed by either 

rater while two variables produced moderate interrater reliability coefficients (i.e., wall, injury).  

For those variables with moderate agreement rates (Cohens, 1960; Landis & Koch, 1977), the raters 

discussed the reasons for discrepancies in coding. With respect to the wall variable, it was 

determined that it overlapped with the destruction variable, contributing to differences in coding. 
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To maintain the assumption of mutual exclusivity, essential for multidimensional scaling, the wall 

variable was collapsed into the destruction variable for future analyses.     

With respect to the injury variable, discussions between raters revealed that the variable 

definition was not clearly explained and was interpreted by one rater as permanent physical injury 

requiring ongoing treatment or disfigurement (i.e., burns, spinal cord injury) and significant injury 

(i.e., requiring hospitalisation) by the second rater. A revised definition was agreed to and 

implemented for the purpose of ongoing analyses. Those variables not endorsed (i.e., access, stab, 

suicide, silence, medication, isolate, anal, starvation, culture, murder, filicide, retaliation, mutual) 

by either rater were retained for further analyses on the premise that additional reviews of 

transcripts might reveal the need for those variables in line with theoretical understandings of the 

commission of DV.  It was also determined that a second opportunity for variable review would 

present following the coding of all transcripts.  

 

Table 3 

Interrater reliability statistics for draft variables (N = 20) 

 

Variable   Agree Kappa Significance Variable Agree Kappa Significance 

weapon 

items 

destruction  

pets 

possessions 

wall 

imprisonment 

drive 

verbals 

interrogation 

angry  

access 

justice  

slap 

push 

scuffle 

14 

17 

15 

20 

17 

17 

17 

18 

12 

19 

10 

- 

18 

16 

15 

18 

.875 

.794 

.894 

.615 

.857 

.571 

.857 

.000 

.762 

.875 

.794 

- 

.643 

.681 

.625 

.773 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.003 

.000 

.010 

.000 

1.000 

.001 

.000 

.000 

- 

.002 

.002 

.005 

.000 

isolate 

humiliate  

finances 

assets  

sex assault 

rape 

anal  

injury sex 

orders 

starvation  

privacy 

culture  

contact 

loiter 

follow 

harass 

- 

20 

20 

19 

20 

20 

- 

20 

20 

- 

19 

- 

20 

17 

18 

17 

- 

1.000 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

1.000 

- 

1.000 

1.000 

- 

.643 

- 

1.000 

.828 

.643 

.857 

- 

.000 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

.000 

- 

.000 

.000 

- 

.002 

- 

.000 

.000 

.002 

.000 
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choke 

hair-pulling 

punch 

stab 

injury 

bones 

disability 

deflect 

degrade 

ridicule 

demean 

threat harm 

threat children 

suicide 

silence  

medication  

jealous 

18 

20  

16 

- 

17 

19 

- 

20 

16 

- 

16 

18 

20 

- 

- 

- 

16 

.894 

1.000 

.765 

- 

.571 

.898 

- 

1.000 

.773 

- 

.643 

.900 

1.000 

- 

- 

- 

.857 

.000 

.000 

.000 

- 

.010 

.000 

- 

.000 

.000 

- 

.002 

.000 

.000 

- 

- 

- 

.000 

information  

murder 

filicide 

breach 

time 

breakdown 

separation  

resurrect 

retaliation  

alcohol  

drugs  

mutual 

victims  

B&E 

apologies 

custody 

 

19 

- 

- 

17 

15 

9 

17 

18 

-  

17 

15 

- 

20 

19 

17 

20 

.000 

- 

- 

.886 

.886 

.792 

.780 

.773 

- 

.875 

.615 

- 

1.000 

.857 

.773 

1.000 

 

1.000 

- 

- 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

- 

.000 

.003 

- 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

 

 

Note. Agree = Number of times raters agreed on a single variable across 20 cases.   

 
To examine the suitability of the offence action variables for their inclusion in the final 

statistical analyses, frequency distributions were computed at stage three of the procedure. Offence 

action variables that comprised of less than five cases were not considered to be acceptable for use 

in the MDS and were excluded. Twelve offence action variables (i.e., pet, justice, deflect, 

medication, silence, information, starvation, culture, injury sex, mutual, access, drive) did not meet 

this criterion, and were subsequently removed.  In an effort to further refine the variable list, seven 

more variables were collapsed into conceptually similar categories where substantial overlap in 

reporting was observed. For example, the demean variable was collapsed into the ridicule variable. 

The final offence action variable list consisted of 44 variables. A complete list of the variables, 

including their descriptions and frequency information are outlined in Appendix A. 

Design 

A correlational design was employed to examine the statistical associations between the DV 

offence action variables, which was conducted with the application of a nonmetric 

multidimensional scaling procedure (MDS). Conventional correlational analyses were used to 



  

 47 

statistically test the relationships between the perpetrator characteristic variables and each of the 

hypothesised modes of functioning.  

The MDS procedure was conducted using the IBM SPSS Statistical Software package 

(Version 26; IBM Corp, 2019) and tested the interrelationships between the offence action variables 

across all of the cases.3 The offence action variables were subject to a multivariate analysis in the 

form of a nonmetric MDS procedure, PROXSCAL analysis. PROXSCAL produces an association 

matrix by calculating pairwise distances that approximate to the ranked dissimilarities, rather than 

actual distances. To statistically account for the constraints of the data source, the Lance and 

Williams coefficient was employed, which is an important consideration for the statistical analysis 

of data derived from court transcripts, where the absence of behavioural information does not 

necessarily mean that the behaviour did not occur.   

The PROXSCAL analysis, like other multidimensional scaling procedures, produces a 

geometric representation of the relationship between variables. This was used to plot the offence 

action variables in Euclidean space, where the distance between two points is representative of the 

strength or weakness of their statistical relationship. For example, the further apart two points are, 

the weaker their relationship is, and conversely, the closer two points are the stronger their 

relationship. PROXSCAL also produces a stress measurement score (Stress-I), with smaller values 

(< .20) indicative of a better fit (Borg & Groenen, 1997; Kruskal, 1964). Holland (2008) suggests 

however that while rules of thumb for stress can be helpful, they have been criticised for being too 

simplistic. This is partly because stress increases with both the number of variables and the number 

of cases, meaning that where two plots share the same underlying data structure, the one with the 

larger data set will produce a higher stress score. This is fitting with Hakkanen, Lindlof and 

Santtila’s (2004; Borg & Groenen, 1997) argument that the acceptability of any final solution 

should be equally dependent on its interpretability. A complete list of the perpetrator characteristic 

variables, including their descriptions and frequency information are outlined in Appendix C. 

To test hypotheses three and four, bivariate correlations were conducted for the Expressive, 

Integrative, Adaptive and Conservative themes, with each of the perpetrator characteristic variables 

using Spearman’s rho correlation coefficients. The Expressive, Integrative, Adaptive and 

Conservative themes were created by summing the variables plotted in each category.  To account 

for the number of correlations conducted and to control for Type I error, a Bonferroni adjusted 

alpha level of .01 was considered. However, this would also increase the risk of Type II errors. As a 

way of balancing the risks of both Type I and Type II errors, the results were interpreted based on 

both the strength of the correlation and significance level. This was achieved by retaining a .05 
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alpha level and applying Cohen’s (1988) conventions to interpret effect size, and identify stronger 

and more meaningful relationships between variables.  

Results  

A final three-dimensional PROXSCAL solution had a Stress-I index of .45 and a Tuckers 

coefficient of congruence of .89 in 17 iterations, indicating that while the model had a high degree 

of stress, it also displayed a high level of similarity between the output plot and the association 

matrix from which it was derived. Given that the stress value is not a conclusive criterion for 

determining the fit of the data, it may be assumed that the model has an acceptable goodness of fit if 

the representation of variables allows for a significant interpretation of the data (Salfati & DuPont, 

2006; Salfati & Haratsis, 2001). Figure 4 shows the projection of the second and third vectors of the 

two-dimensional space.  Each point in the plot represents a criminal action derived in the content 

analysis, as listed in Appendix A, with those variables positioned closer together hypothesised to be 

more likely to co-occur in a perpetrators’ repertoire of criminal behaviour.  For example, the 

proximity between the filicide and resurrect variables suggests that perpetrators who had murdered 

their children were more likely to have also made persistent requests to resurrect an intimate 

relationship following its end. By contrast, it would also be less likely that same individual would 

have had multiple DV victims (i.e., victims) across romantic relationships.   

Consistent with the radex model of criminal actions, higher frequency behaviours 

congregated in the middle of the plot (i.e., >50%), with the remaining variables, decreasing in 

frequency toward the outer regions of the plot. The variables with the highest frequencies in the 

current study were verbal (use of name-calling, 63%), angry (displays of anger, 56%), injury (non-

life-threatening injuries, 56%) and threatharm (threats to harm victim, 50%).  
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Figure 4  

PROXSCAL of Offence Actions for DV Perpetrators with Radex Model 

 

 

Themes of DV 

To test hypotheses one and two of the study, the interrelationships between the variables in 

the final plot were explored to determine whether the action system model could explain varying 

DV perpetrator motives. Shye’s (1985) contiguity hypothesis purports that when a set of variables 

relating to a type of action system are analysed spatially, variables will be partitionable into four 

more specific regions that reflect each of the four hypothesised modes of functioning.  Results of 

the PROXSCAL analysis revealed two overarching themes of offence actions that reflected 

internally and externally motivating sources and manifestations of action. Consistent with Shye’s 

(1985) action system framework, four distinct modes of functioning were revealed (see Figure 5).    
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Figure 5 

PROXSCAL Showing Action Systems Themes of DV Perpetrators  

 
 

An examination of the visual representation of the plot provides support for the utility of the 

action system model as an empirical framework for explaining the motivations of DV perpetrator 

subgroups.  Consistent with Shye’s (1985) contiguity hypothesis, the Expressive and Conservative 

themes were situated opposite one another while the Adaptive and Integrative themes were also 

situated opposite one another.  Likewise, those modes of functioning that were instrumental in 

nature, namely the Conservative and Adaptive themes were situated perpendicular to the Expressive 

and Integrative themes, which were expressive in nature.  

Expressive.  On the right of the plot in Figure 5 is the expressive theme. Items in the 

expressive region of the plot formed a reliable scale producing a Kuder-Richardson 20 

(KR20) of .66.  The expressive theme included the variables: murder, interrogation, bones, punch, 

items, victims, weapon, stab, angry, injury, and disability. The offence action variables for the 

Conservative  
 

Integrative  

Adaptive  

Expressive  
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expressive group were characterised by excessive violence, which was reflected in the use of 

weapons and severity of violence, including the unique act of murdering their partner. The use of 

excessive violence within intimate relationships also appeared to be a pattern of behaviour for the 

expressive group, with perpetrators presenting with multiple DV victims across intimate 

relationships. 

 Integrative. The integrative mode of functioning is located at the top of the plot in Figure 5. 

The integrative theme included the variables: threat harm, slap, jealous, apologies, imprisonment, 

choke, hairpulling, orders, drugs, sex assault, suicide, isolate, and rape. Items in the integrative 

region of the plot produced a reliable scale with a KR20 of .68. The integrative theme comprised a 

set of conflicting actions, including both abusive and remorseful behaviours. Integrative 

perpetrators physically aggressed against their victims through at least moderate forms of violence 

and threat, including restricting or restraining victims from escaping a DV incident, by choking 

them or holding them hostage. Integrative perpetrators were also found to uniquely aggress against 

their victims in a sexually violent manner, and to apologise for their abusive actions following acts 

of DV. Additionally, integrative perpetrators displayed high levels of vulnerability and emotional 

manipulation, as reflected in their preoccupation with a risk of infidelity and threats of suicide.   

Conservative. On the left side of the plot in Figure 5 is the conservative theme. Items in the 

conservative region of the plot formed a scale with a KR20 .52. The conservative theme included 

the variables: alcohol, degrade, ridicule, threat child, resurrect, custody, contact, loiter, possessions, 

harass, and filicide. While the conservative theme was not considered to be a statistically significant 

scale, it was deemed to be a conceptually valid scale and reflective of the findings of similar 

research conducted on familicide perpetrators in Australia (Cullen & Fritzon, 2019).  

The offence action variables for the conservative group were characterised by resentment 

and the enforcement of psychological punishment. Conservative DV perpetrators were clearly 

distinguishable from the other DV themes in that they did not directly aggress against the victim in 

a physical manner but instead were instrumental and considered in their DV actions. The 

conservative group appeared to re-direct their resentment and aggression, by targeting possessions 

and persons most important to the victim. This included the distinct act of murdering the child of 

the victim, which most often was also the perpetrator’s biological child or children.  

 Adaptive. At the bottom of the plot in Figure 5 is the adaptive theme. Items in the adaptive 

region of the plot formed a scale with a KR20 of .30. The adaptive theme included the variables: 

verbals, push, separation, breakdown, scuffle, breach, destruction, time, and BE.  The adaptive 

theme also did not form a statistically significant scale but again, was deemed to be conceptually 

valid on the basis that the placement of variables was consistent with the underlying structure and 
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associated motives of perpetrators within the adaptive theme.  The actions of adaptive perpetrators 

were generally chaotic and destructive in nature, and were characterised by low levels of violence. 

This was reflected in the verbals, scuffle and push variables. Adaptive DV perpetrators also 

displayed poor boundaries and a failure to respond to civil sanctions, as evidenced by the presence 

of the breach variable. Similarly, instances of DV in the adaptive group were more likely to occur 

within the context of a relationship breakdown or following a separation. 

Relationships Between Offence Action and Perpetrator Variables  

To test hypotheses three and four, bivariate correlations were conducted for the Expressive, 

Integrative, Adaptive and Conservative themes with each of the perpetrator characteristic variables 

using Spearman’s rho correlation coefficients. 

Expressive.  As displayed in Table 4, having a psychological history that included issues of 

personality, emotional or behavioural dysfunction was significantly positively correlated with the 

expressive theme at the .05 level, r (108) = .24, p = .012, representing a small effect size (Cohen, 

1988); as was past treatment for DV offending, r (108) = .22, p = .021. Additionally, having been a 

victim of physical abuse by a parent or primary caregiver during childhood correlated positively at 

the .05 level with the expressive theme, r (108) = .21, p = .028. 

 

Table 4 

Nonparametric correlations between Expressive Theme and Perpetrator Characteristics (N = 108) 

 

Variable   r p Variable r p 

manual 

white collar 

prior 

traffic 

violent 

property 

alcohol abuse 

prisoner 

abuse 

child 

school  

parent 

-.07 

-.01 

-.12 

.11 

-.02 

.05 

.02 

.10 

.03 

.14 

.16 

-.09 

.488 

.928 

.224 

.248 

.873 

.634 

.823 

.296 

.751 

.155 

.098 

.352 

psychiatric 

psychological 

young 

substance 

violence 

sexual 

emotional  

anger 

unemployed 

trauma 

youth 

tertiary 

-.06 

.24* 

.10 

.12 

.21* 

.04 

-.04 

.16 

.07 

-.02 

.14 

-.04 

.533 

.012 

.287 

.213 

.028 

.662 

.684 

.093 

.490 

.813 

.155 

.654 
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treatment -.22* .021  

 

Note. *significant at .05 level, ** significant at .01 level  

 

 Integrative. The integrative theme correlated significantly positively at the .01 level with 

having had a recognised psychological history that included issues of personality, emotional or 

behavioural dysfunction, r (108) = .25, p = .009, representing a small effect size (Cohen, 1988).  As 

displayed in Table 5 the integrative theme also correlated significantly positively at the .05 level 

with having a recognised psychiatric history, r (108) = .20, p = .042; a history of anger problems, r 

(108) = .20, p = .038; and a history of drug abuse, r (108) = .22, p = .021. 

 

Table 5 

Nonparametric correlations between Integrative Theme and Perpetrator Characteristics (N = 108) 

 
Variable   r p Variable r p 

manual 

white collar 

prior 

traffic 

violent 

property 

alcohol abuse 

prisoner 

abuse 

child 

school  

parent 

treatment 

-.00 

-.02 

.09 

.19 

.14 

.09 

.09 

.06 

-.05 

-.03 

.14 

.13 

-.12 

.994 

.852 

.339 

.055 

.150 

.364 

.344 

.561 

.605 

.775 

.152 

.198 

.217 

psychiatric 

psychological 

young 

substance 

violence 

sexual 

emotional  

anger 

unemployed 

trauma 

youth 

tertiary 

.20* 

.25** 

-.05 

.22* 

-.06 

.03 

-.09 

.20* 

.05 

-.01 

.15 

-.12 

 

.042 

.009 

.594 

.021 

.513 

.745 

.331 

.038 

.632 

.930 

.114 

.217 

 

Note. *significant at .05 level, ** significant at .01 level 

 

 Conservative. As displayed in Table 6, the conservative theme shared significant negative 

relationships at the .05 level with a history of childhood physical abuse, r (108) = -.21, p = .028; 

and a tertiary level of education, r (108) = .25, p = .010.  
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Table 6 

Nonparametric correlations between Conservative Theme and Perpetrator Characteristics (N = 

108) 

 
Variable   r p Variable r p 

manual 

white collar 

prior 

traffic 

violent 

property 

alcohol abuse 

prisoner 

abuse 

child 

school  

parent 

treatment 

-.04 

-.17 

-.06 

.14 

-.06 

-.17 

.11 

.05 

-.07 

-.01 

-.08 

.12 

.12 

.666 

.075 

.546 

.144 

.544 

.084 

.267 

.631 

.487 

.369 

.416 

.202 

.223 

psychiatric 

psychological 

young 

substance 

violence 

sexual 

emotional  

anger 

unemployed 

trauma 

youth 

tertiary 

.02 

-.07 

.03 

-.06 

-.21* 

-.04 

-.11 

.01 

-.08 

-.15 

.06 

-.25** 

 

.832 

.474 

.733 

.529 

.028 

.675 

.270 

.923 

.441 

.134 

.553 

.010 

 

Note. *significant at .05 level, ** significant at .01 level 

 

 Adaptive. The adaptive theme correlated significantly positively with a history of prior DV 

offences at the .05 level, r (108) = .19, p = .048, as displayed in Table 7.  Conversely, a history of 

childhood physical abuse, r (108) = -.20, p = .036 shared a significantly negative association at 

the .05 level with the adaptive theme.  

 

Table 7 

Nonparametric correlations between Adaptive Theme and Perpetrator Characteristics (N = 108) 

 
Variable   r p Variable r p 

manual 

white collar 

prior 

.03 

.02 

.19* 

.726 

.799 

.045 

psychiatric 

psychological 

young 

.02 

.16 

.10 

.842 

.089 

.325 
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traffic 

violent 

property 

alcohol abuse 

prisoner 

abuse 

child 

school  

parent 

treatment 

.07 

.06 

-.02 

.09 

.13 

-.02 

.14 

-.13 

-.04 

-.23* 

.489 

.538 

.853 

.374 

.180 

.807 

.155 

.168 

.652 

.019 

substance 

violence 

sexual 

emotional  

anger 

unemployed 

trauma 

youth 

tertiary 

.09 

-.02 

.03 

-.05 

.19 

-.05 

-.07 

.16 

-.15 

 

.374 

.825 

.724 

.584 

.055 

.627 

.456 

.102 

.111 

 

Note. *significant at .05 level, ** significant at .01 level 

 

Discussion 

The overall aim of this study was to establish a model of DV that could build upon the 

limitations of the existing typological literature, by explaining the complex nature of DV behaviour 

within a single conceptual framework that was also open to direct empirical testing. It was expected 

that the heterogeneity of DV perpetrators and the complexity of the existing DV literature would be 

accounted for by the action systems model, as a comprehensive and established framework for 

assessing destructive behaviour in all forms. As predicted in hypotheses one and two, the actions of 

DV perpetrators were accounted for in four distinct modes of functioning within the actions system 

model consistent, with Shye’s (1985) action system framework. While two of the modes of 

behavioural functioning did not produce statistically significant scales, all four modes were 

reflected conceptually, which is the more appropriate measure of relevance given the qualitative 

interpretation of the MDS. The positioning of the four behavioural modes of DV within the plot in 

this study were also consistent with Shye’s (1985) continuity hypothesis, evidencing further support 

for the robustness of the model in the absence of statistically significant conservative and adaptive 

themes.      

The third and fourth hypotheses explored whether the actions of DV perpetrators could be 

linked to their background characteristics and histories of childhood trauma and abuse. It was 

hypothesised that significant relationships would exist between the modes of functioning and the 

backgrounds of DV perpetrators, and that those relationships would be linked to the action system 

framework. Both hypotheses were partially supported, with only some of the background 
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characteristics found to share relationships with the mode of functioning most relevant to the 

association. Similarly, childhood trauma and abuse histories were represented in only one of the 

modes.  

Expressive DV Theme 

In the expressive theme, where behaviour is considered to be an external demonstration of 

internal processes, DV was characterised by extreme physical violence and emotional exploitation. 

The expressive theme included displays of violent behaviour that was persistent across relationships 

and over lengthy periods of time. The actions of expressive perpetrators were callous and highly 

destructive, as reflected in the severe injury and death of victims. Expressive DV perpetrators also 

presented with histories of emotional and behavioural dysfunction, with these collective 

vulnerabilities further evidenced in their past treatment for DV offending.    

In comparing the expressive DV theme with the categories derived from past typological 

research, expressive perpetrators shared many similarities with Hamberger and Hastings’ (1986) 

narcissistic/antisocial and Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart’s (1994) generally violent-antisocial 

types, which described these perpetrators as self-centred and entitled in their approach to meet their 

own needs. The expressive theme also shared similarities with Jacobson and Gottman’s (1998) 

Cobra perpetrators in that they appeared sadistic in their use of aggression. Additionally, the serial 

and violent nature of expressive DV offending was reflective of the behaviour of expressive 

perpetrators in other crimes (Fritzon & Brun, 2005; Fritzon, Canter & Wilton, 2001; Hollows & 

Fritzon, 2012). 

The nature and extent of violence used by expressive perpetrators, including repeat displays 

of physical violence across multiple partners, suggested the normalisation or endorsement of 

aggression (and violence) during conflict. The extreme nature of violence used by expressive DV 

perpetrators could be viewed as intent to inflict pain and suffering on their victims, which would 

indicate that their actions sought to elicit some version of psychological return, whether it be a 

sense of excitement or relief from their own emotional pain. The extreme nature of violence used by 

expressive DV perpetrators also suggested a level of familiarity with violence distinct from the 

other DV themes in this study, and was supported by the finding that expressive DV was more 

likely to be perpetrated by individuals with a history of childhood physical abuse, suggesting that 

the link between childhood abuse and violence in adulthood may be as powerful and direct within 

family systems, as argued by intergenerational transmission of violence theorists (Black et al., 2009; 

Franklin & Kercher, 2012; Godbout et al., 2019; Smith-Marek et al., 2015; Stith et al., 2000). 
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 Expressive case example.  Case A, a 33-year-old male, was convicted of assault 

occasioning actual bodily harm x 15, detain without consent with intent to obtain advantage x 1, 

malicious wounding x 2, and assault x 1 for offences against three separate partners over an eight-

year period.  Case A was sentenced to a period of two years and six months imprisonment and 

subject to a civil order for a period of 10 years. Across three partners, Case A humiliated his victims 

and inflicted severe levels of physical violence that resulted in serious injury. For example, in one 

incident, Case A and his partner at the time were in the kitchen of their home when an argument 

between the two arose. Case A grabbed a large knife and demanded that his partner place her hand 

on the kitchen bench. Once she did as she was told, Case A asked her, “Do you want me to chop 

your finger off or just cut you?” to which she responded, “Just cut me”. Case A grabbed his 

partner’s wrists and she fell to the floor; he then cut the back of her hand causing her to bleed. 

While attempting to escape the situation by crawling out of the kitchen into the hallway, Case A 

approached his partner with a wooden meat tenderizer and yelled, “you fucking slut”. Case A struck 

his partner on her hand as she tried to cover herself, which caused it to split open and bleed, and 

ultimately led to it being fractured.     

Adaptive DV Theme 

In the adaptive theme, where offending is understood to be an attempt by the perpetrator to 

make changes to their environment through exploitive or adaptive processes, DV was characterised 

by higher volumes of low-level aggression within a brief period of time, either during or in the time 

following the breakdown of a relationship. The combination of variables, such as breach, 

destruction and break and enter also indicated that adaptive perpetrators attempted to regain entry to 

the property. The strong focus on property and space within the adaptive theme could suggest that 

acts of DV were aimed at acting on the environment itself rather than targeting the partner. It is also 

plausible that the focus on property was a consequence of the perpetrator’s limited access to the 

victim in cases where the couple was in the process of or had separated. As reflected in the scuffle 

and push variables, the aggression expressed by adaptive perpetrators was also typically impulsive 

and mutual.   

 Unlike the other types of DV perpetrators found in this study, adaptive perpetrators shared 

little in common with past typologies when the motives of adaptive perpetrators were explored 

(Hamberger & Hastings, 1986; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994). The behaviour of adaptive 

perpetrators appeared to reflect that of the narcissistic/antisocial and generally violent-antisocial 

types of past typologies in that they impressed as entitled however, unlike expressive perpetrators, 

adaptive perpetrators appeared to be driven by a combination of socio-emotional factors and 
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environmental changes rather than an innate emotional deficit (Holtzworth-Munroe & Meehan, 

2004). This was further supported by the finding that adaptive DV perpetrators were more likely to 

not have a history of childhood physical abuse. Adaptive perpetrators were however also known to 

authorities though this was for breaches to existing civil orders rather than for more serious or 

violent conduct.  

Adaptive DV was found to be opportunistic in that it occurred when the perpetrator 

identified environmental possibilities. The use of aggression was also impulsive, together 

suggesting that adaptive DV may be an extension of the perpetrators impaired self-regulatory 

abilities and a continuance of the conflict that existed within the relationship, or that has arisen from 

the breakdown of the relationship (and its associated losses). Adaptive perpetrators displayed very 

poor boundaries and a significantly reduced capacity to self-monitor or to learn from past 

indiscretions, as reflected by repeat breaches.  

 Adaptive case example. Case B, a 45-year-old male, pleaded guilty to the offences of 

criminal damage, common law assault, and breach intervention order. He was sentenced to 24 

months imprisonment with a non-parole period of 15 months. In the afternoon of a day, Case B 

attended the home of his ex-partner and victim of his offences. Case B’s ex-partner returned home 

to find him asleep in the bed of the main bedroom and asked him to leave. While Case B complied, 

he returned later that same evening. When his ex-partner refused him entry to the home, Case B 

caused criminal damage to the door and gained entry to the premises. Whilst in the home, Case B 

assaulted his ex-partner by hitting her in the face, spitting at her and pushing her to the floor. Case 

B then left the premises and was apprehended a week later. He participated in an interview with 

police during which he accepted responsibility for his actions. Case B’s criminal history included 

past breaches of intervention orders, violent offending, and a number of other offences involving 

dishonesty and use of drugs.   

Conservative DV Theme 

 In the conservative theme, where offending is instrumental and personal, the actions of 

conservative DV perpetrators were vindictive and menacing. Conservative perpetrators used 

mockery and degradation when communicating with their victims, which was intrusive and 

excessive. This highly personal attack by conservative perpetrators was captured in the harass and 

degrade variables and evidenced in the targeting of people and possessions important to the victim, 

as was uniquely carried out through the act of filicide in some cases. Conservative DV perpetration 

also co-occurred with external factors; such as within the context of Family Court proceedings or in 
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response to changes to historical custody arrangements, and/or to have occurred whilst the 

perpetrator was affected by alcohol.  

Conservative DV perpetrators shared some features with Hamberger and Hastings’ (1986) 

passive-dependent/compulsive and Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart’s (1994) family-only types, in 

that they presented as rigid in their approach to problem solving conflicts.  Conservative 

perpetrators also shared few similarities with Johnston and Campbell’s (1993) 

separation/postdivorce violence subtype, including that their abuse was precipitated by conditions 

associated with the process of separation and divorce, such as child custody. However, the strong 

reliance on verbally and emotionally abusive tactics by conservative perpetrators was not 

represented in any of the existing typologies.    

The instrumental nature of conservative DV suggested that conservative perpetrators were 

resentful and motivated to seek revenge for a perceived wrong, as has been found across studies 

using the action systems model. In this study, it was observed that perpetrators may have used their 

own children during acts of DV to resolve feelings of anger and achieve retribution on their partner. 

An example of this sentiment is detailed in the below case example and is consistent with the 

theorised intent of the conservative theme, whereby the perpetrator employs manipulation as a 

dominant objective in order to reassert their power over the victim. The suggested inability of 

conservative DV perpetrators to process their internal distress in functional and direct ways was 

further illustrated by the presence of the alcohol variable within the conservative theme.  

Conservative case example.  Case C, a 30-year-old male, was convicted of murder and 

sentenced to life imprisonment for killing his five-year-old son by asphyxiation. He first met his ex-

partner at 20 years of age whilst working in the Australian Army. The relationship was 

characterised by jealousy and possessiveness toward her, which resulted in her leaving multiple 

times. Eight months after his son was born, Case C’s ex-partner left him for the final time. Case C 

had access to his son every other weekend and was required to pay $50 per week in child support, 

which he failed to do and fell into substantial arrears. By this time, Case C had been discharged 

from the Army and was working as a truck driver. Over several years, Case C started to speak 

harshly about his partner to his son, including calling her names.  Four months prior to his son’s 

death, Case C began drinking alcohol excessively and while intoxicated, made implicit threats to 

harm his ex-partner.  

On a weekend that Case C had his son, he drove his child interstate and checked into a 

motel. Case C fed his son and put him to bed. While his son was asleep, Case C consumed alcohol 

he had purchased that day. Case C then placed a pillow over his son’s face, smothering him. 

Following, he wrote a note to his ex-partner;  
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"… Well have I got news for you. You're not getting [son] back, and you're not getting any 

more money from me! again. You are a fucking useless bitch [ex-partner]. And you are now 

going to suffer for the rest of your fucking useless life. I hope you rot in hell for the rest of 

your miserable rotten lonely life – this place they call earth. […] You have no idea how 

much you destroyed my life and my son's life. I could keep writing on paper, all the reasons 

why – but, fuck you –you don't deserve it. Rot in hell, slut … " 

 

Case C had no prior criminal history or diagnosed psychiatric or psychological conditions. 

He did however have a history of alcohol problems.  

Integrative DV Theme 

In the integrative theme, where offending is seen to be an attempt by the perpetrator to 

restore emotional equilibrium or alleviate distress, DV was characterised by displays of irrational 

and desperate behaviour, as well as, excessive force and sexual violence. Integrative perpetrators 

were jealous and overbearing in their interactions with victims, which included making threats to 

self-harm or suicide during conflict. The disorganisation and coercion associated with the emotional 

lability of integrative perpetrators was also reflected in the manner in which they expressed their 

aggression. The inclusion of the hair pulling and slap variables highlighted the tendency for 

integrative perpetrators to express themselves with a child-like or immature quality. This was 

contrasted by the inclusion of the imprisonment and sexual assault variables, which indicated that 

integrative perpetrators also employed violent conduct to force their psychosexual needs being met 

by victims.  

The integrative theme shared many similarities with subtypes from existing typologies that 

were characterised by fears of rejection in interpersonal relationships (Dutton, 1998; Hamberger & 

Hastings, 1986; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart’s, 1994; Johnston & Campbell, 1993), with 

integrative perpetrators presenting as hypersensitive, volatile and highly distressed. The emotional 

dependence, dysfunction and escalating violence characteristic of Jacobson and Gottman’s (1998) 

pit-bull perpetrators was also reflected in the integrative theme, and in the background 

characteristics of integrative perpetrators. This included a history of known psychological and 

personality dysfunction and established histories of anger problems, as well as, criminal histories 

inclusive of drug offending. Integrative perpetrators employed irrational and desperate actions 

whilst also using excessive force and emotional threats to force intimacy with partners, through 
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their use of isolation, harassment, restriction, guilt, and by physically restraining and overpowering 

them.  

 Integrative case example. Case D, a 30-year-old male, was convicted of wounding with 

intent to murder, detaining without consent to obtain psychological advantage and assault 

occasioning actual bodily harm for an incident involving his ex-partner. He was sentenced to a non-

parole period of 11 years imprisonment with a full sentence of 16 years.  Case D and his ex-partner 

had been in a committed intimate relationship for approximately three years and were living 

together at the time. The relationship broke down and his ex-partner moved out of the premises. 

That same month, the pair agreed that she would return to their apartment to collect her belongings 

and that Case D would not be present.  Case D was present when his ex-partner arrived and he 

pleaded with her for an opportunity to talk about their relationship. During the hour-long 

conversation, Case D continually requested that his ex-partner consider reconciliation, which she 

was unwilling to do.  

As his ex-partner attempted to leave the apartment, Case D blocked the front door, took hold 

of her and repeatedly stabbed her in the back. The assault on his ex-partner lasted 45 minutes, and 

included many more stabs to her face, neck, and back. During the attack, Case D also stabbed 

himself in the chest, neck, leg and wrist. While attempting to flee the assault, his ex-partner told 

Case D that he was going to goal, as her brother was downstairs, to which he responded, “We will 

die here together. Then we can be together for eternity”. At one-point, the ex-partner convinced 

Case D that if they were going to die together, she should have a turn with the knife. Case D handed 

her a knife and she stabbed him several times, while he continued to stab her.  

During the assault, the ex-partner enquired about Case D’s reasons for assaulting her; he 

replied, “You kept saying that it was over”. During the assault, Case D also sent text messages to 

his ex-partner’s mother and brother posing as her, and stating that the pair had decided to reconcile. 

The ex-partner eventually fled the situation by jumping from the third story balcony of the 

apartment to the balcony below. At some point before the incident, Case D had written the words, 

“You know I love you, but I hate you because I know I could never replace you” on a piece of 

paper, which was later found by police.  

Implications 

The value of utilising the action systems model to distinguish between distinct types of DV 

perpetrators was supported by the outcomes of this study. While explanations of DV perpetrators in 

this study overlapped with past typological research, the application of the action systems model 

specifically, assisted in further refining understandings of DV perpetrators and emphasising their 
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heterogenous status. Additionally, the scope of the action systems model, and its focus on factors 

outside of the perpetrator allowed for the context of DV to be considered. Very few typologies have 

assessed the interactions between DV perpetrators and their environment, and its influence on the 

evolution of DV within subtypes of DV perpetration.  

One reason for this is the pairing of multidimensional scaling with the action systems 

framework, where the objectives of both are based on assumptions stemming from facet theory. The 

value of using the MDS over more widely used statistical approaches such as cluster analysis and 

latent class analysis, is that the variable configuration is based upon variables' relationships with 

each other rather than their relationships with pre-determined dimensions. As such, no assumptions 

are made regarding underlying linear or orthogonal factors (Cullen, 2019).  

In doing so, study one also provided further support for existing multifactor explanations of 

DV such as Dutton’s (1995, 2009) nested ecological model, and evidences the need for ongoing 

research with DV perpetrators to evaluate crimes of DV as a function of the interrelationships that 

occur at the person, relationship, environment and societal levels. As demonstrated in this study, 

research designs that focus on behavioural indicators and the interactions between variables, as 

opposed to the most dangerous element of a crime or the most prominent personality deficit within 

the perpetrator, can elicit detailed information that not only advances theoretical understandings of 

DV but that is also of practical value for reducing the risk of DV within families and communities.  

The real value of the narrative approach taken to classifying DV perpetrators in this study is 

that it offers insight into the dynamic processes inherent in crimes of DV, and illustrates how the 

varying functions of DV can be linked to emotional, cognitive and attitudinal differences amongst 

DV perpetrator subgroups. Understanding the relevance of dynamic psychological processes to the 

interpersonal transactions that occur during the commission of DV specifically, rather than to the 

perpetrator as a whole, encourages a level of examination not previously achieved in the study of 

DV perpetrator types. For example, across each of the subtypes, there was at least some evidence to 

suggest that perpetrators had engaged in a process of moral disengagement (Bandura, 1990), and 

that how they carried out acts of DV was reflective of their coping with some aspect of the 

interrelationship between the perpetrator and victim specifically. 

This is an important addition to the DV typology research because it offers potential 

explanations for a number of outstanding issues in the literature, and suggests directions for 

ongoing research. For example, it could further explain why only some perpetrators with shared 

deleterious backgrounds go on to offend violently against their partners whilst others do not, and 

why some are capable of curbing their use of aggression until particular incidents, despite 

possessing enduring personality deficits that promote an increased risk of violence (Spence & Stith, 
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2018). In a meta-analysis of 17 studies that examined risk factors for male intimate partner 

homicide perpetration and female victimization, Spence and Stith (2018) found that the strongest 

risk factors included the perpetrator having direct access to a gun, perpetrator’s previous nonfatal 

strangulation, perpetrator’s previous rape of the victim, perpetrator’s previous threat with a weapon, 

the perpetrator’s demonstration of controlling behaviours, and the perpetrator’s previous threats to 

harm the victim. Pairing this information with other attitudinal and environmental markers from the 

four DV types in this study could help to establish clearer and more robust narratives, that have real 

world practical value for law enforcement and mental health professionals involved in assessing and 

intervening DV.  

It also then raises questions about the value of current treatment modalities with such varied 

perpetrators, which is consistent with the results from past DV treatment evaluation research that 

has found single-mode intervention approaches with all DV perpetrators to be unsuccessful in 

reducing future risk of DV (Akoenski, Koehler, Lösel & Humphreys, 2012; Dutton & Corvo, 2007). 

The most important outcome from the focus on dynamic processes is that it suggests that DV is 

influenced by human factors amendable to change, and evidences the importance of distinguishable 

psychological processes for each subtype, reinforcing the need for researchers to continue seeking 

answers to the questions of what exactly works best, for whom and under what circumstances with 

DV perpetrators.  

The outcomes of study one also have direct implications for risk assessment and legal 

intervention because they suggest that the motivations of DV perpetrators and the outcomes for 

victims differ accordingly. For example, the current study found that three of the four subtypes of 

DV perpetration were associated with very different but equally dangerous and damaging outcomes 

for victims at its extreme, including sexual assault, murder and filicide. Each outcome was 

associated with distinct psychological factors unique to the motive in its respective theme.  

However, breaches to protection orders were represented by the fourth theme (i.e., adaptive) where 

the target was the environment and perpetrators typically engaged in low level aggression and 

violence, suggesting that this particular cohort was the least associated with an increased risk of 

injury or death in victims. This finding suggests that number of past DV incidents may be an 

unreliable marker for estimating risk of harm to all DV victims, which raises questions about the 

value of measures currently in use to intervene DV and protect victims from serious outcomes.  

The typology produced in this study implies that serious risk may share stronger 

associations with the other three subtypes of DV, who based on their narratives are less likely to 

need or qualify for civil sanctions (due to a lack of demonstratable ongoing risk), but may be better 

captured within other legal and public systems. For example, in the case of conservative 
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perpetrators whose risk of violence appears dramatically increased by their contact with the Family 

Courts specifically, and who may otherwise have no reason for monitoring within the community, 

making it very difficult for policing agencies to predict DV and protect victims.   

Limitations 

Although the current study represents a meaningful contribution to the existing body of DV 

literature, it is not without its limitations. First, while the addition of environmental factors in the 

current study is a strength and promotes greater insight into the functions of individual acts of DV 

during incidents of abuse, it also raises some questions about the influence of environmental factors 

(i.e., time and space) on the narrative and its implications for the utility of the typology. For 

example, within the current study there was a noticeable distinction between abusive conduct that 

occurred during the course of the relationship and post relationship. The target of behaviour was 

also found to vary based on the relationship status, as evidenced in the extreme behaviours across 

DV types (i.e., murder in Expressive, filicide in Conservative). This raises questions of whether the 

typology is misrepresenting environmental and person conditions (i.e., choice of extreme behaviour 

is due to access issues rather than intrinsic desires/motives), and thus, whether the typology is 

capturing the same abusive person at different points in the journey of their abusive relationship/s.  

This limitation is reflective of the criticisms of Johnson’s (1993) typology and its validation 

studies, which have effectively found similar profiles in different contexts that have then been 

interpreted as different offender types. The relationships between the DV types and background 

characteristics in the current study were also not comparable, which would otherwise be a helpful 

measure of person versus environmental influence. To address this, study two sought to elicit 

aetiological pathways to DV offending as a way of establishing whether some of the observed 

differences across DV types is likely to be attributable to the psychological influences operating 

during offending or better explained by the environmental conditions available to the DV offender 

at the time of their abuse.  

Second, while archival data has repeatedly proven to be a useful source from which 

typologies can be derived (Hakkanen, Lindolf, & Santilla, 2004; Hollows & Fritzon, 2012; Salfati, 

2000; Salfati & Bateman, 2005), there are weaknesses inherent in such data and a certain richness 

of information about individuals that is lost when assessed via records, particularly when assessing 

aetiological factors. The ability for any typology to be practically useful requires it to be 

comprehensive, meaningful and robust, and for this to occur future research must be able to 

replicate the findings and underlying framework of study one under varied conditions. Study two of 

this project aimed to address this, by demonstrating how the DV typology created in this study 



  

 65 

could be reproduced in a prison sample of male offenders with the use of self-report measures, and 

in turn how existing psychological measures could be used to make inferences about DV 

trajectories and risks in conjunction with the subtype narratives.  

It was also anticipated that the use of self-report measures in a prison sample would prove 

more useful for deciphering the hypothesised links between childhood trauma and DV offending, as 

it would allow for the nature of childhood abuse to be explored, as opposed to simply assessing its 

presence or absence. This additional level of analysis would be especially beneficial for testing the 

theoretical links and establishing foundational work to explain the pathways to DV offending in 

study three.   

Conclusion 

The ability for ongoing research to better understand and explain DV is critical if legal and 

clinical interventions are to be successful in creating real change. The current study addressed some 

of the limitations of the existing DV research by developing a model of DV perpetration that could 

explain the heterogeneity of DV crimes within a single conceptual framework that was also open to 

direct empirical testing. By eliciting four distinct themes of DV through the application of the action 

systems model, the current study was able to establish the beginnings of four separate offending 

narratives, each associated with its own unique features and continuum of risk, but that still remains 

linked through common behavioural indicators. Theoretically this is helpful because it has the 

potential to consolidate a broad and rapidly growing body of DV perpetrator research into a single 

and simple framework that then can become the foundation from which more targeted and 

practically useful pathways can be explored.  Further development of this DV typology is also 

practically warranted, as it could guide appropriate allocation of resources and inform policy 

development that intervenes DV in more direct and effective ways.   
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Chapter Three 

Study Two: Uncovering the Developmental Pathways from Childhood Victimisation to 

Domestic Violence in Adulthood 

 
 Ward (2016) has argued that the standard clinical practice in forensic and correctional 

psychology of using dynamic risk factors to inform treatment design is problematic because the 

concept of dynamic risk does not directly translate to the causes of offending. Ward states that this 

is because contemporary understandings of risk are defined according to ethical and legal norms 

and consequently, do not represent pure psychological casual processes. Heffernan and Ward 

(2015) suggest that this is especially problematic when we try to determine the causal factors 

involved in particular crimes types, because risk refers to nonspecific concepts whereby a single 

risk predictor can encapsulate variants of a wide range of associated psychological and social 

processes.  

This argument seems particularly applicable to the study of DV, in which the aetiology of 

DV has transformed into an understanding of risk to the exclusion of individual agency, with the 

vast majority of DV literature continuing to take a gendered approach rather than an individual 

psychological one. This is reflected in the DV treatment literature in which researchers have 

repeatedly raised concerns about the available treatment for DV perpetrators and its tendency to be 

psychoeducational in design, and focused on general factors or a reductionist gendered position 

(Corvo, 2019; Day et al., 2009; Graham-Kevan & Wigman, 2009; Langlands et al., 2009; Pallatino 

et al., 2019). It is perhaps also for this reason that gendered approaches have remained popular 

despite the growing body of contradictory literature (e.g., Dixon & Graham-Kevan, 2011; Dutton & 

Corvo, 2006), and why the treatment of DV has demonstrated such little progress over time. 

Research that intends to develop aetiological pathways that can inform treatment design and effect 

change should then aim to do so by uncovering the functional aspects of offending pathways to 

reveal the mechanisms generating offending, with an emphasis on identifying the psychological 

variables that keep offenders accountable and that make change possible.  

Study two aimed to test the utility of the DV perpetrator typology developed in study one, 

and to further examine the dynamic psychological processes relevant to the four subtypes of DV.  

Through the application of narrative analysis theory and the actions systems model with crimes of 

DV, study one produced a typology with four distinct types of DV perpetration, each with a 

differing offence narrative. In order to examine the validity of the model, study two tested the 

underlying structure of the model of DV actions with an offending sample of DV perpetrators, 

where it was expected that the typology produced in study one would be replicated in a prison 
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sample of male offenders with the use of self-report measures. It was anticipated that the four 

primary modes of functioning would be replicated, as reflected in the interpersonal transactions 

unique to each mode.  

The second objective of study two was to expand on the typology by exploring the dynamic 

processes inherent in crimes of DV to elicit aetiological pathways to DV offending. Building upon 

Dutton’s (1995) nested ecological model of IPV and drawing from the research findings of study 

one, the current study attempted to demonstrate how the dynamic psychological processes 

associated with crimes of DV are also reflective of its primary underlying function, and can be used 

to create a set of core psychological vulnerabilities that collectively can demonstrate cause in 

varying types of DV perpetration. Reflective of the findings of study one, cognitive (i.e., hostile 

attitudes), emotional (i.e., trait anger, poor coping) and interpersonal (i.e., adult attachment) factors 

were assessed to elicit the dominant psychological features associated with the primary cause of DV 

in each theme.  

Motives for DV  

 Over time, the study of DV has overwhelmingly argued that DV is motivated by gender 

inequality and the reinforcement of patriarchal ideology, whereby men are dominant and women are 

submissive (Dobash et. al, 1992; Hunnicut, 2009; Johnson & Ferraro, 2000). Within the last decade, 

researchers have become increasingly critical of the gendered approach, which has resulted in a 

closer alignment of the DV literature with broader aggression and violence research. General 

aggression is understood to be proactively or reactively motivated. Proactive aggression is viewed 

as instrumental in nature and therefore, goal directed. It is considered to be a means to an end in the 

pursuit of an objective beyond the use of violence itself. In contrast, reactive aggression is 

retaliatory and is performed in response to provocation. Reactive aggression is also referred to as 

hostile aggression because it is believed to be driven by an attributional style that perceives hostile 

intent in others (Walters, 2005). From this approach, researchers have identified an array of 

perceived benefits for aggressors that have included self-protection from perceived threat, 

communication of intrapersonal or interpersonal vulnerabilities, retaliation, the restoration of self-

worth, and the achievement of external and internal reward (Elmquist et al., 2014; Felton, 2002).  

In a comprehensive review of the DV motivations literature, Langhinrichesen-Rohling, 

McCullars and Misra (2012) found that similar to general violence, using aggression as a means for 

achieving power/control and in self-defence were commonly self-reported motives for DV in both 

genders, occurring in 76% and 61% of the studies reviewed, respectively. Violence as a means for 

expressing negative emotion (63%), communicating difficulties (48%), retaliating (60%), or 
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reacting to jealousy (49%) were also commonly assessed motives in DV. Other researchers have 

placed more emphasis on situational factors for determining possible motivations for DV, such as 

issues relating to the dyad or their partner specifically; like being yelled at or criticised by a partner 

(Elmquist et al., 2014).  

The DV motivations literature is however plagued by methodological and conceptual flaws, 

including its heavy reliance on perpetrator self-reports collected from measures that are comprised 

of predetermined motives and forced choice responding. Consistent with the broader focus of DV 

research to date, motivations of DV have also prioritised explanations of physical DV over non-

physical forms, and diluted the complex psychological processes relevant to DV within these sets of 

fixed, prescribed motives (Langhinrichesen-Rohling, McCullars & Misra, 2012; Stairmand, 

Polaschek, & Dixon, 2020). Together, this has contributed to a list of reasons for DV that are more 

consistent with justifications for perpetrating violence rather than robust explanations for the causes 

of DV, and that embody the dynamic psychological processes that describe what drives different 

types of DV.   

Two theoretical frameworks have been developed to try to address the limitations of the DV 

motives research. Flynn and Graham (2010) were the first to do so by constructing a conceptual 

model of perceived reasons for aggression in DV. Based in causal attribution theory, the authors 

proposed that a focus on the perceptions of those involved in partner violence would be relevant to 

understanding the factors influencing various forms and severity of violence and therefore, could 

provide insights into the factors necessary for preventing escalations of violence from typical 

couple arguments to incidents of abuse.  The model describes three levels of influence on perceived 

aggression based on proximity to the violence (see Figure 6). The model intends to be gender 

neutral and is informed by the outcomes of studies conducted with both male and female 

perpetrators and victims of DV. 

Level 1 of the model (Flynn & Graham, 2010) includes background and personal attributes 

of the perpetrator or victim, and is intended to encapsulate a broad array of risk factors for DV, 

similar to that included at the ontogenic level of Dutton’s nested ecological model (1995, 2009). 

Level II includes a variety of psychosocial factors that are categorised as current life circumstances 

and are considered to increase an individual’s likelihood of engaging in aggression and violence. 

This accords with Dutton’s description of structures that connect the individual to society at the 

exosystem level of the nested ecological model. Level III includes immediate precursors or 

precipitators to incidents of DV, such as acts by a partner deemed to provoke aggression, and is 

comparative to Dutton’s microsystem level, which focuses on the immediate environment in which 
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DV occurs. The first two levels of Flynn and Graham’s (2010) framework can either represent sole 

explanations for DV or alternatively interact with or be mediated by Level III variables.  

 

Figure 6 

Three-level model of perceived reasons for aggression 

 

 
 

Note.  From “Why did it happen?” A review and conceptual framework for research on perpetrators' 

and victims' explanations for intimate partner violence” by A. Flynn and K, Graham, 2010, 

Aggression and Violent Behavior, 15(3), 242. http://doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2010.01.002.  Reprinted with 

permission.  

 

Flynn and Graham’s (2010) framework has assisted with consolidating and arranging the 

DV motives research and doing so in a way that effectively mimics existing multifactor aetiological 

theories of DV perpetration. The framework is sufficiently flexible in its conceptualisation of 

motive, such that it allows for multiple reasons to be given as explanations for DV. This allowance 

for fluidity or movement in characterising DV motives is also reflective of the narrative approach 

taken to classifying DV in study one and the aims of the current research, whereby the independent 

types of DV perpetration and the respective aetiological pathways are expected to be explained by 

dynamic, interacting psychological processes inherent in crimes of DV, that then unfold consistent 

with the function of DV.  

However, Flynn and Graham’s (2010) framework remains limited in its ability to explain the 

causes of DV at a level needed to be practically useful in risk assessment and treatment design. 
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Because the model uses attributions as the sole lens through which motives are interpreted, it is 

limited in its capacity to address some of the conceptual flaws that motivated its development to 

begin with. For example, the framework assumes that attributions and perceived reasons for 

aggression are inherently linked to the many other psychological factors involved in DV, and in 

doing so, is unable to establish the necessary link(s) between motive and intent, which is essential 

for explaining personal agency in crime and determining what the perpetrator sought to do (Canter 

& Youngs, 2012).  

The second conceptual framework is a very recent empirical development and like Flynn 

and Graham’s work (2010) intends to be a framework from which the motives for DV can be 

systematically examined. However, unlike the previous framework, Stairmand, Polaschek and 

Dixon’s (2020) conceptual framework for IPV motives is very much aimed at explaining the 

dynamic processes that occur during specific events and is accordingly, far more detailed. The 

framework is informed by the Social Interactionist Theory of Coercive Actions (Tedeschi & Felson, 

1994) and the Event Process Model of Family Violence (FVEPM; Stairmand et al., 2019), which is 

a recently introduced model of the intrapersonal and interpersonal processes involved in a family 

violence event (also developed by the same authors).   

Essentially, the framework (see figure 7) conceptualises motives as “the desire to effect 

change in the target in order to achieve one of five specific goals” (p. 6), which are realised through 

coercive action (physical, emotional or cognitive). The framework addresses the limitations of 

Flynn and Graham’s (2010) work by creating a uniform structure for differentiating motives, 

attributions and reasons for DV but that also provides space for the influence of intrapersonal and 

interpersonal factors to be considered separately to motives. The authors argue that because 

perpetrator selections of motives and acts of coercion (i.e., physical, psychological) are influenced 

by the intrapersonal and interpersonal factors, the framework is capable of generating an inventory 

of possible intervention targets.     

There are conceptual similarities in comparing Stairmand et al.’s (2020) framework to the 

action systems model used to develop the typology in study one, especially when considering the 

roles of motives and intent in the proposed offence processes. The major differences being that the 

typology developed in study one is more inclusive and consequently, able to provide tangible 

explanations for how the process of DV unfolds, based on the interactions between a broad array of 

physical and psychological offence actions. This is reflective of the differences in theories 

underpinning each framework, with the typology of DV perpetration from study one viewing DV in 

accordance with actions systems theory, in which destructive interactions such as DV, include 

factors internal and external to the individual. As Stairmand et al. (2020) highlight, their conceptual 
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framework as informed by FVEPM theory, limits explanations of DV to “interactions in which the 

actor selects an initial strategy based on their perceived unacceptability of the target's behavior” (p. 

4). While the authors explicitly state that they are not attempting to explain motives that might arise 

outside of the context of the perpetrator’s action, the ability of the action systems model to account 

for DV events arising from a contextually or internally-driven need suggests that it is better 

equipped to explain problems, such the role of environmental conditions that arose in study one.  

 

Figure 7 

Stairmand et al.’s conceptual framework for IPV motives  

 

 
 

Note.  From “Putting coercive actions in context: Reconceptualizing motives for intimate partner 

violence perpetration” by M. Stairmand, D. L. L. Polaschek and L. Dixon, 2020, Aggression and 

Violent Behavior, 51, p. 5. (http://doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2020.101388).  Reprinted with permission. 
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As demonstrated in study one, contextual and internal needs are fundamental to 

understanding key aspects of different types of DV offending. This is a limitation of Stairmand’s et 

al.’s FVEPM theory and is reflective of the methodology used to develop it. FVEPM was created 

based on the reports of 14 males and 13 females completing community-based family violence 

perpetrator treatment programs, and tested for generalisability using eight men incarcerated in a 

Specialist Treatment Unit with histories of repeat violence (Stairmand, Dixon, & Polaschek, 2021). 

The majority of participants from both studies identified as Māori or Pasifika ethnicity. The small 

and narrow selection of participants drawn from samples with demonstrated violent offending 

histories significantly limits the scope of the construct under investigation and generalisability of 

the theory, and is consequently restricted in its capacity to explain diversity in DV perpetration.   

Stairmand et al.’s (2020) framework does however demonstrate how intrapersonal and 

situational factors can have influential roles on the offence process itself, and from this standpoint 

provides a useful guide from which DV motives can be considered relative to their role in the 

dynamic aspects of DV offences processes. The current research sought to add to both of these 

conceptual models by using actions systems theory to demonstrate how knowledge of what drives 

DV behaviour combined with understandings about what DV perpetrators seek to achieve through 

their use of DV, based on how they have behaved, will provide a rich source of contextually 

relevant information from which risk factors and treatment targets can be derived and linked.  

Risk Factors for DV  

Consistent with Heffernan and Ward’s (2015; Ward, 2016) criticisms at the outset of this 

chapter, research that has explored the factors associated with an increased risk of DV perpetration 

has found that the majority are reflective of risks for other problem behaviour during adolescence 

and adulthood. Risk factors for DV have included generally antisocial behaviours and attitudes 

(Petersson, Strand, & Selenius, 2019), stability of relationships (Capaldi et al., 2012), stability of 

employment (Krishnan et al., 2010), mental health and personality disorder (Shorey, Febres, 

Brasfield, & Stuart, 2012), substance abuse (Duval, Lanning, & Patterson, 2020), and childhood 

abuse (Capaldi et al., 2012).  Systematic and meta-analytic reviews that have attempted to 

consolidate and update the available DV risk research have also attempted to identify specific 

psychological variables and processes more likely to co-occur with DV perpetration (Capaldi et al., 

2012; Stewart, Flight, & Slavin-Stewart, 2013).  Many of these factors are captured in the 

psychological themes elicited in the four narratives for DV perpetration derived in study one.  

Adult Attachment.  Interest in adult attachment as a predictor of DV is related to the 

relational nature of DV and aims to explain how the unique interpersonal issues that lessen one’s 
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ability to form and maintain relationships can be used to explain the mechanisms that underpin the 

use of physical and psychological abuse in partnerships (Spencer, Keilhotz, & Stith, 2021). As an 

extension of Bowlby’s (1969) attachment theory, Hazer and Shaver (1987) proposed that the 

emotional bonds formed in adult romantic relationships were similar to those developed during 

infancy on the basis that both are functions of the same underlying motivational system (i.e., 

attachment behavioural system).  

Studies that have explored the link between adult attachment and DV have repeatedly found 

evidence in support of a positive relationship between anxiety over abandonment and DV 

perpetration (Barbaro, Boutwell & Shakelford, 2019; Spencer, Keilhotz & Stith, 2021). Researchers 

have indicated that individuals with anxious attachment styles may use DV as a way of ensuring 

physical closeness when closeness is desired but the individual is lacking the skills necessary for 

cultivating reciprocal emotional support (Dutton, 1998, 1999). This finding is reflective of the 

problems described for integrative DV perpetrators in study one, which revealed specific difficulties 

with establishing intimacy.  

Other researchers have proposed that individuals with avoidant attachment styles use DV as 

a means for deterring closeness with a partner. In a meta-analytic review of the association between 

attachment styles and DV perpetration, Spencer, Keilhotz, and Stith (2021) found that avoidant, 

anxious and disorganised adult attachment styles all shared significant positive relationships with 

physical DV perpetration, and suggested that targeting the dynamic correlates that mediate each 

association could prove beneficial in preventing or reducing future violence. For instance, the 

authors provide the example of directly addressing the interpersonal problems that relate to one’s 

avoidant style of attachment (e.g., negative views of partner and positive self-views), as a way of 

using attachment-based practices to intervene DV. Further, it has been suggested that DV may also 

be explained by the mispairing of attachment styles that then promote heightened situations in 

which interpersonal insecurities and emotions are experienced intensely (Doumas, Pearson, Elgin & 

McKinley, 2008).   

Emotional Dysregulation. Researchers have paid considerable attention to the roles that 

jealousy and anger play in DV perpetration (Kaufman-Parks, Longmore, Giorano, & Manning, 

2019; Wright, 2017).  Difficulty with responding to perceived relationship threats by mishandling 

jealousy and anger is argued to be the consequence of an inability by DV perpetrators to tolerate the 

high levels of anxiety triggered by certain behaviour in a partnership (e.g., relationship breakdown, 

perceived infidelity), which initiate cognitive patterns indicative of jealousy (e.g., distrust) and 

result in displays of destructive behaviour (e.g., stalking, control, violence).   
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Emotional regulation has also been found to play an important role in mediating the effects 

of early life trauma on the use of aggression. For example, studies have found that in individuals 

who presented with a history of trauma sequalae, borderline personality traits (including emotional 

dysregulation), mediated the relationship between trauma exposure and both impulsive and 

premeditated aggression (Miles et. Al., 2015; Poole, Dobson, & Pusch, 2018). This effect has been 

found to be especially relevant in men. For example, Gratz et. al (2009) found that emotion 

dysregulation mediated the relationship between childhood maltreatment and intimate partner abuse 

among men but emotion dysregulation was not associated with partner abuse among women.  

Strong negative emotion has also been shown to be predictive of lethality in male-

perpetrated DV, with jealousy specifically featuring on DV risk assessment tools as a measure of 

dangerousness (Dutton & Kropp, 2000).  The role of jealousy in DV is predicated on the male 

sexual proprietariness theory (Wilson & Daly, 1993), in which it is believed that jealousy driven by 

a view that female partners can be exclusively controlled and that men are entitled to such, 

promotes a far greater risk of intimate homicide than typical displays of jealousy. The link between 

unregulated jealousy and aggression has proven to be robust regardless of theoretical positions, with 

jealousy predicting aggression toward a partner even after controlling for general aggression and 

relationship factors (Kerr & Capaldi, 2011).  

Psychopathology. Investigations into the emotional predictors of DV have often focused on 

the role of psychopathology, such as depression in the expression of aggression and violence, which 

has also been associated with an increased risk of lethality (Holland, Brown, Hall, & Logan, 2018; 

Spencer et al., 2019). This is partly because depressed DV perpetrators are more likely to commit 

acts of homicide-suicide (Cheng & Jaffe, 2019) and filicide (Holland, Brown, Hall, & Logan, 

2018). In a review of the relevant literature, Holland et al. (2018) found that in cases with child 

victims, violence was propelled by the depressed perpetrators’ intimate partner problems, and was 

often premeditated and previously communicated in some way. Notably, this cluster of risks was 

observed in the acts of conservative perpetrators in study one, where it was found that DV was 

perpetrated in an attempt to resolve negative feelings and achieve retribution, including through acts 

of filicide. Research has also evidenced that depressed DV perpetrators are more likely to have 

experienced childhood abuse or witnessed DV as a child than non-depressed equivalents, 

suggesting that depression may have a moderating role in the type and severity of intergenerational 

trauma that is transmitted within violent homes (Holland, Brown, Hall, & Logan, 2018).   

Similarly, posttraumatic stress has demonstrated consistent associations with both physical 

and psychological DV perpetration, particularly when lifetime trauma has been explored (Breet, 

Seedat & Kagee, 2016; Hahn et al., 2015; Macquire et al., 2015; Shorey et al., 2018). Posttraumatic 
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stress and DV perpetration have repeatedly been linked via experiences of mistrust (LaMotte, Taft, 

& Weatherill, 2016) and shame (Lawrence & Taft, 2013), due to the social processing deficits that 

result from trauma and lead to aggressive behaviour. It is suggested that in the pursuit of evidence 

for hostility and betrayal in others, DV perpetrators with posttraumatic stress demonstrate pervasive 

deficits with misperceiving threats to the self. This in turn generates feelings of shame that represent 

probable rejection, which causes significant internal discomfort and escalates the risk of anxious 

and fear-driven behaviour, including excessive control and violence (LaMotte, Taft, & Weatherill, 

2016; Sippel & Marshall, 2011). 

Trait Anger and Hostility. Anger and hostility stemming from within perpetrators have 

long been studied as predictors of DV, with results consistently indicating that both factors are 

associated with an increased risk of DV (Capaldi et al., 2012). However, many researchers have 

questioned the independent, direct role they play in the perpetration of DV, as opposed to 

explaining the risks associated with aggression and violence generally. In a meta-analysis of the 

literature on the roles of anger, hostility and internalising negative emotions in DV perpetration, 

Birkley and Eckhardt (2015) found that all three constructs were moderately associated with DV 

perpetration, and that the relationship was stronger for those who perpetrated moderate to severe 

DV compared with those who perpetrated low to moderate DV.  

 Research that has explored the influence of angry traits and hostility toward women has 

also found that past traumatic exposure and impulse control play important mediating roles in the 

use of aggression and violence in partnerships (Gildner, Kirwan, Pickett, & Parkhill, 2021). In fact, 

some researchers have suggested that childhood experiences of abuse and exposure to family 

violence contribute to the establishment of hostile and angry traits (and more specifically 

rumination) for regulating negative emotions and coping with abuse that is then triggered in adult 

interpersonal relationships (Ruddle, Pina & Vasquez, 2017).  The link between angry rumination 

and DV perpetration is argued to be the consequence of the priming effects of rumination and an 

associated decrease in self-regulation. This process is represented in examples of incidents 

involving displaced aggression or the disproportionate use of ‘punishment’ against a partner, as 

highlighted in the cases for both expressive and conservative perpetrators in study one.     

Substance Use.  In an extensive systematic review of 228 studies on the risk factors for DV, 

Capaldi et al. (2012) found that the relationship between exposure to family violence and child 

abuse and DV perpetration was mediated by adult adjustment, such as substance use. Alcohol 

misuse has been studied as a risk factor for DV perpetration many times over and while excessive 

alcohol use has repeatedly predicted occurrence and frequency of DV, most researchers do not 

support the notion that alcohol misuse exerts a sufficient condition for DV (Quigley et al., 2018). 
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The influence of alcohol is thought instead to occur via its facilitation of the occurrence of 

aggression and to be moderated by individual, relationship, and developmental factors (Smith Slep, 

Foran, & Heyman, 2014).  

The disinhibitory effects of substances on aggression has been a primary focus for DV risk 

researchers. The majority of this research has found that the psychopharmacological effects that 

temporarily impair cognitive functioning are associated with an increased risk of aggressive 

responding (Cafferky, Mendez, Anderson, & Stith, 2018). Alcohol and stimulants, such as cocaine 

have demonstrated the strongest links to DV perpetration (Foran & O’Leary, 2008). For example, 

Cran, Oberleitner, Devine and Easton (2014) found that alcohol and cocaine use disorders were 

significantly associated with DV perpetration. In contrast, cannabis and opioid use disorders were 

not directly associated with DV though the risk of aggression and violence for cannabis users was 

increased when paired with an alcohol condition. The researchers did however find that individuals 

with an alcohol use disorder were less likely to be violent if they also met criteria for a cannabis use 

disorder, suggesting that the specific substance of abuse and its function is likely to be of 

importance for determining its influence in varying types of DV perpetration.   

Chronic substance use shares an arguably more complex link to DV perpetration. Chronicity 

and intensity of disordered substance use are suggested to facilitate harmful interactions within or 

across partnerships, which foster unpleasant and hostile relationship environments that increase the 

likelihood of DV perpetration (Cran et al., 2014; Leonard & Quigley, 1997). Consistent with 

integrated theoretical models, such as the biopsychosocial model, chronic substance use is 

purported to reduce one’s capacity to generate and rely on prosocial conflict resolution by effecting 

cognitive change at each stage of social information processing. This is further impacted by factors 

influencing the sociocultural context for individuals. Cafferky et al. (2018) provide the example of 

the impact of drug seeking behaviour in DV in societal contexts where illicit substances are viewed 

negatively by society, and only accessible through illicit drug markets that are supportive of the use 

of violence and habitual substance use.  

The multifaceted relationship between substance use and DV perpetration is represented in 

the outcomes of study one, in which alcohol and illicit drug use were found to serve different 

functional roles for DV perpetrator subtypes. For example, where illicit drug use was found to be an 

expression of the internal dysfunction characteristic of integrative perpetrators, while alcohol use 

served a much more practical role in assisting conservative perpetrators to cope with strong 

negative feelings and repressed hostility for perceived injustices.  

In summary, the DV risk research has produced a broad range of risk factors for DV that can 

generally be understood as falling within demographic, developmental, psychological, social and 
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relationship risk areas. As previously stated, there is a high degree of overlap between DV risk and 

risk factors commonly observed during developmental phases characterised by increased risky 

behaviour; such as substance abuse and risky sexual practices in early adulthood. Capaldi et al., 

(2012) have argued that this is indicative of DV being “theoretically and intraindividually akin to 

these behaviors” (p. 25). The DV risk research does however also evidence that risk factors for DV 

tend to be associated to one another, and particularly so for conceptually linked psychological 

factors, such as jealousy and anger. Further research is needed that involves an adequately large 

theoretical model, like the action systems model, to account for the associations among risk factors 

for DV (Capaldi et al., 2012).  

The Current Study  

The overarching aim of the current study was to expand on the typology of DV perpetration 

developed in study one to create distinct aetiological pathways to offending that could be linked by 

the underlying function of DV in each subtype. Traditionally, research has attempted to explain the 

causes of DV by producing perceived reasons for DV and examining factors associated with an 

increased risk of DV. These outcomes have been compounded and studied as if they are inherently 

linked, making it impossible to determine the dynamic role that aetiological factors have in the 

commission of different types of DV (Dixon & Graham-Kevan, 2011). Stairmand’s et al.’s (2020) 

conceptual framework of IPV motives offers one possible solution to examining the links between 

varying offence processes and aetiological correlates. However, the theory underpinning the 

framework could benefit from further development and in its current form, lacks the range needed 

to explain the diversity and complexity of offence processes demonstrated in study one.   

The current study sought to test whether the action systems model could link well-

researched psychological factors (Capaldi et al., 2012; Elmquist et al., 2014; Felton, 2002; 

Langhinrichesen-Rohling, McCullars & Misra, 2012) to different types of DV perpetration through 

shared functions. Consistent with multifactor and trauma-informed approaches to DV perpetration 

(Dutton, 2010) it was expected that the aetiological factors relevant to each subtype of DV 

perpetrator would be functionally linked to the motives and intent of DV actions in its 

corresponding subtype. Through this, study two also sought to test whether some of the observed 

differences across DV types from study one would be attributable to the psychological influences 

operating pre- and during offending, or better explained by the environmental conditions available 

to the DV offender at the time of their abuse. Study two planned to achieve this with two key 

objectives in mind.   
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Aim One 

The first objective was to test and validate the structure of the newly developed DV 

perpetrator typology, by exploring its replicability and utility under varied research conditions.  

This was achieved by examining discrete acts of DV in a sample of male prisoners, through the use 

of a DV measure able to capture a variety of physical and nonphysical aggressive and violent 

behaviours. DV actions were arranged by severity and included acts of sexual aggression.   

Hypothesis 1.  It was expected that when subjected to multivariate analysis in the form of a 

MDS, the behaviour of DV perpetrators in study two would fit with Shye’s (1985) actions system 

framework, and would be represented by the replication of four distinct modes of functioning: 

expressive, integrative, conservative, and adaptive.  

Hypothesis 1.1. As in study one, the model was considered theoretically valid if certain 

principles were met, including Shye’s (1985) contiguity hypothesis and radex model of criminal 

actions.  

Hypothesis 1.2. It was also anticipated that the same four narratives of DV perpetration 

would be elicited; including comparative sources and manifestations of action unique to each 

subtype, and the exact same discrete behaviours where overlap in variables was observed across 

studies one and two. It was expected that discrete behaviours belonging to each subtype of DV 

perpetration would share stronger statistical associations with the other variables in the subtype, 

compared with variables from the other three subtypes of DV perpetration. This was hypothesised 

to be visually represented in the two-dimensional plot, whereby conceptually-related variables were 

positioned closer together.   

Hypothesis 1.3. Further, it was expected that when the variables comprising each subtype of 

DV perpetration were tested for internal consistency, they would each form a statistically reliable 

scale.  

 Expressive. With regards to the subtypes of DV perpetration, it was hypothesised that the 

actions of expressive DV perpetrators would include the most extreme DV acts, and would be 

directly reflective of the engrained internal aspects of the individual and perceived value of 

aggression and violence to the perpetrator. It was expected that expressive DV would include acts 

that denigrated and placed the victim at increased risk of serious injury or death; such as, where 

weapons or forceful/overpowering acts were used during DV incidents, like punching or beating up 

a victim.  

 Integrative. Integrative DV was hypothesised to represent the individual’s internal 

disruption, as expressed through desperate and excessive attempts to resolve difficulties with either 

establishing or maintaining intimacy. Integrative DV was expected to uniquely include threats and 



  

 79 

acts of sexual violence and to incorporate coercive actions reflective of forced or pseudo intimacy; 

for example, through hair pulling or restraining a victim.  

 Conservative. Behaviours in the conservative theme were hypothesised to reflect the 

resolution of negative emotion and achievement of retribution though intentional and instrumental 

acts of aggression and violence. Conservative DV was expected to be uniquely characterised by 

displays of indirect aggression, including through the use of threats to children and/or other 

meaningful targets, such as pets or items of special significance to the partner.  

 Adaptive. Adaptive DV was hypothesised to reflect the individual’s desire to adapt to or 

exploit changes in the relationship by acting on opportunity and environmental vulnerabilities. 

Adaptive DV was expected to include low level acts of aggression and violence that are void of 

malice and reflect what the perpetrator is capable of doing over what they desire to do, such as the 

general destruction of property, pushing of a victim whereby property and people are seen as 

obstructive, or an expression of escalating conflict.   

Hypothesis 2. The utility of an offence typology is, in part, measured by its ability to assign 

perpetrators to subtypes of offences. Consistent with past research (Salfati & Bateman, 2005; 

Trojan & Salfati, 2008), the current study employed two strategies to test which theme dominated 

DV offending across individual perpetrators in the incarcerated sample. Using a conservative 

assignment strategy, the percentage score of the occurrence of variables for that theme had to be 1.5 

times of that of the other themes to be assigned to a dominant theme (Salfati & Bateman, 2005; 

Trojan & Salfati, 2008). Those that could not be classified to a dominant theme were considered 

hybrids. In the less conservative approach to theme allocation, cases were assigned to dominant 

themes when the percentage score of the occurrence of variables for that theme was greater than the 

sum of scores for other themes.  

Hypothesis 2.1 Consistent with theme dominance in other violent crimes (Salfati & 

Bateman, 2005; Trojan & Salfati, 2008), it was hypothesised that by applying a conservative 

assignment strategy, at least half of the sample would be allocated to a dominant theme, and the 

entire sample would be allocated with the application of a less stringent strategy.  

Aim Two 

The second objective of the current study was to further develop the typology, by merging 

the aetiology and risk research with the offence themes of DV perpetrators to reveal four pathways 

to offending. The goal was not to simply categorise DV motives but rather to elicit intrapersonal 

and interpersonal variables relevant to the dynamic aspects inherent in the narrative and therefore, 

those factors most relevant to the mechanisms generating different types of DV offending.  
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 Hypothesis 3.  It was expected that by subjecting the DV psychological (aetiological and 

risk) variables to multivariate analysis in the form of a second MDS, four distinct themes would 

emerge consistent with the associated offence processes. DV psychological variables consisted of 

(a) demographic information, including offence histories, (b) historical experiences, such as 

childhood abuse, (c) static intrapersonal constructs, such as personality, and (d) dynamic 

psychological attributes, such as hostile attitudes. Detailed hypotheses predicting exactly which 

variables would fall in each subtype is not offered on the basis that broader variables were expected 

to be represented differently in varying DV subtypes, and to share slightly different predictive 

relationships to past research when all of the variables were assessed together. For example, 

variables relating to substance use were expected to fall in different regions of the two-dimensional 

plot consistent with the function of DV in the corresponding subtype.  

Hypothesis 3.1. The underlying principles required to test hypothesis one were applied to 

examine the fit of the psychological variables with Shye’s (1985) actions system framework. This 

included Shye’s (1985) contiguity hypothesis and radex model of criminal actions. Conceptually 

similar variables were expected to fall within the same regions of the plot (i.e., closer together) 

consistent with the function of the DV subtype, reflecting stronger statistical associations with other 

conceptually similar factors.  

Hypothesis 3.2. Additionally, it was expected that when the psychological variables 

comprising each subtype were tested for internal consistency, they would form a statistically 

reliable scale. 

Expressive. Consistent with the results of study one and the relevant research, it was 

expected that expressive DV perpetrators would present with histories of serious violent offending, 

and would share demographic information most comparable to generally violent offenders. As 

violent scripts have been found to play an important role in the use of violence in relationships, it 

was also expected that expressive DV perpetrators would have witnessed episodes of violence 

between primary caregivers as a child. Similarly, it was hypothesised that the familiarity with 

violence and ease of its use, characteristic of expressive perpetrators, would be reflected in the 

possession of engrained systems that predispose an individual to not only use violence, but to value 

it as a tool for expressing perceived internal pains and vulnerabilities. For example, through the 

possession of trait anger.  

Integrative. Integrative perpetrators were expected to be characterised primarily by factors 

reflecting the perpetrators perceived lack of value and incompetency in relationships. For example, 

it was hypothesised that integrative perpetrators would be insecurely attached and would possess 
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attributes indicative of interpersonal insecurity and/or a fear of abandonment, such as borderline 

personality traits.   

Conservative. It was anticipated that conservative DV perpetrators would possess 

intrapersonal vulnerabilities reflective of deep hostility for perceived, repeat injustices. It was 

hypothesised that conservative perpetrators would likely present with histories of traumatic 

experiences in which their vulnerability was explicitly exploited, such as a history of childhood 

sexual abuse.  It was also anticipated that conservative perpetrators would possess traits of 

resentment, and have a tendency to ruminate and use avoidant coping strategies.  

Adaptive. Adaptive DV perpetrators were expected to present as dysregulated. It was 

hypothesised that adaptive DV perpetrators would possess varied criminal histories, reflective of 

their impulsivity, such as traffic and drug related offending. Low levels of restraint and the focus of 

adaptive perpetrators on exploiting environment vulnerabilities was expected to be captured in a 

history of property offences and the presence of non-conforming and/or defiant attitudes.   

Hypothesis 4. While the impacts of adult attachment were expected to be present in the 

explanations for each of the four pathways to DV offending, adult attachment was also expected to 

play a more direct role in linking early adversity to the subtypes of DV perpetration. Consequently, 

adult attachment was tested separately to determine whether it correlated with the DV psychological 

and DV perpetration subtypes in the same direction. As child and adult attachment are theorised to 

be functions of the same underlying motivational system, it was expected that impairments in 

attachment would be reflected in problems of a similar nature in romantic relationships.  

Hypothesis 4.1. On this basis, it was hypothesised that expressive DV (both pathway and 

perpetration) would be significantly positively correlated with avoidant (dismissive) adult 

attachment, that integrative DV would be significantly correlated with disorganised (preoccupied) 

adult attachment, and that conservative DV would be significantly correlated with ambivalent 

(fearful) adult attachment. Adaptive DV was also hypothesised to be significantly correlated to 

avoidant (dismissive) adult attachment, albeit to a lesser degree than expressive perpetrators.  

Hypothesis 5. In addition to being conceptually linked, it was expected that the DV offence 

pathways and associated DV perpetration subtypes would demonstrate statistical consistency.  

Hypothesis 5.1. It was therefore hypothesised that each of the four DV offence pathways 

would be significantly positively correlated with its corresponding DV offence process, such that 

the expressive offence pathway would be significantly positively correlated with the expressive 

subtype of DV perpetration, that the integrative offence pathway would be significantly positively 

correlated with the integrative subtype of DV perpetration and so on.   
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Hypothesis 5.2. A second statistical check was conducted to test the hypothesis that 

corresponding DV offence pathways and DV perpetration subtypes share common functions. This 

was done by assessing the level of agreement between the four quadrants across both 

multidimensional scaling plots. It was expected that when assessed via chi-square analysis and 

Cohen’s κ, participants who identified as expressive from the offence pathway would also fall 

within the expressive subtype of DV perpetration. The same was hypothesised for the integrative, 

conservative and adaptive groups.  

Method 

Participants 

Participants were 101 males who were either incarcerated in a Queensland correctional 

facility or a client of Queensland Corrective Services (QCS) community corrections, or 

participating in court ordered treatment groups at Youth Forensic Service and subject to community 

correction orders. Information about participant forensic histories was sourced from Queensland 

Corrective’s Integrated Offender Management System for those individuals who provided consent. 

The Integrated Offender Management System is a central database housing official forensic 

information on all individuals who have been or are under the care of QCS. Participants were 

sought from the Northern, Brisbane and South Coast regions of the state of Queensland, Australia.  

To participate in the study, individuals were required to meet a set of qualifying criteria. 

First, individuals must have been at least 18 years of age at the time they committed acts of DV, and 

it must have been carried out against a past or current partner. The research aimed to assess adult 

DV and as such, only adult crimes were considered for analyses. Participants were excluded if acts 

of DV were directed at a family member other than an intimate partner or where participants did not 

present with a self-reported or judicially recognised history of perpetrating DV.   

At the time of testing, 86.1% (n = 87) of participants were incarcerated in a correctional 

facility, 4.0% (n = 4) were clients of community corrections, and a further 9.9% (n = 10) were 

completing a court-ordered treatment program in the general community. Incarcerated participants 

were serving sentences at low (n = 20, 23.0%), high (n = 38, 43.7%), and protection (n = 29, 33.3%) 

security facilities. Following an initial review of the completed questionnaires, three participants 

were excluded from the sample due to incomplete responses. All three participants were 

incarcerated persons and were excluded on the basis that they had failed to complete major 

components of the questionnaire booklet.  

A second check was completed to examine participant eligibility. Fifteen men were 

identified as having either failed to complete the domestic violence questionnaire in whole, or in 
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completing the questionnaire denied having committed acts of DV during past adult relationships. 

All fifteen cases were cross-checked against offence history data provided by QCS, revealing one 

inconsistency in that a single participant had a recorded history of breach of DVO offences despite 

having denied past acts of DV. This participant was retained, while the remaining fourteen 

individuals were excluded from the final sample.     

The final sample was comprised of 84 males ranging in age from 18 to 66 years (M = 35.28, 

SD = 11.98).  The majority of participants identified as Australian (71%) with a further 12% 

identifying as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander. Just under half of the sample reported that they 

were single at the time of testing and most identified as heterosexual. Of the two participants who 

identified as homosexual and the four who identified as bisexual at the time of the data collection, 

all confirmed having had relationships with females in the past and denied having committed DV 

against same-sex partners. The educational backgrounds and perceived financial support of 

participants varied. The highest level of education achieved by the sample ranged from primary 

schooling to the attainment of tertiary qualifications. Key demographic information is presented in 

Appendix D.   

The final sample reported past mental health information.  Just under half of the sample 

identified having previously received a psychiatric diagnosis (47.6%, n = 40; missing = 1.2%) 

including; depression (n = 21, 25.0%), trauma (n = 15, 17.9%), anxiety (n = 8, 9.5%,), 

developmental (n = 6, 7.1%), psychosis (n = 6, 7.1%), and personality (n = 1, 1.2%) disorders. Half 

of the sample (n = 42, 50.6%) did not report a past diagnosis and a further 2% (n = 2) of participants 

did not provide a response to the question. Approximately one third of the sample (n = 33, 33.0%) 

had received treatment for a psychiatric diagnosis previously, while 57.8% had not (n = 48). Of 

those who had, most reported having undergone treatment in the form of counselling (n= 19, 

22.9%), medication (n = 13, 15.7%), inpatient care (n = 2, 2.4%) and electroconvulsive therapy (n = 

1, 1.2%). Two participants (2%) did not provide details of past treatment. 

Of the final sample, offence history information was obtained from QCS for 63 incarcerated 

participants. The mean age of participants at the time of their index offence was 32 years (SD = 

10.87; range = 17 to 59), while the mean age of participants at the time of their first adult offence 

was 26 years (SD = 10.92; range = 17 to 59). A total of 331 index offences and 492 past offences 

were recorded for the 63 incarcerated participants. Offence details varied substantially across 

participants in the final sample with the number of index offences ranging from 1 to 20 (Median = 

4.00, M = 5.28, SD = 4.87). The number of past offences for participants ranged from 0 to 88 

(Median = 1.00, M = 7.93, SD = 14.76), while past episodes in custody ranged from 1 to 10 

(Median = 1.00, M = 1.48, SD = 2.24). A third of the sample were first time offenders (n = 29, 
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34.5%). A total of six participants presented with an index breach of DVO offence, while seven had 

previous breach of DVO offences. Details of offence types are reported in Appendix E. Figures 8 

and 9 illustrate the percentage distributions of index and past offence types for the final sample.  

 

Figure 8 

Percentage of Index Offences by Offence Types  

 

 
 

 

Figure 9   

Percentage of past offences by offence types 
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Materials 

Domestic Violence. The Severity of Violence against Women Scale (SVAWS; Marshall, 

1992) is a 46-item measure consisting of three scales; threats of violence, acts of violence and 

sexual aggression. Threats and acts of violence are further subdivided into symbolic, mild, moderate 

and serious threats and mild, minor, moderate and serious acts of domestic violence. Participants 

are asked to endorse how often they had engaged in each act of DV with a past or current intimate 

partner, using a 10-point Likert scale ranging from never to daily.  Example items included how 

often did you hit or kick a wall, door or furniture for symbolic threat, how often did you slap your 

partner with the palm of your hand for moderate acts of violence, and how often did you physically 

force your partner to have sex with you for sexual aggression. Total and subtotal scores were 

calculated by summating the responses to items, with higher scores indicative of more frequent DV.   

The SVAWS has demonstrated good internal consistency and validity across studies. 

Internal consistency for threats and acts of DV have been high, with Cronbach’s alphas reported 

as .92 and .96 (McFarlane, Willson, Malecha, & Lemmey, 2000). Internal consistency for this study 

was good for threats (α = .92) and acts (α = .86) of aggression, while sexual aggression was less 

reliable (α = .53). The SVAWS has also displayed sound clinical utility, with the sexual aggression 

scale in particular associated with a greater need for medical care, trauma and repeat victimisation 

(McFarlane et al. 2005).  

Adult Attachment. The Relationship Scales Questionnaire (RSQ; Griffin & Bartholomew, 

1994) is a 30-item self-report measure of adult attachment style based in the theoretical argument 

that attachment styles are characterised by models of self and others. The RSQ includes four styles 

of attachment; Secure, Dismissing, Fearful and Preoccupied. Only insecure attachment was used in 

this study. Participants rate the extent to which each statement best describes their characteristic 

style in relationships using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from not at all like me to very much like 

me. Example items include, I find it difficult to depend on other people and I often worry that 

romantic partners don’t really love me. Scales scores were calculated by summing responses to the 

relevant items, with high scores reflective of higher levels of the associated insecure attachment.  

Internal consistency for the RSQ and each of the insecure attachment styles has produced 

Cronbach’s alphas between .69 and .82. Internal consistency for this study was strong for fearful (α 

= .79) attachment, but weak for preoccupied (α = .33) and dismissing (α = .25) attachment styles. 

For this reason, only fearful attachment was explored in the current study. Tests of construct 

validity have reproduced a three-dimensional model, with the insecure attachment styles loading on 

separate factors. Personality correlates have also been to demonstrate construct validity, with the 

RSQ’s models of self and other found to be positively correlated with anxiety and extraversion on 
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the NEO-PI (Costa & McCrae, 1985), respectively. Additionally, the RSQ has demonstrated 

convergent validity, sharing moderately high correlations with attachment dimensions across self-

report, family interview and peer interview (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). Further, the RSQ has 

been shown to be a reliable predictor of personality and psychopathology under conditions of both 

high and low stress (Ravitz, Maunder, Hunter, Sthankiya, & Lancee, 2010). 

Childhood Trauma. The Childhood Trauma Questionnaire (CTQ; Bernstein & Fink, 1998) 

is a 28-item measure of childhood trauma for use with adult populations. It assesses five types of 

maltreatment and abuse retrospectively and includes; emotional abuse, physical abuse, sexual 

abuse, emotional neglect and physical neglect. It also includes three items that assess for false-

negative reports of trauma. Participants rate each statement based on how consistent it was with 

their experiences growing up, using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from Never True to Very Often 

True. Example items include, I thought that my parents wished I had never been born and I got hit 

or beaten so badly that it was noticed by someone like a teacher, neighbour, or doctor. Total scale 

and subscale scores were calculated by summing responses to the relevant items, with higher levels 

of neglect and abuse in childhood.  

The CTQ has demonstrated strong psychometric properties with clinical, forensic and 

community samples (Bernstein, et al., 1997; Paivio & Cramer, 2004; Scher et al., 2001). Internal 

reliability for the CTQ is satisfactory with Cronbach’s alpha scores reported to range between .65 

and .95 for the five content scales (Forde, Baron, Scher, & Stein, 2012). Internal consistency was 

not calculated for this study, as test scores were calculated by the measure and entered into the 

dataset as total subscale scores. Tests of convergent and discriminant validity that have included 

comparing CTQ factor scores and therapist ratings have shown that the CTQ is a highly specific 

measure. Additionally, when therapists' ratings were used as the validity criterion, the CTQ 

exhibited good sensitivity for all forms of maltreatment, and satisfactory or better levels of 

specificity (Bernstein, et al., 1997; Paivio & Cramer, 2004). 

Hostile Attitudes.  The Hostility Toward Women scale (HTW; Check, Malamuth, Elias, & 

Barton, 1985) is a 30-item self-report measure designed to assess the extent to which individuals 

hold hostile attitudes toward women. Participants were required to identify whether each statement 

applied to them by selecting either True or False. Example items include I feel upset even by slight 

criticism by a woman and Many times a woman appears to care but just wants to use you. Higher 

scores on the HTW indicate greater hostility toward women.  

The HTW has demonstrated good internal consistency with Kuder-Richardson-20 scores 

reported to be between .80 and .85 in studies that have explored the link between childhood 

victimisation and adult sexual offending (Dang & Gorzalka, 2015; Vivolo-Kantor et al., 2013). 
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Internal consistency for this study was good (KR-20 = .82). The HTW scale has demonstrated good 

predictive qualities with violent behaviour toward women, and has been found to consistently 

predict a number of self-report measures of rape-related attitudes, motivations, and behaviour 

(Check, 2014). Additionally, the HTW demonstrated incremental validity in that it predicted both 

the self-report and the behavioural criterion variables of aggression toward women better than 

measures of general hostility, such as the Speilberger Trait Anger Scale. This is consistent with the 

findings from the DV risk literature and supported its use in this study, in addition to general 

measure of anger hostility in the study.   

Anger.  The State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory (STAXI-2; Spielberger, 1999) is a 57-

item self-report measure of an individual’s experiences and expressions of anger. The STAXI-2 

measures anger as an emotional state, and the disposition to experience angry feelings as a 

personality trait. Intensity of anger is assessed on five scales that include the State Anger, Trait 

Anger, Anger Expression-Out, Anger Expression-In and Anger Control scales. For the purposes of 

this study only trait-based items were analysed. Participants are required to respond to items on a 4-

point Likert scale by rating the extent to which each item reflected how the individual typically felt, 

ranging from not at all to almost always. An example item for trait-based anger includes, I am a 

hotheaded person. Scales scores were calculated by summing responses to the relevant items, with 

high scores reflective of higher levels of the trait anger (or general hostility). 

The STAXI-2 has demonstrated good internal consistency with Cronbanch’s alphas reported 

to range from .73 to .95 for the STAXI-2 scales and subscales (Speilberger & Reheiser, 2004). 

Internal consistency was not calculated for this study, as test scores were calculated by the measure 

and entered into the dataset as total subscale scores. The STAXI has also proved to be a valid 

measure of anger, with studies supporting its discriminant and convergent validity, as well as 

clinical utility (Norlander & Eckhardt, 2005).  

Personality. The Millon Clinical Multiaxial Inventory-Third Edition (MCMI-III; Millon, 

Millon, David & Grossman, 1994) is a 175-item standardised self-report measure of 

psychopathology and personality. The MCMI-III assesses for a range of personality profiles, and 

was constructed to coordinate closely with official diagnostic constructs. Responses are recorded 

using a dichotomous (true/false) format, and are measured and interpreted according to base rates. 

This allows for MCMI personality patterns to be compared with clinical prevalence rates rather than 

assume that the prevalence rates for all disorders are equal (Millon et al., 1997).  

Support for the psychometric properties of the MCMI-III is strong. The measure has 

repeatedly produced internal consistency scores exceeding .80 for the majority of scales (Millon et 

al., 1997) and test-retest reliabilities ranging from .82 to .96 (Soldino et al., 2019). Internal 
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consistency was not calculated for this study, as test scores were calculated by the measure and 

entered into the dataset as total subscale scores. In addition, the MCMI-III has been found to share 

expected relationships with a variety of related instruments such as measures of depression and 

substance use (Blais et al., 2003; Millon et al., 1997).   

Coping.  The 28-item Brief COPE Scale (Carver, 1997) measures 14 different coping 

strategies in two items each. Coping styles are measured on a 4-point Likert scale, ranging from I 

don’t do this at all to I do this a lot, with higher scores indicating more frequent use. Dysfunctional 

coping styles were used in this study with the exception of venting, behavioural disengagement, and 

self-distraction coping styles. These coping styles were excluded on the basis that in the context of 

DV, they would likely represent improved conflict resolution. For example, while self-distraction 

through watching television might be understood generally as ignoring one’s problems and 

therefore maladaptive in nature, in the context of DV, engaging oneself in a distraction task could 

serve as a healthy alternative to acting out aggressively. Example items included I’ve been refusing 

to believe that it has happened for denial and I’ve been using alcohol and other drugs to make 

myself feel better for substance use as a coping response.  

Internal consistency for the Brief COPE is adequate with Cronbach’s alpha’s ranging 

between .50 and .90 for each of the coping subscales (Carver, 1997; Garcia et al., 2018). Internal 

consistency for this study was considered adequate; denial (α = .71), substance use (α = .90) and 

self-blame (α = .69). Validity for the Brief COPE is sound with studies supporting its concurrent 

and divergent validity (Cramer, 2019; García et al., 2021).  

Childhood Family Violence.  A set of questions that enquired about direct and indirect 

experiences of family violence during childhood were included in the questionnaire to assess the 

nature, frequency and severity of violence within the family-of-origin home. Where the CTQ 

assessed experiences of childhood abuse in general, these items explored dynamics in the 

perpetrators home during childhood and the impact of such on the perpetrator. Responses to these 

questions were used to explore how exposure to family violence in childhood contributes to the use 

of violence and coercion within adult relationships. Childhood family violence items included a 

combination of both open and close-ended questions.    

Demographics. Background information was collected and included age, relationship 

status, sexual orientation, level of education, nationality, and ethnicity.  

Procedure 

This study was completed as approved by the Bond University Human Research and Ethics 

Committee (Protocol No: RO1724). Approval to conduct research with the support of QCS was 

received from the QCS Research Committee. Individuals were invited to participate in the research 
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via several avenues. Community corrections officers provided individual clients with an 

Information about the Research flyer (see Appendix F) and asked them to consider participating in 

the research. Interested individuals confirmed their willingness to engage in the research through 

their corrections officer. The researcher then attended the relevant community corrections office at a 

time suitable to the participant to complete data collection.  

Correctional sites varied in their preference for engaging possible participants depending on 

the level of site security. At one correctional site (i.e., protection facility), flyers calling for 

participants were distributed to all individuals incarcerated at the facility through the internal mail 

service. Individuals identified their interest in participating by responding to the flyer via reply mail 

(i.e., reply paid envelopes were provided with all flyers). The researcher attended the site at a 

mutually agreed upon time and participants were called to the education unit where data collection 

was completed.  

At several other sites, the researcher occupied a room in the education unit and called 

individuals from each unit separately and at random. Individuals were briefed about the research, 

with willing participants staying behind to complete data collection. Individuals not interested in 

participating in the research were escorted back to their respective units. The differences in 

recruitment methods related to the security rating of the prison, was carried out at the direction of 

the facility’s General Manager, and was undertaken in an effort to meet the safety regulations 

specific to each site’s rules for movements (i.e., rules governing how prisoners are escorted within 

the facility). For example, the protection prison strictly prohibits the mixing of groups of certain 

prisoners.  

Once suitable participants were engaged with the research, they were provided with an 

explanatory statement by the researcher and an opportunity to ask questions about their involvement 

in the research. The statement explained that the research intended to explore how childhood trauma 

is related to aggressive and violent behaviour in adulthood and that participation in the research was 

voluntary. Participants were advised that they would not be reimbursed in any way for their 

participation and reminded that they were free to withdraw their participation at any point. 

Participants were also informed that there were no risks to them for choosing not to participate in 

the research or for withdrawing from the research. It was confirmed with participants that the 

researcher was from Bond University and independent from QCS. Following a verbal agreement to 

participate in the research, individuals were provided with a consent form describing the two stages 

of data collection. Participants were asked to provide consent for the stages of data collection that 

they wish to be involved in. These included (1) the completion of the questionnaire booklet, and (2) 
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consent for the researcher to receive de-identified QCS file information relating to their criminal 

history and personal background.  

Participants were provided with a copy of the questionnaire booklet (see Appendix G) and 

were verbally instructed by the researcher on how to complete the questionnaire. Before 

commencing the questionnaire, participants were required to identify a unique code and fill it out on 

the front page of the booklet and all accompanying psychometric protocols. This process ensured 

the privacy of participants and provided a system for matching response sheets. Participants were 

encouraged to ask questions or request assistance if they did not understand the content of 

independent measures or were unsure of how to proceed. Individuals with literacy problems had 

questions and response options read out to them by the researcher. Only two participants required 

this level of assistance.  

At the end of data collection participants were provided with a debrief sheet containing the 

details for a number of counselling services, including Lifeline for community-based participants 

and site-based psychology services for incarcerated offenders. All participants were again offered 

the opportunity to ask questions about the research.  Finally, a request was made of QCS for the 

provision of electronic file data. This was provided for participants who gave their consent for the 

release of this information to the researcher.   

Design  

A within-subjects correlational design was employed to examine the statistical associations 

between the actions of DV perpetrators within a forensic sample. A nonmetric MDS procedure was 

first employed to statistically examine the underlying structure of the actions of DV perpetrators 

and elicit categories of DV perpetration. A second MDS was conducted to assess the underlining 

structure of the perpetrator characteristic variables. Correlational analyses were then employed to 

test for associations between similar modes of functioning across each plot and the relationship 

styles of perpetrators.   

Results 

Descriptive Analysis  

Eighty of 84 individuals (95.2%) identified at least one form of maltreatment or abuse 

during childhood. High frequencies of both neglect and abuse were reported when childhood trauma 

was categorised into types of abuse on the CTQ including; emotional abuse (n = 66, 78.6%), 

physical abuse (n = 67, 79.8%), sexual abuse (n = 27, 32.1%), emotional neglect (n = 62, 73.8%), 

and physical neglect (n = 75, 70.62%).  
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Fifty-four participants (64.3%) confirmed having been a victim of childhood family violence 

on the qualitative items and provided additional descriptive information about their experiences. 

The remaining individuals denied a history of family violence separate from their experiences of 

childhood abuse.  The majority of this subsample identified having both witnessed and been 

personally harmed (n = 38, 70.37%) by violence within the family home, with the remaining 

individuals indicating that they had either witnessed the violence (n = 10, 18.52%) or had been 

personally harmed (n = 6, 11.11%). Figures 10 and 11 display the frequency of behaviour 

personally experienced and observed between family members during incidents of family violence 

in childhood.   

 

Figure 10 

Number of Participants Who Experienced Family Violence (N = 44)  

 

 
 
Note. Sexual_object = treated like a sexual object; Personal_Prop = personal property broken; 

Financial = financial restrictions; Things_Stolen = belongings stolen; Education = 

education/employment forbidden; Servant = treated like a servant.   
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Figure 11 

Number of Participants Who Observed Family Violence Between Family Members (N = 48)  

 

 
 

Note. Sexual_object = treated like a sexual object; Personal_Prop = personal property broken; 

Financial = financial restrictions; Things_Stolen = belongings stolen; Education = 

education/employment forbidden; Servant = treated like a servant.   

 

Violence within the home most often occurred on an infrequent basis (i.e., yearly or 

occasionally; n = 28, 51.85%), though just under a quarter of the subsample identified daily 

episodes of violence within the family home (n = 13, 24.1%). Fathers (n = 22, 40.7%) and step-

fathers (n = 10, 18.5%) were most often identified as perpetrators of the family violence followed 

by both parents as co-perpetrators (n = 9, 16.7%). Mothers perpetrated violence in a small 

proportion of cases (n = 3, 5.55%). Victims of the violence varied within the family and included 

combinations of parent, sibling and self as victims. Half of the subsample (n = 27, 50%) reported 

that a weapon was used during acts of violence, which included items such as jug cords, belts, 

ropes, wooden spoons, vacuum poles, knives, guns, and various household furniture (e.g., chair, 

television). Thirty-two individuals from the subsample (59.26%) also recalled physical injuries 

resulting from their experiences, including bruising, redness, cuts, burns, broken bones and dental 

breaks. When asked to rate how traumatic their overall experiences of family violence were using a 

scale from 0 (not traumatic at all) to 7 (extremely traumatic), 60% of the subsample endorsed 

ratings between 5 and 7 (n = 34).  The mean rating for intensity was 4.30 (SD = 0.33, Median = 5). 

Descriptive statistics for all measures are displayed in Tables 8 to 15.  
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Table 8       

Descriptive Statistics for CTQ (N= 84)   

 

Types of Trauma  Mean  SD Range  

Emotional abuse 12.00 0.71 5 – 25 

Physical abuse  12.61 0.74 5 - 25 

Sexual abuse   8.66 0.72 5 - 25 

Emotional neglect  10.99 0.52 5 - 25 

Physical neglect  9.85 0.59 5 – 25  

 

Note. CTQ = Childhood Trauma Questionnaire (Bernstein & Fink, 1998). 

 

 

Table 9        

Descriptive Statistics for Childhood Family Violence (N= 84)   

 

Details of FV  n % Details of FV n % 

Nature (N = 84)   Weapon Type (N = 44)   

    None 31 36.90     Cord 13 29.54 

    Witnessed only 9 10.71     Bat  12 27.27 

    Personally harmed 5 5.95     Knife/Gun 9 20.45 

    Both 39 46.43     Furniture  10 22.72 

Frequency (N = 54)    Injury Type (N = 48)     

    Occasionally 11 20.37     Bruising  28 58.33 

    Yearly  17 31.48     Lacerations  8 16.67 

    Monthly  6 11.11     Broken bones  12 25.00 

    Weekly  6 11.11    

    Daily 13 25.07    

    Missing  1 1.85    

Perpetrator (N = 54)       

    Father  22 40.74    

    Mother 3 5.55    

    Both parents  9 16.67    
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    Step-father 10 18.52    

    Step-mother 3 5.55    

    Other 7 12.96    

Weapons (N = 54)       

    No 27 50.00    

    Yes 27 50.00    

Injury (N = 54)       

    No 22 40.74    

    Yes 32 59.26    

 

 

Table 10        

Descriptive Statistics for RSQ (N= 84)   

 

Styles of Attachment   Mean  SD Median Range  

Secure  15.42 3.31 16 9 – 27 

Dismissing   16.72 3.45 17 7 – 25 

Fearful   11.5 4.30 11 4 – 18 

Preoccupied 10.18 3.01 10 4 - 20 

 

Note. RSQ = Relationship Scales Questionnaire (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). 

 

 

Table 11 

Descriptive statistics for Hostility Toward Women Scale (N= 84)  

  

Mean  SD Median Range  

10.37 6.11 10.00 0 - 29 
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Table 12 

Descriptive statistics for STAXI (N= 84)  

  

 Mean  SD Median Range  

Total Trait Anger   20.27 6.31 20 10 – 40  

Angry Temperament  7.74 3.36 7 4 – 16 

Angry Reaction   8.63 3.04 8 4 – 16 

Angry Expression Out  17.05 4.24 16 9 – 32 

Angry Expression In  19.19 4.72 19 7 - 30  

Anger Control Out  22.45 5.32 22 10 – 32 

Anger Control In    22.41 5.78 22 9 – 32 

Anger Expression Index  39.77 14.55 43 9 -75 

 

 

 

 

Table 13 

Descriptive statistics for COPE (N= 84)   

 

 Mean  SD Median Range  

Self-distraction    4.09 1.83 4.5 0 – 6 

Denial 1.90 1.85 2 0 – 6  

Substance Use 2.79 2.24 3 0 – 6 

Behaviour Disengagement 4.01 1.49 4 0 - 6 

Venting     2.98 1.50 3 0 – 6 

Self-blame  3.51 1.76 4 0 - 6 
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Table 14 

Descriptive statistics for MCMI Base Rates (N= 84)   

 

 Mean  SD Median Range  

Disclosure    70.97 19.37 72.5 20 – 100 

Desirability  66.41 21.79 70.50 5 -100  

Debasement  57.79 22.01 59 0 – 95  

Schizoid  65.41 19.81 68 0 – 102 

Avoidant  53.67 26.54 65 0 – 96 

Depressive  59.57 27.85 67 0 – 107  

Dependent  55.10 24.24 62.50 0 – 95 

Histrionic  42.04 20.59 47 0 – 114 

Narcissistic  61.72 22.24 60.50 3 – 112 

Antisocial  67.95 19.73 72.50 18 – 102 

Sadistic   60.24 17.84 62 9 – 97 

Compulsive    44.54 16.61 45.50 0 – 83 

Negativistic   59.40 26.33 72 0 – 96 

Masochistic   57.37 28.74 68 0 – 101 

Schizotypal   58.34 25.99 66 0 – 98 

Borderline  56.34 23.70 62 0 – 98  

Paranoid  65.22 23.08 68 0 – 104  

Anxiety  66.52 32.91 78.5 0 – 104 

Somatoform  50.31 27.60 62 0 – 104  

Bipolar  60.49 20.82 66 0 – 101 

Dysthymia  57.44 27.25 66.50 0 – 104 

Alcohol  67.63 21.69 71 3 – 112 

Drug abuse  68.28 23.72 68.50 0 – 105 

PTSD  55.19 30.23 63.50 0 – 115 

Thought Disorder 56.82 25.19 63 0 – 104  

 

 

 

 

 



  

 97 

Table 15     

Descriptive Statistics for SVAWS (N= 84)   

 

Categories of DV  Mean  SD Median Range  

Threat – Symbolic  5.04 0.63 3 0 – 28 

Threat – Mild   5.07 0.63 3 0 - 23 

Threat – Moderate  4.34 0.65 2 0 - 36 

Threat – Serious  2.64 0.55 0 0 - 28 

Act - Mild 2.77 0.50 1 0 - 27  

Act - Minor 1.63 0.39 0 0 – 20  

Act - Moderate   0.75 0.17 0 0 – 7  

Act - Serious  1.33 0.40 0 0 – 21  

Sexual Violence  1.12 0.33 0 0 – 14  

 

Note. SVAWS = Severity of Violence against Women Scale (Marshall, 1992) 

 
 
Data Preparation  

 All data was entered, cleaned and analysed using SPSS for Windows, version 24.  

Variables were checked for missing data and assumptions of MDS. A missing value analysis 

(Little’s Missing Completely at Random Test MCAR) was completed revealing that the missing 

data was not significant (p = .496) and completely at random. Expectation-Maximization 

substitution was therefore employed for the RSQ (n = 2) and COPE (n = 3). All other measures had 

functions built into the tests to account for missing data, which was managed in calculating total 

scores for the MCMI, STAXI and CTQ.  There was no missing data on the SVAWS.  

In preparation for the MDS, items on all of the measures, with the exception of the RSQ, 

were transformed into dichotomised variables. This was partly the result of all the measures being 

positively skewed. It was also the objective of study two to build a model comparative to that 

developed in study one, and consistent with the overall objectives of typological research, the 

current study aimed to classify the important behavioural features of DV rather than test the 

frequency or intensity of particular psychology factors or incidents of abuse (Canter, 2000). 

 DV Perpetration. Frequency counts were produced for all of the 46 SVAWS variables, 

with each item representing an independent variable. Those comprising of less than five cases were 

excluded. Seven variables (i.e., items 35, 38, 39, 40, 43, 44, 45) were discarded on this basis. Two 
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additional variables (i.e., items 24 & 46) were observed to have higher than expected counts 

considering the nature of offending under investigation and empirically-derived prevalence rates 

(AIHW; 2019). Both items enquired about behaviours during sexual intercourse that conceptually 

were intended to measure abusive conduct but appeared to have been misinterpreted as sexual play 

and/or mischief; for example., “spank your partner” and “use an object on your partner in a sexual 

way”. Anecdotally, the misinterpretation of these two items was observed at data collection, with 

researcher observation notes revealing that several participants had directly asked about the context 

of these two items. Both items were discarded.  

 A further eight variables (i.e., items 5, 7, 10, 18, 20, 23, 27 & 41) were collapsed into 

conceptually similar variables based on the outcomes of correlational analyses. Chi-square tests for 

association, using Fishers Exact test and Phi Goodness of Fit, were conducted on all of the 

remaining variables, with those sharing strengths of association of φ = .6 or greater deemed to be 

too strongly associated and collapsed into a single variable where conceptually similar. All expected 

cell counts were greater than five. Several other combinations of variables were found to be 

strongly associated though when reviewed, were deemed to share sufficient enough differences in 

the motivations and displays of behaviour to remain distinct. For example; item 36, “choke your 

partner” and item 37, “beat your partner up”.  The final DV variable list consisted of 29 variables. A 

complete list of the variables, including their descriptions and frequency information are outlined in 

Appendix H. 

Psychological Variables. A set of dichotomised variables were created from participants’ 

historical and offence history information, based on theoretically derived information on DV 

perpetrators and the outcomes of study one. This included three childhood abuse (witness, weapon, 

injury) and nine general background (traffic, violent, property, sex, prior, school, young, 

psychiatric, treatment) variables. With respect to the clinical measures, only those scales on the 

CTQ, MCMI, STAXI and Brief Cope measuring relevant phenomena were extracted for further 

analysis. Dichotomisation of these measures was completed based on a set procedure as detailed in 

Table 16 and resulted in 41 perpetrator characteristic variables.  

After frequency checks were completed, three variables (MCMI histrionic, MCMI 

compulsive, MCMI schizoid) with less than five cases were discarded. Chi-square tests for 

association were also run but did not result in the removal of further variables, as no two variables 

were found to be strongly associated. A complete list of the final 35 forensic perpetrator 

characteristic variables, including their descriptions and frequency information is outlined in 

Appendix I. 

 



  

 99 

 

Table 16 

Procedure for Dichotomisation of Perpetrator Characteristic Variables 

 
 Description 

CTQ Total scores for physical neglect and emotional neglect were collapsed 

into physical abuse and emotional abuse, respectively. Sexual abuse 

remained an independent variable. Abuse was rated as present where 

participants reported experiencing any level of abusive conduct during 

childhood.   

HTW Total hostility toward women scale scores were retained and marked as 

present where participants scored in the 75th percentile and above.  

MCMI The Clinical syndrome and Severe clinical syndrome scales on the MCMI 

were discarded, with the exception of the PTSD scale, which was retained 

in order to reliably capture a history of trauma. Total scores for the 

Clinical personality patterns and Severe personality pathology scales 

were retained and marked as present where participants obtained a Base 

Rate score of 75 and above, indicating the presence of a personality trait.  

STAXI  The State Anger total scale and subscales scores, and Anger Control 

scales were all discarded, as was, the Trait Anger total scale. The Trait 

Anger subscales and Anger Expression scales were retained and marked 

as present where participants scored at T60 and above. The inclusion 

threshold was employed on the basis that T60 scores across more than 

one scale on the STAXI are considered to reflect a pattern of behaviour 

for the individual.    

COPE Adaptive coping scales were discarded. Maladaptive coping scales were 

retained and marked as present where participants scored 6 (rated “do it a 

lot”) to reflect it being a dominant style of coping for the individual.  
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Multidimensional Scaling Procedures  

Two nonmetric MDS procedures in the form of PROXSCAL analyses were run using the 

IBM SPSS Statistical Software package (Version 26; IBM Corp, 2019) to test (1) whether the 

model produced in study one could be replicated in an incarcerated sample of DV perpetrators, and 

(2) whether the psychological variables could also be explained using the action systems 

framework. The Lance and Williams coefficient was again employed to account for the potential 

that some factors were not reported by participants but had occurred.  

DV Perpetration  

Hypothesis 1. A three-dimensional PROXSCAL solution had a Stress-I index of .33 and a 

Tuckers coefficient of congruence of .94 in 14 iterations, indicating that as in study one, the model 

had both a high degree of stress and similarity between the output plot and the association matrix 

from which it was derived. Given that the stress value is not a conclusive criterion for determining 

the fit of the data, it may be assumed that the model has an acceptable goodness of fit if the 

representation of variables allows for a significant interpretation of the data (Salfati & DuPont, 

2006; Salfati & Haratsis, 2001). Figures 12 and 13 show the projection of the second and third 

vectors of the two-dimensional space.   

Hypothesis 1.1. The validity of the model was supported by its placement of variables 

within the final solution, including the reproduction of the radex model of criminal actions and its 

fulfilment of Shye’s contiguity hypothesis. Reflective of the radex model, the highest frequency 

variables were found at the centre of the plot and included hit wall (hit or kick a wall, door or 

furniture, 74%), threat gesture, (make threatening gestures or faces, 67%), break object (throw, 

smash or break an object, 64%), and destroy belong (threaten to or destroy something belonging to 

your partner, including something they care about, 62%). Additionally, lower frequency variables 

were dispersed outward toward the edges of the plot. 

Hypotheses 1.2 & 1.3. Consistent with Shye’s (1985) contiguity hypothesis, variables in the 

current plot were partitionable into four specific regions, with each reflecting one of the four 

hypothesised modes of functioning. This was supported by the placement of regions; including 

Expressive and Conservative themes situated opposite one another, the Adaptive and Integrative 

themes situated opposite one another, and that the instrumental modes were perpendicular to the 

expressive modes. When the plot was compared with the findings of the original offence profile 

from study one, similarly placed variables were found on the fringes of the current plot to those 

identified in study one. This included variables uniquely characteristic of each theme. For example, 

across both plots, variables measuring sexual assaults and threats of suicide were found within the 

same region.   
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Figure 12  

PROXSCAL of Offence Actions for DV Perpetrators in Prison Sample with Radex Model 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Figure 13 

PROXSCAL Showing Themes of DV Perpetrators in Prison Sample 
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Expressive Perpetration.  At the top of the plot in Figure 13 is the expressive theme. Items 

in the expressive region of the plot formed a reliable scale with a Kuder-Richardson 20 

(KR20) of .78. The expressive theme included the variables: hit wall, threat hurt, push shove, 

punch, act kill, choke, and beat up. Similar to study one, the expressive theme in this study 

comprised acts of serious violence that reflected an intent and increased risk of causing significant 

injury and/or death. The choke variable was however observed to have shifted from the integrative 

theme in study one to the expressive theme in the forensic sample. The point of difference being 

that in study one the choke variable was surrounded by other variables that could be perceived as 

pseudosexual, whereas in this study, the choke variable was closer in proximity to variables 

representing clear acts of serious violence, such as the beat up variable.  

Integrative  

Expressive  

Conservative 
 

Adaptive  
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 Integrative Perpetration. On the right side of the plot is the integrative theme. The items in 

the integrative theme formed a reliable scale with a KR20 of .77, and included the variables: throw 

object, hit object, pull hair, drive dangerously, kick, twist arm, scratch/bite, threat self, and force 

sex. Similar to study one, integrative DV in this study was characterised by erratic, coercive, and 

sexually violent behaviour. The immature, manipulative and pseudosexual nature of integrative DV 

was reflected in the twist arm, pull hair and scratch/bite variables. The key behavioural indicators 

from study one were also consistent across studies, and included threats to self-harm or suicide, and 

the sexual assault of partners.  

 Conservative Perpetration. The conservative theme is located at the bottom of the plot.  

Items in the conservative theme formed a reliable scale with a KR20 of .75. The conservative theme 

included the variables: threat weapon, threat other, threat kill, hold down, slap backhand, slap palm, 

break object, and destroy belongings. Conservative DV in this study, as in study one, was 

characterised by highly personal attacks on victims, such as targeting people and things important to 

the victim. This included destroying the partners belongings and making threats to harm someone 

the partners cares about. Unlike study one, conservative DV in this study was found to include 

moderate forms of violence, which included slapping partners.   

 Adaptive Perpetration. On the left of the plot is the adaptive theme. Items in the adaptive 

theme formed another reliable scale with a KR20 of .72. The adaptive theme included the variables: 

threat gesture, slap face, shake finger, shake fist, and bully.  Adaptive perpetrators in this study, like 

in study one, employed low level and often symbolic violence during acts of DV. The actions of 

adaptive perpetrators in this study were also found to reflect behaviours typically observed during 

heated arguments and escalations in frustration and anger; such as shaking a finger or fist, or acting 

like a bully.  

Thematic Dominance 

Hypothesis 2.  To further validate the model of DV perpetration, DV behaviours were 

assessed to determine the model’s applicability in effectively allocating cases to dominant themes. 

To be assigned to a dominant theme, the percentage score of the occurrence of variables for that 

theme had to be 1.5 times of that of the other themes (Salfati & Bateman, 2005; Trojan & Salfati, 

2008). Those that could not be classified to a dominant theme were considered hybrids. Using this 

procedure, 50% of DV perpetrators could be classified to a dominant theme; with 32% of the 

sample classified as adaptive, 8.3% as conservative, 8.3% as expressive, and 1.2% as integrative 

DV perpetrators.  

 Hypothesis 2.1 When a less conservative approach to theme allocation was taken and cases 

were assigned to dominant themes when the percentage score of the occurrence of variables for that 
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theme was greater than the sum of scores for other themes, 100% of DV perpetrators could be 

classified to a dominant theme. This resulted in 50% of the sample being classified as adaptive, 

21.4% as conservative, 23.8% as expressive, and 4.8% as integrative DV perpetrators.     

Psychological Variables 

Hypothesis 3. The nonmetric MDS procedures for the psychological variables produced a 

three-dimensional PROXSCAL solution with a Stress-I index of .39 and a Tuckers coefficient of 

congruence of .92 in 7 iterations, again reflecting that the model had a high degree of stress and 

similarity between the output plot and the association matrix from which it was derived. Figure 14 

shows the projection of the first and second vectors of the two-dimensional space.   

Hypothesis 3.1. The validity of the model was supported by its placement of variables 

within the final solution, including the reproduction of the radex model and its fulfilment of Shye’s 

contiguity hypothesis. 

Hypotheses 3.2. Consistent with Shye’s contiguity hypothesis, variables in the current plot 

were partitionable into four specific regions, with each reflecting one of the four hypothesised 

modes of functioning. This was supported by the placement of regions; including Expressive and 

Conservative themes situated opposite one another, the Adaptive and Integrative themes situated 

opposite one another, and that the instrumental modes were perpendicular to the expressive modes. 

Expressive Pathway.  On the right of the plot in Figure 14 is the expressive theme. Items in 

the expressive region of the plot formed reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha (α) of .64. The 

expressive theme included the variables: violent, school, anger out, react, trait, witness, sadistic, 

prior, and denial.  

Integrative Pathway. At the top of the plot is the integrative theme. The items in the 

integrative theme formed a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha (α) of .64, and included the 

variables: borderline, blame, avoidant, and dependent.  

Conservative Pathway. The conservative theme is located on the left side of the plot.  Items 

in the conservative theme formed a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha (α) of .70. The 

conservative theme included the variables: masochistic, depressive, sex, schizotypal, anger in, 

hostile, emotional, physical, sexual, psychiatric, PTSD, sex, treatment, weapon, and narcissistic.  

Adaptive Pathway. On the left of the plot is the adaptive theme. Items in the adaptive theme 

formed another reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha (α) of .76. The adaptive theme included the 

variables: negativistic, antisocial, AOD, property, young, traffic, and injury.    

 
 
Figure 14 
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PROXSCAL Showing Psychological Variables in Prison Sample 

 

 
 

 

Consistency Between DV Pathway, DV Perpetration and Adult Attachment  

Hypothesis 4. Due to weak internal consistency for the preoccupied and dismissing 

attachment, these two insecure styles were excluded from testing. To test hypotheses four and five, 

bivariate correlations were conducted to examine whether the four modes of functioning derived 

from the offence actions and psychological variables of DV perpetrators could be linked to one 

another and a fearful attachment style. These results are displayed in Table 17. 

Hypothesis 4.1. Statistically significant positive relationships were found between 

expressive pathway and expressive perpetration, r (84) = .25, p = .020, and fearful (disorganised) 

attachment, r (84) = .30, p = .005, representing small effect sizes (Cohen, 1988).  Integrative 

pathway was significantly correlated with integrative perpetration, r (84) = .30, p = .005, as well as 
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with a fearful relationship style, r (84) = .49, p = <.0001. The conservative pathway was not 

statistically correlated with conservative perpetration, r (84) = .16, p = .155, however was 

significantly correlated with fearful attachment, r (84) = .54, p = <.0001. Adaptive characteristics 

was not significantly correlated with adaptive perpetration or fearful attachment. Further, fearful 

attachment did not share a significant statistical relationship with DV perpetration. 

Hypothesis 5. Bivariate correlations were also conducted for the expressive, integrative, 

conservative and adaptive DV perpetration themes with each of the (categorical) psychological 

variables using Spearman’s rho correlation coefficients. To account for the number of correlations 

conducted and to control for Type I error, a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .01 was considered. 

However, this would also increase the risk of Type II errors. As a way of balancing the risks of both 

Type I and Type II errors, the results were interpreted based on both the strength of the correlation 

and significance level. This was achieved by retaining a .05 alpha level and applying Cohen’s 

(1988) conventions to interpret effect size. This allowed for stronger and more meaningful 

relationships between variables to be identified whilst also accounting for the possibility of reduced 

statistical power. Table 18 includes the correlational coefficients for the relationships between the 

DV modes of functioning and each of the perpetrator characteristic variables.  

Hypothesis 5.1. Several of the psychological variables correlated significantly with multiple 

modes; including weapon, witness, avoidant, sadistic, negativistic, and borderline. Of the variables 

that correlated independently with each of the DV perpetration themes, having previous DV 

convictions shared a significant positive relationship with expressive perpetration, r (84) = .32, p 

= .002, representing a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). Having traits characteristic of interpersonal 

dependence correlated significantly with integrative perpetration, r (84) = .25, p = .003. 

Conservative perpetration was positively correlated with a history of sexual abuse, r (84) = .24, p 

= .025, schizotypal personality characteristics, r (84) = .23, p = .038, and expressing anger in a 

poorly controlled manner, r (84) = .22, p = .041. None of the perpetrator characteristic variables 

were independently correlated with the adaptive perpetration theme. 

Hypothesis 5.2. A second statistical check was completed to test whether corresponding DV 

offence pathways and perpetration subtypes shared common functions. A Cohen’s κ was run to 

assess the level of agreement between the four quadrants across both multidimensional scaling 

plots. Using the stringent thematic dominant categories (x1.5) there was a slight agreement between 

the pathway and perpetration modes of functioning, κ = .134 (95% CI, -.371 to .165), p < .0005 

(Landis & Koch, 1977).  
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Table 17 

Relationships between Corresponding DV and Perpetrator Characteristic Modes of Functioning (N 

= 84) 
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Table 18 

Relationships between DV Modes of Functioning and Perpetrator Characteristic Variables (N = 

84) 

 

Variables  Expressive  Integrative Conservative Adaptive 
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physical  .02 .09 -.01 .08 

emotional  .04 .12 .08 .04 

sexual  .13 .21 .24* .15 

weapon  .24* .29** 23* .21 

injury .00 -.03 .09 -.17 

witness .27* .23* .21 .23* 

traffic .10 .02 .21 -.20 

property .00 .00 .14 -.18 

violent .16 .04 .15 .01 

prior .33** .14 .21 .17 

sex .06 .02 -.01 .03 

school -.04 -.06 -.09 -.06 

young .08 .03 .20 -.09 

psychiatric  .07 .15 .17 .02 

trauma -.24* -.07 -.06 -.11 

treatment -.04 .15 .11 .07 

denial  -.10 -.01 -.01 -.02 

AOD -.09 .02 -.01 -.15 

blame -.09 .02 -.12 -.06 

hostile .07 -.03 .12 .02 

trait  .18 .10 .21 .01 

react .06 .04 .15 -.01 

angout .18 .16 .22* -.05 

angin .08 .10 .06 .08 

avoidant .11 .24* .22* .12 

depressive -.03 -.00 -.09 -.05 

dependent  .11 .32** .14 .12 

narcissistic -.16 -.15 -.16 -.14 

antisocial  .03 .06 .13 -.10 

sadistic .15 .23* .24* .25* 

negativistic .22* .23* .34** .07 

masochistic -.08 -.00 .04 -.08 

schizotypal  .09 .18 .23* .11 
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borderline .15 .24* .25* .22* 

paranoid  .05 .00 .12 .05 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p <.001 

 

Discussion 

 Study two sought to expand on the findings of study one, by uncovering the functional 

aspects of DV offences to reveal potential mechanisms generating DV offending. The current study 

had two primary aims; (1) to test and validate the structure of the newly developed DV perpetrator 

typology, by exploring its utility under varied research conditions, and (2) to further develop the 

model, by merging the aetiology and risk research with the offence themes of DV perpetrators to 

reveal four pathways to offending. Study two did so by examining DV perpetrator actions and 

psychological variables in a sample of male incarcerated offenders, using a diverse and well 

validated range of self-report measures.   

Validation of DV Perpetration Typology  

The first set of hypotheses examined whether the typology developed in study one would 

retain its structure and meaning in a second sample of DV perpetrators. As predicted in hypothesis 

one, study two found that the self-described actions of DV offenders fit with Shye’s (1985) actions 

system framework. The typology met each of the actions systems’ key principles, including the 

establishment of four subtypes of DV perpetration. Groupings of variables in the plot were 

conceptually consistent with that proposed by the model itself, as well as, reflective of the distinct 

narratives of DV perpetration revealed in study one. When the outcomes of study one and two were 

compared, there was direct overlap of variables key to the narrative in three of the four subgroups. 

This appeared strongest in the integrative theme where perpetrators uniquely sexually assaulted 

partners and made threats to self-harm during incidents of DV. Figure 15 provides a visual 

comparison of the DV action variables from studies one and two.  

Comparisons of models from study one and study two did however reveal the replacement 

of some variables across modes of functioning. For example, in study one Threat Harm was located 

in the Integrative theme whereas in Study Two similarly defined variables, such as Threat Weapon 

and Threat Kill were located in the Conservative theme. One possible explanation for this is that 

DV data was collected differently across studies. In study one, data collection allowed for 

contextual variables to be assessed, and incorporated a much broader array of non-physical forms of 

abuse. This was a strength of study one that could not be replicated with the assessment of DV 

actions via existing self-report measures. The consequence of this was that variables across studies 
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were not directly comparable, and that in study two, there was less variability across DV actions. 

For example, in study one where non-physical forms of DV were better represented, threatening 

harm against a partner (as a variable) was more inclusive, whereas in study two the act of physically 

threatening a partner was separated into different forms of threatening conduct. In study one, the 

use of weapon was also captured by a Weapons variable.  

Empirically this is a limitation of the data source and the reliance on DV actions exclusively. 

However, one of the intended purposes of study two was to test the robustness of the model, by 

investigating its ability to create types based on varied information quality and sources, similar to 

what would be observed in real-life data contexts. The aim was therefore to not create exact replica 

models but to investigate whether the action systems framework as a classification system could 

account for differences and demonstrate the value of the underlying narrative over particular issues 

in isolation, such as frequency and severity of violence, or particular disordered personality traits. 

The ability of the DV perpetrator typology to be replicated with two independent samples, 

using different methods of data collection is meaningful for a number of reasons. First, it supports 

the notion that even within heterogeneous offender groups, perpetrators are likely to act in 

behaviourally similar ways consistent with the underlying function of the offence. The results of the 

current study demonstrate support for the four distinct themes of DV perpetration, including that; 

 

1. Expressive DV perpetrators intend to inflict pain and suffering, which is driven by 

corrupt internal systems.  

2. Integrative DV perpetrators intend to establish intimacy, due to a need to recalibrate 

their sense of interpersonal value.   

3. Conservative DV perpetrators intend to achieve retribution, due to perceptions of 

mistreatment by others.   

4. Adaptive DV perpetrators intend to exploit aspects of the relationship that have 

changed.   

 

Second, the capacity of the actions systems model to remain intact despite methodological changes 

suggests that its structure is flexible enough to account for the many behaviours that make up DV. 

The list of possible DV actions is extensive and continues to grow as our understanding of non-

physical forms of DV deepen. This raises theoretical and practical problems for how to manage, 

interpret and arrange acts of DV in meaningful ways. As addressed across chapters, the 

consequence of this has been the tendency for researchers to continue building lists and inventories 
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of possible drives, motives, and contexts that fail to demonstrate linkage and ultimately result in an 

overwhelming amount of information that lacks direction and purpose. 

 

Figure 15 

Comparison of Offence Action Variables Across Studies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Variables that directly overlapped across studies are bolded in red.   

Hypothesis two was also met, with half of the sample distinguishable by its dominant mode 

of functioning using moderately stringent classifying criteria and the whole sample classified into a 

dominant theme using the less conservative criteria. This means that between the two criteria, 

perpetrators were discriminable based simply on the patterns of behaviour they engaged in during 

Expressive 
 
Study 1:  
 
Murder 
Interrogation  
Bones  
Punch  
Items  
Weapons  
Stab 
Angry 
Injury  
Disability 
 
  
 
Study 2:  
 
Hit wall 
Threat hurt  
Push/Shove 
Punch 
Act Kill  
Beat up 
Choke  

Integrative 
 
Study 1:  
 
Threat Harm 
Jealous 
Apologies 
Imprisonment 
Choke  
Hairpulling  
Orders  
Drugs  
Sex assault  
Suicide  
Isolate  
Rape  
 
Study 2: 
 
Throw object  
Hit object  
Pull hair  
Drive dangerously  
Kick  
Twist arm 
Scratch/Bite  
Threat Self 
Force Sex 

Conservative  
 
Study 1:  
 
Alcohol 
Degrade  
Ridicule 
Threat child 
Resurrect  
Custody  
Contact  
Loiter  
Possessions 
Harass  
Filicide 
 
 
Study 2:   
 
Threat weapon 
Threat other  
Threat kill  
Hold down  
Slap backhand 
Slap palm  
Break Object  
Destroy belongings 

Adaptive 
 
Study 1:  
 
Verbals  
Push  
Separation  
Breakdown 
Scuffle 
Breach  
Destruction  
Time 
Break & enter 
 
 
 
 
Study 2:   
 
Threat gesture 
Slap face  
Shake finger  
Shake fist  
Bully 



  

 112 

acts of DV, with clear and discernible boundaries separating each of the four themes. This was 

further supported by the nature of data collection, which allowed for patterns of DV actions to be 

captured within a single relationship but also across relationships with different partners, suggesting 

that placement in particular DV types was less likely to be attributable to the conditions of the 

interactions and more reflective of the perpetrator and their destructive interactions with their world.  

Theoretically, being able to discriminate between DV offenders using behavioural 

consistency provides support for concepts such as interactionism, and suggests that future efforts to 

understand the dynamic aspects of DV perpetration should include investigations of the intersect 

between person and situation (Salfati & Bateman, 2005; Trojan & Salfati, 2008; Woodhams & 

Bennell, 2014). Study three aimed to further test this by exploring the role of interactionism in risk 

of DV across behavioural themes. The ability to reduce ambiguity and discriminate between 

subtypes of DV with confidence is practically useful because it provides insight into the proportions 

of certain types of DV that exist in communities and its associated risk, which is critical information 

for policy makers and frontline responders tasked with making resources available to assist in the 

intervention of DV. Thus, the availability of this knowledge can assist with making informed and 

responsible decisions that are based in competing needs and risks.  

Together, the results of study two support the robust theoretical structure of the action 

systems framework for modelling diverse but thematically similar acts of DV. This is largely 

because the action systems model encourages the interpretation of DV according to both motive and 

intent, which allows for a far richer understanding of the context and function of DV. It is also 

based on this capacity for linkage that the current study sought to expand on the typology, by 

merging it with the existing DV aetiology and risk research. 

Pathways to DV Offending 

The second set of hypotheses (relating to hypothesis three) explored whether aetiological 

and risk factors related to DV perpetration in the literature could be statistically linked to the four 

dominant themes of DV perpetration to explain which individual factors are most relevant to the 

causes of DV. Consistent with the overarching aims of this project, study two sought to understand 

how early life experiences impact development to result in varying types of DV perpetration and 

consequently, study two maintained a strong focus on exploring the nature of childhood abuse and 

exposure to family violence.  

This was achieved by first subjecting the DV psychological variables to multivariate 

analysis in the form of a second MDS, and producing four distinct themes consistent with the 

associated offence processes.  The DV psychological variables that made up each of the four themes 
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were then arranged and interpreted according to (a) demographic information, (b) historical 

experiences, (c) static intrapersonal constructs, and (d) dynamic psychological attributes.  

Expressive.  Based on the assumption that expressive DV is driven by corrupt internal 

systems and intent on inflicting pain and suffering, it was expected that expressive DV perpetrators 

would present with histories reflective of their familiarity with violence. As displayed in Figure 16, 

expressive perpetrators were found to have witnessed family violence as children, and to have done 

so without having been personally harmed. This finding is a replication from study one and 

consistent with social and intergenerational violence theorists’ positions on the influence of 

aggression and violence within family systems (Dutton & Holtzworth-Munroe, 1997; Franklin & 

Kercher, 2012).  

 

Figure 16  

Pathway to Expressive DV perpetration 

 

 
 

 

The perpetuation of early learning over time was also reflected in the offence histories of 

expressive perpetrators. Expressive DV perpetrators had a history of violent offending as well as a 

history of breaches to existing civil protection orders. This was noted to differ from the findings of 

study one in which adaptive perpetrators were associated with breaching protection orders. It is 

possible that the latter reflects small differences in how each variable was defined and the context in 

which it was assessed. For example, in study one breaches represented the index offence being in 

breach of an existing order as opposed to the same variable representing a history of criminal 

convictions for failing to comply with a protection order in the current study. Considering the extent 

(i.e., across relationships, over time) and severity of violence characteristic of expressive DV 

perpetrators it seems reasonable to expect that these individuals would have a criminal history 

•witness

Historical

•prior
•violent
•school

Demographics

•sadistic

Static 
Intrapersonal

•trait
•react
•ang out
•denial 

Dynamic 
Psychological



  

 114 

inclusive of breaches to protection orders.  With respect to general background characteristics, like 

violent offenders more generally, expressive DV perpetrators were found to have desisted from 

formal schooling prematurely. Early departure from school in DV perpetrators has been linked to 

other socioeconomic and developmental factors common in all violent offenders, including 

socioeconomic status (Capladi et. al., 2012).  

Consistent with social learning theories, which purport an increased likelihood of violence 

being used in interpersonal settings when children have witnessed violence between caregivers and 

allocated that interaction some sort of value (Dutton & Holtzworth-Munroe, 1997), patterns of 

violence in expressive DV perpetrators indicated that the use of violence was personally rewarding. 

Expressive DV perpetrators presented with enduring personality traits in which pain is expressed 

outwardly and paired with achieving gratification from being in a position of power. Ensuing from 

this, expressive perpetrators exhibited a tendency to have a hostile mood, expressed as excitability 

and irritability.   

The dynamic psychological vulnerabilities associated with expressive DV perpetrators 

demonstrated that they experienced anger quickly and with little provocation, were sensitive to 

criticism, and expressed anger in a poorly controlled manner. Expressive perpetrators used denial as 

a primary source of coping, likely in protection of their sense of control or vulnerability. This is 

consistent with the DV risk research that has explored how rumination, established in response to 

early adversity can be triggered in adult interpersonal relationships through priming mechanisms 

that serve as reminders of past conflict management (Ruddle, Pina & Vasquez, 2017). As explained 

by the original authors and evidenced in this study, displays of violence can be excessive and 

physically brutal when rumination (i.e., malicious attitudes) is triggered and contrasted by a paucity 

of internal conflicts, shame or guilt, coupled with impaired self-regulation (Millon, 2015; Ruddle, 

Pina & Vasquez, 2017).  

Integrative. As integrative DV perpetrators were found to use DV as a means for 

establishing intimacy, due to a need to reconcile their sense of interpersonal value, it was expected 

that the integrative pathway to DV would include attributes and traits reflective of the emotional 

lability evident in integrative offending, including struggles in coping with anxiety triggered by 

interpersonal interactions. As displayed in Figure 17, study two did not reveal any historical or 

demographic variables relevant to the integrative pathway when all of the variables were plotted 

together. This was an unexpected finding, especially considering the emotional and behavioural 

volatility exhibited in integrative DV offending.  

 

Figure 17 
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Pathway to Integrative DV perpetration 

 

 
 

It is important to note that this finding does not discount that integrative perpetrators 

presented with deleterious histories, just that when all the information was considered together, the 

historical and demographic variables occurred more frequently and shared conceptually different 

relationships with the other variables. For example, when associations between each single variable 

and the integrative DV perpetration theme were explored, having witnessed family violence in 

childhood was significantly correlated. This link is visually represented by the placement of the 

witness variable in the plot sitting on the border of the expressive and integrative theme. It was 

however excluded from the integrative theme on the basis that its inclusion detrimentally impacted 

the statistical reliability of the theme, suggesting that it was better accounted for in the expressive 

pathway. 

The features expected to occur in the integrative pathway were however captured in the 

strong representation of personality dysfunction in integrative perpetrators, and particularly that 

originating from deficits in self-image and interpersonal relationships. The combinations of 

personality presentations marked by anxiety and fear, as well as, instability and emotionality 

highlighted how fundamental the perpetrator’s view of oneself relative to their security in the 

relationship may be to understanding the function of integrative DV. The link to borderline 

personality patterns is consistent with past research (Dutton, 1988; Dutton, 1998; Emery, 2011; 

Fowler & Westen, 2011; Holtzworth & Stuart, 1994). Dutton (2010) has addressed this within his 

descriptions of the nested ecological model, explaining that the high levels of negative emotionality 

displayed by some DV perpetrators have traumatic origins, and are the evolution of attachment 

insecurity into a pervasive pattern of affective functioning similar to the borderline personality 

organization construct.  

The dynamic psychological vulnerabilities associated with integrative DV perpetrators were 

also limited but consistent with the unique aspects of the theme. This included a tendency for 
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integrative perpetrators to cope by self-blaming and being self-critical. Relative to the study of DV 

perpetration, blame is typically understood to be a risk factor when it is expressed outwardly 

(Birkley & Eckhardt, 2015). In comparison, blame and criticism turned inward is a far less studied 

phenomenon. Self-criticism is however known to share strong associations with painful and 

intrusive emotions such as shame and guilt, which have been linked to anxiety about abandonment 

(Barbaro, Boutwell & Shakelford, 2019; Dutton, 1999; Spencer, Keilhotz, and Stith, 2021).  

Conservative. With conservative DV perpetrators expected to be intent on achieving 

retribution for perceived mistreatment, it was anticipated that pathways to conservative DV would 

likely include historical trauma or abuse histories that evidenced past examples of having been 

unfairly targeted, or at least a history of perceiving such.  As displayed in Figure 18, conservative 

DV perpetrators presented with all forms of childhood abuse.  It is important to clarify that almost 

the entire sample of DV perpetrators presented with at least some form of childhood adversity, 

which is reflected in the reported frequencies of these variables and their placement in the plot. 

However, of note was that conservative perpetrators were linked to experiences of childhood sexual 

abuse and having been threatened or aggressed against with a serious weapon during incidents of 

childhood abuse. In addition to being fear-inducing, these two aspects of victimisation can be 

associated with distinct and intense feelings of helplessness.    

 

Figure 18 

Pathway to Conservative DV perpetration 

 
 

The pattern of helplessness was reflected in the mental health backgrounds of conservative 

DV perpetrators, including past diagnoses and treatment for a range of developmental, clinical or 
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with the broader trauma literature which has demonstrated that childhood experiences of sexual 

abuse in particular result in lowered self-concept, poor social support, and higher psychopathology 

(Davis et. al., 2018; Gerwirtz-Meydan, 2020). Perhaps related to this is the finding that conservative 

DV perpetrators were also linked to past sexual offending. This outcome was partly unexpected due 

to the strong presentation of sex assault against partners in the integrative theme and its underlying 

function of forced intimacy. It does however reflect research that has explored the links between 

childhood sexual abuse and sex offending (Seto & Lalumière, 2010).  A limitation in this study 

though is the absence of information about the nature of offending, with the sex assault variable 

inclusive of child and adult (contact & non-contact) crimes, which makes it difficult to infer 

functional linkage.  

Reflective of the high levels of psychopathology observed, conservative DV perpetrators 

presented with personality profiles marked by mistrust and melancholy, that were contrasted by 

entitlement. For example, conservative perpetrators were found to possess traits indicative of 

interpersonal defencelessness and a tendency to be demanding of assurances of affection, 

steadfastness and devotion whilst also being disposed to repetitively recall past injustices and 

anticipate future disappointments. The vulnerability of conservative perpetrators was contrasted by 

traits involving expectations of special favours without assuming reciprocal responsibilities and 

self-important indifference to the rights of others (Millon, 2015).   

The dynamic psychological vulnerabilities associated with conservative DV perpetrators 

indicated that they displayed hostility toward women and a tendency to holds things in and to 

suppress anger. This accords with research that has explored the influence of lifetime trauma as a 

risk factor for DV perpetration and social information processing explanations for the contributions 

of mistrust and shame to aggressive behaviour in adult relationships (Breet, Seedat & Kagee, 2016; 

Hahn et al., 2015; Macquire et al., 2015; Shorey et al., 2018). The link to hostility and anger 

suppression in conservative DV perpetrators also appears to be conceptually linked to the tendency 

for conservative DV acts to be triggered by external conditions, and especially in cases where the 

use of aggression and violence is disproportionate to behaviour displayed previously, such as in the 

case of filicide.  

Adaptive. As adaptive DV was considered to be an attempt to exploit changes in the 

relationship that are occurring in the relationship, it was expected that adaptive DV perpetrators 

would be generally non-conforming, dysregulated and poorly adjusted. As displayed in Figure 19, 

adaptive perpetrators were associated with significant incidents of physical abuse in childhood, in 

that they were injured at the hands of primary caregivers. Drawing on SLT (Bandura, 1973, 1977), 

the sustainment of injury from physical acts of ‘punishment’ in childhood may represent a primary 



  

 118 

source of learning, in which key figures modelled impulsive and excessive action during conflict as 

a way of conveying negative emotion, such as disappointment. According to SLT, the teaching 

would be that inner tensions might accrue by postponing the expression of negative thought and 

emotion. 

 

Figure 19 

Pathway to Adaptive DV perpetration 

 

 
 

The characterisation of maladjustment and poor impulse control in adaptive DV was further 

reflected in the offence histories of adaptive perpetrators, who expectedly had criminal convictions 

for property and traffic-related offences. Also consistent with this, was that adaptive perpetrators 

were more likely to have first become involved in the criminal justice system as young men.  

Though as noted in previous studies and in the case of expressive perpetrators, some of these 

demographic correlates are likely to explain risks associated with aggression and violence 

generally, as opposed to have a direct role in the perpetration of DV.  

The dysregulated and nonconforming nature of adaptive perpetrators was reflected in the 

presence of cynical, doubting and resistant personality traits. Adaptive DV perpetrators presented 

with enduring personality traits in which they view themself as unfettered by the restrictions of 

social customs and the constraints of personal loyalties and therefore, actively intrude upon and 

violate the rights of others. This is coupled with views that one is unappreciated or demeaned by 

others, which conveys envy and pique toward others. Subsequently, adaptive DV perpetrators have 

a propensity to be petulant, impetuous and irresponsible, including by acting hastily and 

spontaneously (Millon, 2015).  
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It is unsurprising then that adaptive DV perpetrators were found to rely on substances for 

coping. Considering the broader adaptive pathway, the role of substance use accords with past 

research that has focused on the dual functional and exacerbating roles of substance use as 

predictors for DV perpetration; such as the psychopharmacological effects that are associated with 

an increased risk of aggressive responding (Cafferky, Mendez, Anderson, & Stith, 2018), and the 

role of chronic substance use in fostering destructive environments that also increase the likelihood 

of DV perpetration (Cran, Oberleitner, Devine and Easton 2014; Leonard & Quigley, 1997). 

Adult Attachment  

 In hypothesis four, it was expected that insecure adult attachment would share significantly 

positive relationships with subtypes of DV pathways and perpetration based on the key 

interpersonal deficits present and the proposed function of DV. This hypothesis was only partially 

supported. Significant positive relationships were found between fearful adult attachment and the 

expressive, integrative and conservative DV pathways. Additionally, fearful adult attachment was 

not significantly correlated with DV perpetration.   

 Overall, these results are consistent with research that has explored adult attachment as a 

risk predictor of DV perpetration, in that they offer support for the notion that the expectations, 

emotions, and defences in close relationships are likely linked to the nature of bonds formed early 

in life and its ensuing impacts on functioning (Barbaro, Boutwell & Shakelford, 2019; Spencer, 

Keilhotz, and Stith, 2021). However, these results also suggest that insecure attachment may not be 

directly involved in the causes of DV. For example, in the same way that anger explains aggression 

in general but does not always translate to explanations for aggression and violence against a 

partner.  

It is also possible that these results are the consequence of methodology, with attachment 

excluded from the multivariate analyses and only testable in fearful attachment. Measurement 

issues have repeatedly caused problems for the study of adult attachment, with concerns ranging 

from conceptual difficulties to low reliability of continuous scales of the four subcategory versions 

of attachment. Scharfe (2015) has argued that even with the RSQ (used in the current study), which 

has been found to be a powerful predictor of individual differences, internal consistency remains a 

major challenge for the measure. The results of the current study may also be explained by this 

problem, with a study conducted by Halpern et al., (2012) finding that only the fearful attachment 

scale was reliable. Halpern and colleagues (2012) found that the remaining three scales produced 

weak internal consistency. The authors of the measure have addressed the reliability problem 

directly, explaining that there are unique difficulties with measuring four category scales with both 

the anxiety and approach–avoidance dimensions (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994a, 1994b).  
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Scharfe (2015) elaborates on this by providing the example whereby:   

a predominantly fearful participant (high anxiety, high avoidance) may endorse the anxiety 

items of the preoccupied scale (i.e., both report high anxiety) but not the approach–

avoidance items (i.e., fearful is avoidant oriented, while preoccupied is approach oriented), 

thereby potentially decreasing the reliability of the preoccupied scale. Similarly, fearful 

individuals may endorse the avoidance items of the dismissing scale (i.e., both report high 

avoidance) but not the anxiety items (i.e., dismissing is associated with low anxiety) and 

subsequently reduce the reliability of the dismissing scale (p. 5). 

 

This raises questions about whether attachment studied in a different way might change its 

influence in the trajectories toward DV perpetration, and will need to be considered in future DV 

research generally. Considering the ambiguous nature of the results, study three aimed to further 

test whether insecure adult attachment related to changes in DV perpetration in a community 

sample and whether it was linked to changes in the histories of DV perpetrators, where it was 

expected that individuals would present with significantly lower levels of historical risk and DV 

perpetration.  

Thematic Consistency 

The final hypothesis for study two sought to test whether DV pathways and associated 

offence processes would be statistically related. It was hypothesised that each of the DV perpetrator 

themes would be significantly positively correlated with its corresponding offence process. This 

was partially supported with only expressive and integrative pathways and perpetration subtypes 

significantly related. The expressive and adaptive pathways also shared small positive relationships 

with the actions of conservative perpetrators, while adaptive DV was not linked to any of the other 

variables. When level of agreement between ratings for corresponding DV pathways and 

perpetration were examined, a slight agreement was found. The difference in findings is most likely 

attributable to methodology, with correlations measuring consistency in variables whereas 

crosstabulation and level of agreement tests consistency between the participants themselves (Miller 

& Fritzon, 2007).  

While unexpected, the absence of correlational relationships between conservative and 

adaptive perpetrators and their respective offence processes may be explained by the pathway 

variable itself relative to the function of DV in both subtypes. In conservative and adaptive acts of 

DV, the source of manifestation is considered external to the perpetrator. This suggests that while 

the psychological factors are present and contribute to the perpetration of DV, 
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contextual/environmental factors outside of the perpetrator that influence the individuals’ state of 

mind in the time immediately preceding DV will have an influence on whether the perpetrator acts 

on those psychological factors or not; as was described in the example provided in the conservative 

theme in the preceding section. This suggests that in the cases of conservative and adaptive 

perpetrators, the absence of the statistical relationship may not necessarily mean the absence of 

linkage but rather that a particular link relating to circumstance or the individual’s response to the 

situation may be missing in the chain of statistical explanation.  

This is a methodological flaw in the current study, and reinforces the need for information 

about the context in which DV occurs to be collected together with information about the nature of 

DV behaviour. As evidenced in the outcomes of study one and the current study, through the 

placement of variables in DV types, the individual behaviour selected by perpetrators during DV 

events may vary as a consequence of both the person and environment. This is certainly in fitting 

with Dutton’s nested ecological model. Additionally, is may be that the focus in Stairmand, 

Polaschek and Dixon’s (2020) framework on explaining event processes for a single DV event, 

combined with contextual data during an event of DV, is better suited to exploring the dynamic 

processes that occur during particular types of DV perpetration, such as with adaptive and 

conservative perpetrators, who appear to be triggered by factors outside of their person.  

Implications 

 By maintaining a focus on thematic linkage, study two was able to demonstrate support for 

the DV perpetration typology developed in study one and to expand on the model, by demonstrating 

which DV risk factors may be most relevant to understanding the causes of the four types of DV.  

Theoretically, the establishment of pathways to DV perpetration offer meaningful ways for relevant 

psychological factors to be organised and interpreted, and provide support for the notion that causes 

of offending can be systematically understood by exploring the functional aspects of offender 

behaviour (i.e., motive and intent). The expansion of the model also demonstrated how past 

typologies and personality-based explanations for types of DV perpetration remain important for 

determining pervasive risk, and how these explanations can be situationally critical, when 

considered in combination with the dynamic risks inherent in crime of DV.  From a practical 

viewpoint, the results of study two show promise that the complex nature of DV perpetration can be 

understood and can contribute to the development of empirically-informed policy and treatment.  

Limitations 

The pathways to DV perpetration developed in this study need to be explicitly tested to 

reveal whether they will continue to share meaningful relationships when intensity of DV is varied. 

One way to test this, which has been shown to influence outcomes for DV perpetration in past 
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typology research, is when psychological factors and DV perpetration are explored with community 

participants. Historically, community-based DV perpetrators have been considered a distinct 

subgroup, which has caused some researchers to propose that observed differences in the intensity 

of DV acts is related to the absence of serious psychopathology and personality constellations. 

However, the results of studies one and two suggest that when DV perpetration is understood 

functionally, themes of DV perpetration should remain constant, even if intensity of aggression and 

violence is reduced. This suggests that the dynamic aspects inherent in acts of DV and that are 

understood to explain the causes of DV should also remain constant to some degree. These same 

variables would then serve as possible treatment targets and arguably, could present as the most 

reliable prospects for affecting real reductions in the risk of DV recidivism.   

A methodological limitation was also noted. It was observed that the wording of the DV 

measure in the questionnaire asked participants about their “behaviour in past relationships” and 

referenced that they had probably “experienced conflict with a partner before”. Participants were 

then asked to “rate how often you have done the below behaviours to a partner either during conflict 

or not”. This wording is somewhat ambiguous and it is possible that participants may not have 

considered their current intimate partner at test-taking. As all participants in this study reported 

having acted aggressively or violently with a partner and the purpose of this research was to 

investigate patterns of behaviour, the impact of this on the interpretability of the results was not 

deemed to be substantial. It is however a limitation and should be considered in future research, 

especially where researchers seek to compare individuals who have and have not used in DV in past 

or current relationships.  

Conclusion  

 In conclusion, the current study addressed the limitations of the existing DV motives and 

risk research by developing pathways to varying types of DV perpetration. Study two aimed 

specifically to merge the many factors that have been found to co-occur with DV perpetration with 

knowledge of the static and enduring aspects of DV perpetrators, to elicit the potential causes of 

DV. The four pathways identified in this study demonstrated strong conceptual links to the four DV 

offence processes, and were largely statistically supported. Further research is however required to 

test whether the factors relevant to each pathway predict varying types of DV perpetration 

regardless of intensity of DV behaviour and whether the pathways to DV are distinct from pathways 

toward other forms of aggression and violence. Study three focused on addressing these points, by 

exploring DV pathways and perpetration in a community sample of DV perpetrators. 
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Chapter Four 

Study Three: Testing a Multi-Trajectory Model of Domestic Violence Perpetrators 

 
One of the most substantial challenges for contemporary DV research is the need for it to 

demonstrate the relevance and implications of DV typologies for practice (Boxhall, Rosevear & 

Payne, 2005; Dixon & Graham-Kevan, 2011). Dixon & Wride (2020) note that research that cannot 
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show how DV perpetrators differ amongst one another and from those who engage in other forms of 

aggression and violence is likely to result in the continued use of the one size fits all approach. As 

evidenced in the preceding two studies and outlined in the broader DV literature, there is substantial 

overlap of DV with other forms of aggression and violence, including other types of non-physical 

aggression, such as stalking. The shared origins of aggression via childhood exposure to family 

violence and abuse, and the socioeconomic and developmental trajectories typical of individuals 

with deleterious backgrounds makes it difficult to tease out exactly which factors promote a greater 

likelihood of using aggression and violence in relationships. As reflected in the outcomes of study 

two, even when functional independent pathways to DV perpetration are elicited, some overlap 

remains in the variables that underpin aggression and violence generally. This raises problems for 

professionals seeking to practically implement DV typologies or to classify perpetrators to 

treatment categories based on risk and need, and has been an enduring limitation of DV typology 

research in general.  

A primary concern is the potential for an overinflation of risk when the features of 

aggression are effectively counted twice in evaluations of risk, or where the incorrect interpretation 

of risk is applied due to differences in meaning. For example, where certain actions (e.g., breaking 

of personal belongings) may be viewed as redirected displays of aggression in general assaults, 

whereas in the context of relationships, they represent acts of control or punishment that intend to 

cause harm. In the former, the behaviour may be associated with a decrease in risk and reflective of 

controlled anger, whereas in the latter it suggests the potential for increased dangerousness when 

paired with similar indirect but hostile behaviour. Inaccurate predictions of risk can have damaging 

outcomes for all involved and can be detrimental to the rehabilitation of perpetrators (Andrews & 

Bonta, 2010). Most importantly though, and as detailed in the introduction to this thesis, 

misinformed or inaccurate understandings of DV result in deaths, meaning that knowledge of lethal 

risk needs to feature in the capabilities of typologies of DV perpetration (Kropp, 2018).   

Study three aimed to explore these issues of differentiation by contrasting the four offence 

pathways developed in study two in forensic and community samples, where it was expected that 

significant differences would exist in the nature and severity of DV perpetration. Study three 

intended to draw on these differences to not only control for general criminality and shared risk 

where possible, but to determine which factors in each offence pathway were important for 

predicting escalations in DV risk. The current study aimed to do so by drawing on theories of 

behavioural linkage from the investigative psychology field, in which the analysis of offender 

behaviour rests on principles of behavioural consistency and distinctiveness.   
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Behavioural Consistency and Distinction    

Behavioural consistency and distinction are central to the task of crime linkage, which is a 

form of behavioural analysis that has been used in investigations to explain repeat crimes by a 

single offender (Canter, 1995, Woodhams, Hollin & Bull, 2007). The principle of behavioural 

consistency refers to the requirement for offenders to show consistency in the way they commit 

crimes (Canter, 1995), while the principle of distinctiveness relates to the requirement for similar 

offences across perpetrators to be distinguishable (Woodhams, Hollin & Bull, 2007). Crime linkage 

is rooted in the merging of personality and social psychology research (i.e., personality paradox; 

see Barenbaum & Winter, 2008) and is underpinned by the concept of interactionism.  

Crime linkage research has most frequently drawn on Mischel and Shoda’s (1995) 

Cognitive-Affective Personality System (CAPS) to explain interactionism and address the 

principles of consistency and distinction. In CAPS, daily situations are considered to incorporate 

elements that are psychologically salient to an individual, and that trigger cognitive and affective 

reactions within the person. Which reactions are triggered is dependent on one’s learning history, 

expectations, and perceptions of situational cues. CAPS proposes that the personality system 

consists of “mental representations, or cognitive-affective units, that are activated by situational 

features and through whose activation, behaviour is produced” (p. 14; Woodham & Bennell, 2014).  

Consistent with the action systems model underpinning the typology of DV perpetration 

from studies one and two, CAPS suggests that behaviour is activated by internal or external 

triggers. As patterns of activation that produce behaviour in any given situation are unique to the 

individual’s biology and past learning, the system can explain differences across individuals and 

within the same system (individual) as it evolves in response to new experiences. Therefore, unlike 

existing personality-driven explanations for DV, CAPS purports that the personality system is 

capable of changing over time.  

The benefit of using theories of crime linkage (including CAPS) for distinguishing DV is 

that they have the capacity to explain how changes in either the perpetrator or situation (including 

the dyad) during any given incident of DV, or series of incidents, can influence behaviour 

consistency and variation in DV over time. In line with the action systems model, CAPS can help 

with explaining how DV perpetrators are abusive across situations that contain similar 

psychological triggers. As such, the system is capable of explaining how expressions of behaviour 

that share a similar source of activation can evolve to result in escalations in risk over time. 

Additionally, because the model predicts interindividual differences in behaviour consistency itself, 

based on differences in individual characteristics (i.e., offence pathways), it may be able to explain 
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why some individuals who possess the psychological markers for aggression use aggression and 

violence in intimate relationships only, across situations, or not at all.   

These are critical points in the study of DV because DV occurs within intimate contexts 

where conflict is expected, bonds are established, and determinations of what constitutes 

unacceptable behaviour can be situationally and/or functionally dependent (Goodfriend & Arriaga, 

2018). For instance, where an individual who seeks protection and desirability in a partner might 

deem jealousy to be an endearing quality at the commencement of the relationship but when that 

same jealousy is expressed more frequently, intensely or in a personally intrusive way (i.e., 

perpetrator checks on victim at work as opposed to when out with friends) as the relationship 

progresses, it crosses the threshold into abusive conduct and is deemed unacceptable by the victim 

and/or by law.  

The application of crime linkage theory to DV characterises DV as a serial behaviour, and in 

doing so allows for it to be studied as continuous and changeable. The strong focus on 

psychological salience in theories of crime linkage offers an alternate way for determining the 

influence of offence pathways on DV behaviour specifically, and for studying how severity of 

aggression and violence is meaningful for explaining risk in subtypes of DV perpetration, which has 

been a major criticism of existing DV typologies (Dixon & Wride, 2020). This includes generating 

possible explanations for the use of violence by individuals who are not burdened by 

psychopathology or personality disruption, as has been observed when DV perpetration has been 

explored in community samples (e.g., Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000).    

Psychological Salience  

Typologies of interpersonal violence have found that expressiveness of violence is typically 

more severe in interpersonal offences where victims hold particular meaning or a closer relationship 

to the offender (Heller, Ehrlich & Lester, 1983; Last & Fritzon, 2005). This suggests that the 

emotional salience inherent in intimate relationships may in of itself distinguish DV from other 

forms of aggression and violence, and increase risk of dangerousness. As demonstrated in the 

combined outcomes from studies one and two, aspects of DV that hold particular meaning to the 

perpetrator can also play critical roles in interpreting the motives and intent of varying types of DV 

perpetrators. This also sheds light on the criticisms of gendered explanations for DV, in which male 

power and control over women is considered to motivate DV, but cannot explain why most men do 

not abuse their partners.   

Psychological salience is represented within the structure of the CAPS (Mischel & Shoda, 

1995) in that the system itself is said to be differentiated by a “hot” emotional system and “cool” 
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cognitive system, each with its own specialist role in the activation of behaviour. The emotional 

system is described as being responsible for quick emotional processing and responding to events 

based on the features of the trigger, while the cognitive system is specialised for “spatiotemporal 

and episodic representation and thought” (p. 288). The systems are said to work collaboratively to 

maintain balance however are at risk of imbalance and the undermining of higher ordered thinking 

(i.e., self-control, planning) under situational stress. Activation of the emotional system is 

hypothesised to result in impulsive and more consistent behaviour over time and across situations, 

due to reduced cognitive mediation (Mischel & Shoda, 1995; Woodhams, Hollin & Bull, 2007).  

The implication of this for the analysis of DV is that it suggests that escalations in DV behaviour 

should be predicted by the triggering of the most salient psychological features in each subtype of 

DV perpetration.  

Study Aims  

 By drawing on the principles of behavioural consistency and distinction from the crime 

linkage literature, study three sought to determine which variables from each of the four offence 

pathways developed in study two were psychologically salient and predicted use of more frequent 

and severe aggression and violence in intimate relationships. To control for an overlap in associated 

risk, the current study contrasted the offence pathways and DV behaviour from a sample of men in 

the community, who had no prior history of formally recognised antisocial or violent conduct 

including past DV, with that of the incarcerated DV perpetrators from study two. The current study 

had two main aims.   

Aim One  

The first aim of study three was to establish whether differences existed in the destructive 

intimate behaviour of participants from the community and forensic samples.  

Hypothesis 1  

Based on previous typology research with community and forensic samples (e.g., 

Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000), it was anticipated that the forensic sample would demonstrate 

more frequent and more severe DV behaviour than perpetrators in the community. This was also 

partially assumed due to there being a certain amount of risk inherent in the forensic sample, based 

on their past conduct having already been destructive enough (from DV or otherwise) to have 

warranted judicial intervention.  

Hypothesis 1.1. It was hypothesised that when DV perpetration in the forensic and 

community samples was compared, the forensic sample would demonstrate significantly more 

frequent threats and acts of DV.  
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Hypothesis 1.2 An increase in the severity of violence in forensic participants in 

comparison to the community sample was expected to be reflected in higher occurrences of items 

measuring moderate to severe threats and acts of violence on the DV measure.  

Hypothesis 2  

Consistent with the outcomes of studies one and two, it was expected that four themes of 

DV perpetration would be represented in the community sample; expressive, integrative, 

conservative and adaptive.  

Hypothesis 2.1. It was hypothesised that the four themes of DV perpetration would be 

reflected in four distinct groups when participants were assigned to a dominant theme using the DV 

action variables from the four dominant themes established in study two (i.e., based on the DV 

measure). 

Hypothesis 2.2.  With regards to the distribution of the four subtypes of DV perpetration in 

the community sample, it was hypothesised that half of the community sample would be 

distinguishable by its dominant mode of functioning using moderately stringent classifying criteria, 

and that the whole sample would be classified into a dominant theme using the less stringent criteria 

(Salfati & Bateman, 2005; Trojan & Salfati, 2008).  

Hypothesis 3. 

As expected in study two and on the basis that adult attachment is considered to influence 

the nature of an individual’s sense of security within an intimate relationship, it was anticipated that 

the relationship styles of men in both samples would mirror their levels of destructive behaviour in 

intimate relationships.  

Hypothesis 3.1. As such, it was hypothesised that when the attachment styles of participants 

in the two samples were compared, levels of fearful adult attachment would be significantly higher 

in the forensic sample than in the community sample. 

 

 

 

Aim Two  

The second aim of the current study was to explore how the psychological variables in the 

four offence pathways influenced variations in risk of DV behaviour.  

Hypothesis 4 

Consistent with the action systems model underpinning the typology of DV perpetration, it 

was expected that offence pathway variables for each subtype would explain consistency in DV 
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offences in that the offence pathway variables would explain membership in both forensic and 

community samples. However, in accordance with CAPS, it was anticipated that those variables 

considered to be psychologically salient in each offence pathway would predict membership in the 

forensic sample (as opposed to the community sample), in which DV was expected to be more 

frequent and severe.  With no prior similar research conducted to date to guide expectations of 

which variables were more likely to be salient in each DV pathway, the current study took an 

exploratory approach to this and as such, predictive hypotheses were not implemented. 

Hypothesis 4.1 Based on past typology and personality research, it was broadly anticipated 

that increases in the frequency of psychological variables would predict membership in the forensic 

sample in each of the four offence pathways.  

Hypothesis 4.2. It was also expected that when subjected to binominal logistical regression, 

psychological variables associated with an increased risk of DV perpetration would increase the 

odds of DV perpetrators falling in the forensic sample. 

Hypothesis 5 

In a final test of the DV offence pathway model and typology of DV perpetration, the 

current study tested whether childhood adversity, in the form of exposure to family violence and 

experiences of childhood physical, emotional and sexual abuse, influenced whether participants 

from the community sample perpetrated DV or not.  

Hypothesis 5.1. In accordance with SLT and the assumption in CAPS that distinctions in 

offences are informed by prior learning, it was hypothesised that when the two community 

subsamples were compared, those who perpetrated DV would have significantly higher levels of 

physical, emotional and sexual childhood abuse than those who did not perpetrate DV.  

Hypothesis 5.2.  It was also hypothesised that when the two community subsamples were 

compared, those who perpetrated DV would have more likely been exposed to family violence 

during childhood than those who did not perpetrate DV. 

Method 

Participants 

 Community participants were recruited using a convenience sampling method. Participants 

were sourced via the Sona Systems Research Participant Pool and from on campus (n = 21), and via 

flyer drops in metropolitan and regional Victoria (n = 33). To ensure that the community sample 

was distinct from the incarcerated forensic sample in study two and to account for risk associated 

with aggression in general, individuals were eligible to participate if they were at least 18 years of 

age at the time of data collection and had not been convicted of a serious criminal offence in the 
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past. Individuals with minor criminal histories, including driving and property-related offences were 

considered acceptable for inclusion in the study. As were individuals with offence histories that 

were moderate in severity and/or occurred at least 10 years prior (e.g., juvenile/early adult history of 

drink-drinking or common assault with nil offences since). To further test the model developed in 

studies one and two, the community study also sought to access individuals with varying levels of 

exposure to childhood victimisation who had not gone on to commit DV.   

 The final sample consisted of 54 males ranging in age from 18 to 84 years (M = 41.47, SD = 

11.98), 12 of whom did not report past acts of DV. Past DV was observed to be high relative to 

typical community rates, however this was considered to be reflective of the DV measure rather 

than the participant group. As is discussed in the results section, the majority of participants 

reported engaging in symbolic and/or mild acts of DV without progressing to more serious forms of 

abuse and violence. The large majority of participants identified as Australian (90.7%) with a 

further 1% identifying as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander. A quarter of the sample was single at 

testing with the remainder either married or in a de facto relationship. With respect to the mental 

health backgrounds of participants, just under a quarter confirmed a past psychiatric diagnosis (n = 

13, 24.1%); including for depression (n = 8, 14.8%), trauma (n = 3, 5.5%), anxiety (n = 2, 3.7%,), 

developmental (n = 1, 1.8%), and personality (n = 1, 1.8%) disorders. The remaining participants (n 

= 41, 75.9%) did not report a past diagnosis. A quarter of the sample also reported past treatment 

for a psychiatric diagnosis (n = 14, 25.9%), while the remainder of the sample did not (n = 40, 

74.1%).  Of those who had, all reported having undergone treatment in the form of counselling (n= 

11, 20.37%) and/or medication (n = 5, 9.25%). Key demographic information is presented in 

Appendix J.  

Measures 

The questionnaire booklet used in study three was the same administered in study two. 

Detailed descriptions of the measures are provided in study two. An overview of the internal 

consistency for each measure with the community sample is provided in Table 19. Preoccupied and 

dismissing adult attachment demonstrated poor internal consistency and as in study two, were 

excluded from the statistical analyses.  

 

Table 19 

Internal Consistency for Measures with Community Sample (N = 54)  

 

Categories of DV  Cronbach’s alpha (α) 



  

 131 

SVAWS .877 

RSQ Fearful .626 

RSQ Preoccupied .324 

RSQ Dismissing  .450 

Hostility  .566 

Cope Denial  .628 

Cope Substance Use  .881 

Cope Behavioural Disengagement .780 

Cope Self-Blame   .757 

 

 

Procedure 

 This study was completed as approved by the Bond University Human Research and Ethics 

Committee (Protocol No: RO1724B). With data collected via different means, the experience of 

participating in the research was designed to be standardised for all participants. All participants 

recruited first learned about the research through an electronic (i.e., Sona Systems) or physical (i.e., 

flyer) request for research participation. Participants from outside of the university setting were 

recruited using a snowballing technique, with electronic flyers shared via online social media 

networks. Those interested in participating made contact with the research team to arrange a time to 

complete the questionnaire. As in study two, suitable participants were provided with an 

explanatory statement and an opportunity to ask questions about the research and their involvement. 

After written consent was obtained, individuals were provided with a copy of the questionnaire 

booklet and were verbally instructed on how to complete the questionnaire. At the end of data 

collection, participants were provided with a debrief sheet containing the details of a number of 

counselling services. Participants recruited through Bond University’s Sona Systems Research 

Participant Pool as psychology students were allocated a credit point to contribute toward 

mandatory requirements for research participation in their degree. Broader community participants 

were provided with a AUD $20 retail gift card as an incentive for their participation.   

Design  

 A between subject’s design was employed to test the model of DV developed in studies one 

and two, by contrasting DV in forensic and community samples. Non parametric mean comparisons 

of DV and adult attachment were first completed to determine whether differences existed in the 

relationship behaviour of individuals across the two samples. Binominal logistical regressions were 

then conducted with the offence pathway variables in each DV subtype to assess the probability of 
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falling within one of the two categories of DV samples. Psychological variables relevant to each 

pathway were the key independent variables while DV perpetrators (community or forensic) was 

the dependent variable. Additional non parametric mean comparisons were conducted to test for 

group differences in the trauma backgrounds of individuals who did and did not perpetrate DV.   

 

Results 

Descriptive Analysis  

The vast majority of community participants (94.4%) identified at least one form of 

maltreatment or abuse during childhood. High frequencies of both neglect and abuse were reported 

when childhood trauma was categorised into types of abuse on the CTQ including; emotional abuse 

(n = 38, 70.4%), physical abuse (n = 38, 70.4%), sexual abuse (n = 6, 11.1%), emotional neglect (n 

= 43, 79.6%), and physical neglect (n = 33, 61.1%). When experiences of family violence were 

explored, 18 individuals (33.3%) identified having been a victim of childhood family violence. The 

subsample of 18 individuals identified having both witnessed and been personally harmed (n = 8, 

44.4%) by violence within the home, having witnessed the violence (n = 8, 44.4%) only or having 

been personally harmed only (n = 2, 11.1%). Figures 20 and 21 display the frequency of behaviour 

personally experienced and observed between family members during incidents of family violence 

in childhood.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 20 

Number of Participants Who Experienced Family Violence (N = 18)  
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Note. Sexual_object = treated like a sexual object; Personal_Prop = personal property broken; 

Financial = financial restrictions; Things_Stolen = belongings stolen; Education = 

education/employment forbidden; Servant = treated like a servant.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 21 

Number of Community Participants Who Observed Family Violence Between Family Members (N 

= 18)  
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Note. Sexual_object = treated like a sexual object; Personal_Prop = personal property broken; 

Financial = financial restrictions; Things_Stolen = belongings stolen; Education = 

education/employment forbidden; Servant = treated like a servant.   

 

Violence within the home most often occurred on an infrequent basis (i.e., yearly or 

occasionally; n = 11, 61.1%), and was perpetrated by mothers and fathers, or as co-perpetrators 

equally. Victims of the violence varied within the family and included combinations of parent, 

sibling and self as victims. Just over half of the subsample (n = 10, 55.5%) reported that a weapon 

was used during acts of violence, which included items such as wooden spoons or spatulas, chairs, 

bats, and knives. Forty four percent of the subsample also recalled physical injuries resulting from 

their experiences, including bruising, red marks, and cuts. When asked to rate how traumatic their 

overall experiences of family violence were using a scale from 0 (not traumatic at all) to 7 

(extremely traumatic), 50% of the subsample endorsed ratings between 5 and 7 (n = 9).  The mean 

rating for intensity was 4.22 (SD = 0.33, Median = 4.5). Descriptive statistics for each of the 

psychological variables are displayed in Tables 20 to 27.   

 

Table 20         

Descriptive statistics for Community CTQ (N= 54)   
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Types of Trauma  Mean  SD Median Range  

Emotional abuse 8.39 3.83 7 5 – 18 

Physical abuse  7.89 3.42 7 5 – 17 

Sexual abuse   5.56 2.43 5 5 – 19 

Emotional neglect  10.40 5.31 9 5 – 25 

Physical neglect  7.43 3.08 6 5 – 15 

 

 

Table 21        

Descriptive statistics for Community Childhood Family Violence 

  

Details of FV  n % Details of FV n % 

Nature (N = 54)   Weapon Type (N = 18)   

    None 36 66.70     Wooden Spoon 4 33.33 

    Witnessed only 8 14.80     Bat  2 16.67 

    Personally harmed 2 3.70     Knife/Gun 2 16.67 

    Both 8 14.80     Furniture 2 16.67 

Frequency (N = 18)   Injury Type (N = 18)   

    Occasionally 8 44.44     Bruising  6 33.33 

    Yearly  3 16.66     Lacerations  2 11.11 

    Monthly  4 22.22     Broken bones  0 0 

    Weekly  2 11.11    

    Daily 1 5.55    

Perpetrator (N = 18)      

    Father  5 27.77    

    Mother 5 27.77    

    Both parents  6 33.33    

    Step-father 0 0    

    Step-mother 1 5.55    

    Missing 1 5.55    

Weapons (N = 18)      

    No 9 50.00    

    Yes 9 50.00    
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Injury       

    No 11 61.11    

    Yes 7 38.89    

 

 

 

Table 22         

Descriptive statistics for Community RSQ (N= 54)   

Styles of Attachment   Mean  SD Median Range  

Secure  17.19 3.82 17 9 – 27 

Dismissing   16.44 3.69 17 7 – 25 

Fearful   10.00 3.53 10 4 – 18 

Preoccupied 10.46 3.10 10 4 – 20 

 

 

 

 

Table 23 

Descriptive statistics for Community Hostility Toward Women Scale (N= 54)   

 

Mean  SD Median Range  

12.40 3.36 13 4 - 21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 24 

Descriptive statistics for STAXI (N= 54)   
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 Mean  SD Median Range  

Total Trait Anger   16.33 5.09 15 10 – 31 

Angry Temperament  6.02 2.24 5 4 – 13 

Angry Reaction   7.23 2.72 7 4 – 15 

Angry Expression Out  14.41 3.49 14 8 – 25 

Angry Expression In  16.39 5.01 16 8 – 28 

Anger Control Out  24.09 5.49 25.5 8 – 32 

Anger Control In    22.25 5.78 24 10 – 31 

Anger Expression Index  32.46 12.53 33.50 8 – 61  

 

 

 

Table 25 

Descriptive statistics for COPE (N= 54)   

 

 Mean  SD Median Range  

Self-distraction    3.57 1.47 4 0 – 6 

Denial 1.24 1.60 1 0 – 6  

Substance Use 1.31 1.75 0 0 – 6 

Behaviour Disengagement 1.67 1.53 0 0 - 6 

Venting     2.98 1.44 3 0 – 6 

Self-blame  2.83 1.86 2.5 0 - 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 26 

Descriptive statistics for MCMI Base Rates (N= 45)   
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 Mean  SD Median Range  

Disclosure    47.73 22.14 50 4 – 92 

Desirability  72.40 15.25 74 25 – 94 

Debasement  40.18 24.21 42 0 – 83 

Schizoid  45.60 26.29 48 0 – 102 

Avoidant  36.87 24.89 35 0 – 87 

Depressive  43.11 33.12 40 0 – 111  

Dependent  39.93 26.69 30 0 – 85 

Histrionic  53.31 18.02 52 17 – 93  

Narcissistic  52.71 13.82 55 14 – 76 

Antisocial  49.37 23.88 52 8 – 87 

Sadistic   43.78 22.42 51 0 – 78 

Compulsive    50.84 16.17 55 3 – 75 

Negativistic   41.24 29.27 33 0 – 99 

Masochistic   35.98 31.19 35 0 – 98 

Schizotypal   39.13 28.92 47 0 – 87 

Borderline  33.73 25.68 30 0 – 85 

Paranoid  43.96 27.44 48 0 – 103 

Anxiety  47.35 35.33 60 0 – 102 

Somatoform  32.02 31,25 30 0 – 101  

Bipolar  48.20 22.28 60 0 – 79 

Dysthymia  35.96 31.24 40 0 – 105 

Alcohol  46.80 26.63 60 0 – 82 

Drug abuse  42.67 21.96 45 4 – 75 

PTSD  30.56 29.36 15 0 – 91 

Thought Disorder 37.82 25.34 34 0 – 74 

Major Depressive Disorder  29.64 28.92 20 0 – 101 

Delusional Disorder   37.07 25.68 30 0 - 70 

 

 

Table 27        

Descriptive statistics for SVAWS (N= 54)  
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Categories of DV  Mean  SD Median Range  

Threat – Symbolic  2.07 3.49 0 0 – 14 

Threat – Mild   3.22 3.89 2 0 – 16 

Threat – Moderate  .61 1.38 0 0 – 6 

Threat – Serious  .37 .87 0 0 – 3 

Act - Mild 1.17 2.58 0 0 – 15 

Act - Minor .35 1.43 0 0 – 10 

Act - Moderate   .09 .45 0 0 – 3 

Act - Serious  .07 .38 0 0 – 2 

Sexual Violence  .79 4.5 0 0 – 33 

 
 
 
Data Preparation  

All data was entered, cleaned and analysed using SPSS for Windows, version 24.  

Variables were checked for missing data and assumptions of non-parametric mean comparison and 

regression analyses. Nine participants had missing data from the personality measure, and were 

excluded from the personality-based analyses. Considering that all other major components of the 

research material were completed, these participants were retained. There was no further missing 

data.  

 The data was studied in both continuous and dichotomous form. Continuous versions of the 

DV and fearful adult attachment variables were used to conduct mean comparisons of the two 

groups. Sexual aggression on the DV measure was excluded though on the basis that the items 

elicited conceptually incorrect responses in the forensic sample and therefore, were not comparable. 

The data was then transformed into dichotomous variables to complete thematic comparisons of DV 

subtypes and to explore whether the relevant offence pathways could explain the probability of 

falling within one of the two categories of DV perpetrators. To allow for direct comparison, 

dichotomisation was conducted in the same way as in study two (see Table 16). 

Mean DV Comparisons across Community and Forensic Samples  

Non-parametric mean comparisons in the form of Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to 

determine whether DV differed across community and forensic samples. Non-parametric tests were 

selected to account for the differences in sample sizes and skewed distributions across both 

measures and samples. Assumptions of similarly shaped distributions were met, allowing for 

median scores to be compared.     
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Hypothesis 1.1. A Mann-Whitney U test was run to determine if there were differences in 

displays of DV behaviour across the community and forensic samples. Distributions of the DV 

threats and DV acts scores for community and forensic samples were similar, as assessed by visual 

inspection. DV Threats was statistically significantly more frequent in the forensic sample (Mdn = 

70.01) than in the community (Mdn = 50.48), U = 1217, z = -2.836, p = .005. This represented a 

small effect size, r = .25 (Cohen, 1988).  

Hypothesis 1.2. DV Acts was also significantly more frequent in the forensic sample (Mdn 

= 77.64) than in the community (Mdn = 56.84), U = 1374.50, z = -2.113, p = .035. This again 

represented a small effect size, r = .19. 

Thematic Dominance 

Consistent with the outcomes of studies one and two, it was expected that four themes of 

DV perpetration would be represented in the community sample; expressive, integrative, 

conservative and adaptive.  

Hypothesis 2.1. Four distinct themes of DV perpetration were established when participants 

from the community sample were assigned to a dominant theme using the DV action variables from 

the four dominant themes established in study two.  

Hypothesis 2.2.  When the DV behaviours of community participants were assigned to a 

dominant theme, where the percentage score of the occurrence of variables for that theme had to be 

1.5 times of that of the other themes, 57% of DV perpetrators could be classified to a dominant 

theme; with 42.9% of the sample classified as adaptive, 7.1% as expressive, 4.8% as conservative, 

and 2.4% as integrative DV perpetrators.  When a less conservative approach to theme allocation 

was taken and cases were assigned to dominant themes when the percentage score of the occurrence 

of variables for that theme was greater than the sum of scores for other themes, 100% of DV 

perpetrators could be classified to a dominant theme. This resulted in 69% of the sample being 

classified as adaptive, 19% as expressive, 7.1% as integrative, and 4.8% as conservative DV 

perpetrators. Table 28 shows that while the frequency and severity of DV significantly varied across 

forensic and community samples, the underlying structure of the DV model and its four subtypes of 

DV perpetration remained intact.   

As shown in Table 29, the most substantial mean differences in the occurrences of 

individual DV acts included; threatening to/destroying something belonging to a partner, hitting or 

kicking a wall/door/furniture, breaking an object, and threatening someone important to a partner. 

Threats and acts of serious harm were notably absent in the community; such as, threats to kill a 

partner, and choking or beating up a partner.  
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Table 28       

Comparison of DV Themes of Dominance 

 
Variables  Forensic 

Conservative 

(N = 84) 

n (%) 

Community  

Conservative 

(N = 42) 

n (%) 

Forensic  

Sum 

(N = 84) 

n (%) 

Community  

Sum 

(N = 42) 

n (%) 

Hybrid  42 (50) 18 (42.90) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Expressive  7 (8.3) 3 (7.1)   20 (23.8) 8 (19) 

Integrative   1 (1.2) 1 (2.4)  4 (4.8) 3 (7.1) 

Conservative  7 (8.3) 2 (4.8) 18 (21.4) 2 (4.8) 

Adaptive 27 (32.1) 18 (42.9) 42 (50) 29 (69) 

 

Note. “Conservative” refers to the assignment strategy whereby the percentage score of the 

occurrence of variables for that theme had to be 1.5 times of that of the other themes to be assigned 

to a dominant theme. In the “Sum” columns, cases were assigned to dominant themes when the 

percentage score of the occurrence of variables for that theme was greater than the sum of scores for 

other themes. 

 

Mean Adult Attachment Comparisons across Community and Forensic Samples  

Non-parametric mean comparisons in the form of Mann-Whitney U tests were also 

conducted to determine whether fearful adult attachment differed across community and forensic 

samples. 

Hypothesis 3.1 A Mann-Whitney U test was run to determine if there were differences in 

fearful attachment in DV perpetrators from the community and forensic samples. Distributions of 

fearful adult attachment for community and forensic samples were similar, as assessed by visual 

inspection. Fearful adult attachment style was not statistically different in the forensic sample (Mdn 

= 66.85) from the community sample (Mdn = 56.80), U = 1482.50, z = -1.462, p = .144.  

 

 

 
Table 29         

Comparison of DV Variables Frequencies 
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Variables  Forensic (N = 84) 

n (%) 

Community (N = 42) 

n (%) 

Difference  

n (%) 

ShakeFinger  48 (57.14) 23 (54.80) 2.34 

ThreatGesture 56 (66.67) 24 (57.10)  9.57 

ShakeFist  21 (25.00) 7 (16.1) 8.90 

Bully 32 (38.10) 16 (38.10) 0 

HitWall 62 (73.80) 20 (47.60) 26.20 

DestroyBelongs 52 (61.90) 11 (26.20)  37.70 

BreakObject 54 (64.29) 16 (38.10) 26.19 

DriveDang 28 (33.33) 6 (14.30) 19.03 

ThrowObject 21 (25.00) 1 (2.40) 22.60 

ThreatHurt 21 (25.00) 5 (11.90) 13.10 

ThreatSelf 21 (25.00) 5 (11.90) 13.10 

ThreatOther 26 (30.95) 2 (4.80) 26.15 

ThreatKill 11 (13.10) 0 (0) 13.10 

ActKill 13 (15.48) 3 (7.1)  8.38 

ThreatWeapon 9 (10.71) 1 (2.40) 8.31 

HoldDown 21 (25.00) 7 (16.70)   8.30 

PushShove  41 (48.81) 15 (35.70)  13.11 

TwistArm 14 (16.67) 3 (7.10)  9.57 

PullHair 16 (19.05) 3 (7.10)  11.95 

ScratchBite 8 (9.52) 1 (2.40) 7.12 

Kick  7 (8.33) 0 (0) 8.33 

SlapPalm 20 (23.80) 2 (4.80) 19.00 

SlapBackhand 7 (8.33) 0 (0) 8.33 

Punch 13 (15.48) 2 (4.8) 10.68 

Slapface 8 (9.52) 1 (2.4) 7.12 

HitObject 8 (9.52) 0 (0) 9.52 

Choke 11 (13.10) 0 (0) 13.10 

BeatUp 7 (8.33) 0 (0) 8.33 

ForceSex 10 (11.90) 3 (7.1) 4.80 
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Predicting DV Subtype Perpetration by Offence Pathway 

Four binominal logistical regressions were conducted to test whether the offence pathways 

found in study two predicted membership in one of the two categories of DV perpetration.  

Hypothesis 4.1. Table 30 provides an overview of the frequencies for the DV offence 

pathway variables across samples. The largest variations included proportionately more forensic 

participants using substances to cope, and possessing antisocial and narcissistic personality traits. 

 

Table 30         

Comparison of DV Offence Pathway Variables Frequencies 

 
Variables  Forensic (N = 84) 

n (%) 

Community (N = 42) 

n (%) 

Difference  

(%) 

physical  77 (91.70) 36 (85.70) 6.00 

emotional 72 (85.70) 39 (92.90) -7.20 

sexual 27 (32.10) 6 (14.30) 17.80 

weapon 9 (10.70) 3 (7.10) 3.60 

injury 12 (14.30) 1 (2.40) 11.90 

witness 10 (11.90) 7 (16.40) -4.50 

traffic 27 (32.10) 0 - 

property 32 (38.10) 0 - 

violent 36 (42.90) 0 - 

prior 11 (13.10) 0 - 

sex 18 (21.40) 0 - 

school 40 (47.60) 10 (23.80) 23.80 

young 40 (47.60) 0 - 

psychiatric 40 (47.60) 11 (26.20) 21.40 

trauma 21 (25.00) 3 (7.10) 17.90 

treatment 33 (39.30) 11 (26.20) 10.10 

denial  6 (7.10) 3 (7.10) 0 

AOD 40 (47.60) 2 (4.80) 42.80 

blame 40 (47.60) 9 (21.40) 26.20 

hostile 40 (47.60) 27 (64.30) -16.70 

trait  21 (25.60) 5 (11.90) 13.70 
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react 33 (39.30) 7 (16.70) 22.60 

angout 6 (7.10) 10 (23.80) -16.70 

angin 18 (21.40) 14 (33.30) -11.90 

avoidant 24 (28.60) 6 (14.30) 14.10 

depressive 27 (32.10) 5 (11.90) 20.20 

dependent 20 (23.80) 6 (14.30) 9.50 

narcissistic 28 (33.30) 1 (2.40) 30.90 

antisocial 39 (46.40) 5 (11.90) 34.50 

sadistic 17 (20.20) 1 (2.40) 17.80 

negativistic 38 (45.20) 9 (21.40) 23.80 

masochistic 28 (33.30) 4 (9.50) 23.80 

schizotypal 18 (21.40) 2 (4.80) 16.60 

borderline 23 (27.40) 3 (7.10) 20.30 

paranoid 25 (29.80) 4 (9.50)  20.30 

 

Hypothesis 4.2. Several variables from the offence pathways were excluded from the 

regression analyses due to methodological constraints and the assumptions of binomial regression. 

For example, while individuals with minor offence histories were eligible to participate, offence 

histories were excluded on the basis of inconsistent conceptual comparison. In the forensic sample 

all offence information was procured via official criminal history records, however this could not be 

obtained with the same level of certainty for the community sample. Additionally, fearful adult 

attachment was excluded as no significant differences were found between samples. Further, 

frequencies for the emotional and physical abuse variables suggested that they were reported by the 

vast majority of participants in both samples, and consequently were of little independent value. All 

other assumptions were met, including multicollinearity and linearity of the continuous variable to 

the logit of the dependent variable. The traditional .05 criterion of statistical significance was 

employed for all tests. The dependent variable was DV perpetrators with two categories: forensic 

and community. The independent variables consisted of the psychological variables relevant to each 

offence pathway as found in study two.  

Expressive. The expressive pathway included seven predictor variables: school, anger out, 

react, trait, witness, sadistic, and denial. Goodness of fit for the expressive model was assessed 

using Pearson chi-square with the results indicating a good fit, c2 (6) = .468, p = .998. There was a 

significant improvement in the fit of the null model when all of the predictor variables were added, 
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c2 (8, N = 126) = 41.85, p = <.001. The model explained 39.3% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance. 

The model accurately predicted 77.0% of the overall sample, including 82.1% of the forensic 

sample and 66.7% of the community sample. 

Table 31 shows the logistic regression coefficient, Wald test, and odds ratio for each of the 

predictors. Employing a .05 criterion of statistical significance, school, angerout, react, sadistic, and 

denial variables were all significantly associated with the forensic sample. The odds ratio for denial, 

indicates that when all other variables were held constant, respondents who coped by refusing to 

accept the truth were 44.28 times more likely of falling in the forensic category than those who did 

not cope with denial. Having sadistic personality traits, having left school before 16 years old, and 

expressing anger in response to criticism had 8.87, 5.62 and 4.5 times higher odds of falling in the 

forensic sample, respectively. In contrast, for participants who did not express anger in an 

uncontrolled manner the odds of falling in the forensic sample were 90.90 times higher.  

The large odds for the denial variable were accompanied by a large upper end confidence 

interval suggesting that the data may have been influenced by an outlier. It is likely that the odds for 

the denial variable was artificially inflated and should be taken into consideration when interpreting 

its effects.  

 

 Table 31         

Logistic Regression Predicting DV Category From Expressive Pathway Variables 

  
Predictor  B SE Wald c2 df p Odds Ratio 95% CI for Odds Ratio 

       Lower Higher 

school 1.73 .535 10.44 1 .001 5.63 1.97 16.04 

anger out  -4.49 1.41 10.21 1 .001 .011 .001 .176 

trait  1.07 .726 2.18 1 .140 2.92 .704 12.13 

react 1.51 .598 6.34 1 .012 4.50 1.40 14.53 

witness  .014 .712 .000 1 .984 1.02 .25 4.09 

sadistic 2.18 1.10 3.94 1 .047 8.87 1.03 76.54 

denial  3.79 1.54 6.07 1 .014 44.28 2.17 904.08 

 

 

 

Integrative. The integrative pathway included four predictor variables: borderline, blame, 

avoidant, dependent and was a good fit, Pearson chi-square, c2 (4) = 1.86, p = .601. The logistic 
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regression model was statistically significant, c2 (4, N = 126) = 18.47, p = .001 when all of the 

predictor variables were added. The overall model explained 18.9% (Nagelkerke R2) of the 

variance. The model accurately predicted 69.0% of the overall sample, including 70.2% forensic 

sample and 66.7% of the community sample. One of the four variables had significant effects, as 

shown in Table 32. Participants who used self-blame to cope had 2.95 times higher odds of falling 

in the forensic sample than those than who did not.  

 

Table 32         

Logistic Regression Predicting DV Category From Integrative Pathway Variables 

  
Predictor  B SE Wald c2 df p Odds Ratio 95% CI for Odds Ratio 

       Lower  Higher  

borderline  1.66 .856 3.78 1 .052 5.28 .988 28.25 

dependent .363 .769 .223 1 .637 1.44 .319 6.49 

avoidant  .351 .556 .399 1 .528 1.42 .477 4.23 

self-blame  1.08 .451 5.75 1 .016 2.95 1.22 7.14 

 

 

Conservative. The conservative pathway included eight predictor variables: depressive, 

sexual, schizotypal, anger in, hostile, trauma, weapon, narcissistic. The model was a good fit, c2 (8) 

= 5.060, p = .653 and statistically significant when all of the predictor variables were added, c2 (8, 

N = 126) = 55.95, p = <.001. The logistic regression model explained 49.8% (Nagelkerke R2) of the 

variance and correctly classified 80.2% of the overall cases; including 91.7% of the forensic sample 

and 57.1% of the community sample.  

As shown in Table 33, four of the eight variables were statistically significant. Participants 

with narcissistic and depressive personality traits, and a history of trauma symptoms were 40.93, 

5.97, and 7.5 times more likely of falling in the forensic sample. In contrast, for those who were not 

hostile and did not suppress anger when furious the odds of falling in the forensic sample increased 

by 5.37 and 5.02. The large odds for the narcissistic variable were accompanied by a large upper 

end confidence interval suggesting that the data may have been influenced by an outlier. It is likely 

that the odds for the narcissistic variable was artificially inflated and should be taken into 

consideration when interpreting its effects.  

 

Table 33        
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Logistic Regression Predicting DV Category From Conservative Pathway Variables  

 
Predictor  B SE Wald c2 df p Odds Ratio 95% CI for Odds Ratio 

       Lower  Higher  

depressive  1.79 .715 6.25 1 .012 5.97 1.47 24.22 

sexual  1.27 .657 3.71 1 .054 3.54 .978 12.833 

schizotypal  1.59 1.17 1.84 1 .175 4.88 .494 48.21 

anger in -1.61 .627 6.61 1 .010 .199 .058 .682 

hostile  -1.68 .555 9.19 1 .002 .186 .063 .552 

trauma 2.02 .838 5.78 1 .016 7.50 1.45 38.74 

weapon .411 .922 .199 1 .656 1.51 .248 9.18 

narcissistic  3.71 1.14 10.61 1 .001 40.93 4.39 381.50 

 

 

Adaptive. The adaptive pathway included four independent variables: negativistic, 

antisocial, AOD, and injury. The model was a good fit, c2 (7) = 1.481, p = .915 and showed a 

significant improvement when all of the predictor variables were added, c2 (7, N = 126) = 46.97, p 

= <.001.  The overall model explained 43.2% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance and correctly 

classified 76.2% of the overall cases, including 83.3% of the forensic sample and 61.9% of the 

community sample. Two of the variables were significant predictors, as shown in Table 34. 

Participants who used substances to cope and possessed antisocial personality traits were 19.13 and 

4.27 times more likely to fall in the forensic sample, respectively. The large odds for the AOD 

variable were accompanied by a somewhat large upper end confidence interval suggesting that the 

data may have been influenced by an outlier. It is likely that the odds for the AOD variable was 

artificially inflated to some degree, which should be taken into consideration when interpreting its 

effects.  

 

 

 

 

Table 34   

Logistic Regression Predicting DV Category From Adaptive Pathway Variables  
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Predictor  B SE Wald c2 df p Odds Ratio 95% CI for Odds Ratio 

       Lower  Higher  

negativistic  .876 .525 2.78 1 .095 2.40 .858 6.72 

antisocial  1.45 .527 7.57 1 .006 4.27 .152 11.99 

AOD  2.95 .781 14.30 1 .000 19.13 4.14 88.32 

injury  1.93 1.14 2.88 1 .090 6.89 .740 64.03 

 

 

Mean Child Abuse Comparisons across Community and Forensic Samples  

Non-parametric mean comparisons in the form of Mann-Whitney U tests and chi-square 

analysis were conducted to determine whether types of childhood and exposure to FV differed 

across individuals who perpetrated DV and those who did not. Non-parametric tests were selected 

to account for the differences in sample sizes and skewed distributions across both measures and 

samples.  

Hypothesis 5. Assumptions of similarly shaped distributions were met, allowing for median 

scores to be compared across groups. As displayed in Table 35 there were no significant differences 

in the child abuse and neglect scores for those who reported acting abusively in the community and 

those who did not.  A chi-square for association was conducted between those who had been 

exposed to family violence during childhood and the participants within the community who had 

and had committed DV.  All expected cell frequencies were greater than five. There was no 

statistically significant association, χ2(1) = 1.929, p = .298. 

 
Table 35  

Mann-Whitney U for Childhood Abuse and DV Perpetration 

 
Predictor  DV Mdn No DV Mdn U z p 

 (n= 42) (n = 12)    

physical abuse   29.50 20.50 336.00 1.782 .075 

emotional abuse   28.98 22.33 314.00 1.311 .190 

sexual abuse  28.36 24.50 288.00 1.373 .170 

emotional neglect  28.68 21.25 315.00 1.476 .140 

physical neglect   28.01 23.54 287.50 .911 .362 
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Discussion 

By drawing on the principles of behavioural consistency and distinctiveness from the 

investigative psychology field, the current study sought to identify the psychological factors 

associated with an increased risk of DV in four subtypes of DV perpetration, where risk was 

defined as increased frequency and severity of DV. Consistent with Mischel and Shoda’s (1995) 

CAPS, it was expected that each subtype of DV perpetration would be associated with a select 

group of psychologically salient factors, which would predict more frequent and severe aggression 

and violence in intimate relationships. The current study also sought to demonstrate how DV differs 

from other forms of aggression and violence by making it a point of contrast across the community 

and forensic samples. This was achieved by comparing a broad range of DV perpetrators sourced 

from an incarcerated population with diverse offending backgrounds from study two and a non-

offending community sample.  

Comparisons of Relationship Behaviour  

 The first set of hypotheses explored whether the DV behaviour of participants sourced from 

the community was significantly different to that of participants in the forensic sample. Consistent 

with past research (e.g., Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000) and as set out in hypothesis one in this 

study, threats and acts of abuse were significantly more frequent and severe in the forensic sample 

compared with the community. Individuals in the forensic sample reported making symbolic (e.g., 

breaking an object), mild (e.g., shake a fist) and moderate threats (e.g., threaten someone the victim 

cares about) approximately once per month on average and severe threats (e.g., threaten to kill 

victim) every few months on average. In comparison, the community sample reported having made 

symbolic threats a couple of times in the past and mild threats every few weeks. With regards to 

acting abusively, the forensic sample reported having displayed mild acts of abuse (e.g., push 

victim) every few months on average, minor (e.g., twist victim’s arm) and serious acts of abuse 

(e.g., punch victim) a couple of times in the past and moderate acts of abuse (e.g.., slap victim with 

back of hand) once in the past. In contrast, the community sample reported having acted in a mildly 

abusive manner a couple of times in the past.  

 The finding that DV behaviour differed across forensic and community samples was 

expected and reflected the outcomes of past research that has explored DV perpetration in 

representative samples. It also demonstrated support for the principle of distinctiveness, with DV 

discernible across similar behaviour (severity and frequency) and perpetrators (offending and non-

offending). By employing a DV measure that captured both frequency and severity of abuse across 
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samples, the current study was able to observe possible changes and trends in the behaviour of DV 

perpetrators. For example, the current study found that DV behaviour not only varied across 

samples (forensic v community) but within samples too (mild v severe), in line with the assumption 

in CAPS (Mischel & Shoda, 1995) that repeat activation of the hot emotional system is likely to 

result in impulsive and more consistent behaviour over time. This raised the question of whether 

community-based perpetrators represented a distinct subtype of DV as declared in past research 

(e.g., Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000) or rather, were a similar cohort of DV perpetrators at a 

different point on an alternate measure, such as time or ability (e.g., less effective cool cognitive 

system).  

 Hypothesis two of the current study explored whether the behaviour of DV perpetrators in 

the community sample was conceptually comparable to that of the forensic sample, and would fit 

the action systems typology of DV perpetration developed in studies one and two. Similar to study 

two, half of the sample was distinguishable by its dominant mode of functioning using moderately 

stringent classifying criteria and the whole sample classified into a dominant theme using the less 

conservative criteria. This means that between the two criteria, perpetrators were discriminable 

based simply on the patterns of behaviour they engaged in during acts of DV, with clear and 

discernible boundaries separating each of the four themes. 

The current study found that community-based DV perpetrators could not only be classified 

as expressive, integrative, conservative and adaptive based on the nature of their aggression and 

violence, but that the subtypes of DV perpetration were distributed in a proportionately similar 

manner to that in the forensic sample using the stringent criteria. Across both samples, adaptive 

perpetration was the most commonly observed DV subtype, while integrative perpetration was the 

least observed. Conservative and expressive perpetrators also presented in similar proportions in 

both samples. When the distribution of themes using the less stringent criteria were compared 

across forensic and community samples, some differences were noted. When those individuals 

classified as hybrid under strict criteria were re-distributed, almost all in the community sample 

were recaptured in the adaptive theme, whereas in the forensic sample, they redistributed in higher 

proportions to the conservative and expressive themes, respectively.   

This is an interesting finding and suggests that consistent with previous research, the 

community sample continued to be made up primarily of individuals who displayed abusive actions 

that are typically observed during heated arguments and escalations in frustration and anger; such as 

shaking a finger or fist, or acting like a bully. Comparatively, the forensic sample consisted of 

individuals who displayed more serious conduct, such as highly personal attacks on victims, 

including threats of harm and moderate forms of violence (e.g., slapping partners), as in the case 
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with conservative perpetrators; or serious violence that reflected an intent and increased risk of 

causing significant injury and/or death, as with expressive perpetrators. Behaviour in both of these 

subtypes also represent actions akin to interpersonal crimes, such as threats of violence or assault, 

that would place one at increased risk of contact with police.    

Together, these findings provide support for the general structure of the typology, as well as, 

its capacity to classify perpetrators in the absence of severe acts of violence.  From a theoretical 

standpoint, this is promising because it shows that like risk in other types of violent crimes, 

dangerousness in DV is fluid. Additionally, it suggests that risk can be tracked according to the 

underlying function of DV, which provides a basis to study risk trajectories with varying outcomes 

for victims. For example, it provides structure for research to uncover how and in what 

circumstances risk of lethality in conservative perpetrators escalates from controlling behaviour and 

implicit threats toward a partner to acts of filicide. It also suggests the need for assessment and 

treatment with DV perpetrators to take into account the sample, recognising for example that 

perpetrators in prison are going to likely need more intensive and different treatment targets than 

perpetrators in community programs.  

Comparisons of Adult Attachment Styles  

 Hypothesis three tested the expectation that if DV perpetration differed across samples the 

attachment styles of perpetrators likely also differed. Contrary to expectations, fearful adult 

attachment was not found to significantly differ between the community and forensic samples. 

While not anticipated, this was consistent with the findings from study two, which indicated that 

insecure attachment was not associated with any of the subtypes of DV perpetration in the forensic 

sample but was associated with three of the four offence pathways. With consideration of the 

principles underpinning crime linkage, these findings together suggest that fearful attachment may 

not be behaviourally consistent in DV perpetrators and therefore, relevant to explanations of DV 

perpetration. Rather, it implies that if fearful attachment is associated with DV in relationships it 

may have more influence over aspects of the partnership (i.e., partner selection) or that which 

results in increased conflict in the relationship (e.g., relationship dissatisfaction). Alternatively, 

adult attachment may be relevant to the perpetration of DV at an individual level but not powerful 

enough to be revealed in studies that are seeking to uncover trends in behaviour.  

 Studies that have explored the role of attachment in the perpetration of DV have found 

evidence in support of a relationship, however the relationship has also been found to vary as a 

function of different attachment styles and a myriad of mediating factors, such as emotional 

dysregulation (Spencer, Keilhotz, & Stith, 2021). This research has also found that when the 
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different styles have been assessed they have produced inconsistent results, with some finding 

significant associations and others not. It has been argued that the questionable reliability of 

attachment measures may be a reason for this. As highlighted in study two, only the fearful 

attachment scale of the RSQ was sufficiently reliable, which resulted in it being used in isolation 

from the other three attachment styles (Scharfe, 2015). It is possible that by discarding the 

unreliable scales, the study of attachment in this thesis was not able to capture anxiety and 

approach–avoidance dimensions that exist within and across attachment styles, and therefore lost 

both conceptual and statistical power.    

Psychological Salience in Offence Pathways to DV Perpetration  

 To explore the aspects of DV perpetrators that did predict more frequent and severe use of 

DV in the past, the second set of hypotheses investigated which psychological variables in each of 

the four offence pathways contributed to more frequent and severe DV, by way of membership in 

the forensic and community samples. Due to a lack of similar research, the current study took an 

exploratory approach to hypothesis testing, though maintained the expectation that behavioural 

consistency would be demonstrated in the offence pathway variables predicting DV subtype 

membership irrespective of differences in the frequency or severity of abuse, and that behavioural 

distinction would be evidenced in only a proportion of the offence pathway variables predicting 

differences in risk across samples.   

As expected in hypothesis four, all four offence pathways classified group membership 

correctly in both the forensic and community samples. While there was some variability, sizable 

proportions of membership were explained, with membership in the forensic sample being larger 

than in the community sample. Offence pathways explained between 70.2% (integrative) and 91.7% 

(conservative) of the forensic sample correctly, and between 57.1% (conservative) and 66.7% 

(expressive & integrative) of the community sample correctly. In accordance with the assumptions 

of CAPS, results of the logistical regression analyses found that when the offence pathways of 

forensic and community DV perpetrators were compared, only a proportion of variables predicted 

higher odds of falling in one sample over the other. These variables were expected to represent the 

psychological factors associated with an increased risk of DV perpetration. 

In the expressive offence pathway, increased risk of DV was associated with the presence of 

sadistic personality traits and sensitivity to criticism. The odds for increased risk of DV were 

markedly greater when perpetrators used denial as a primary source of coping and where 

perpetrators expressed aggression in a controlled manner. Factors that were associated with an 

increased risk of more frequent and severe DV in the integrative pathway included one’s tendency 
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to cope by being self-critical. In the conservative pathway, perpetrators who had narcissistic 

personality traits were more likely to fall in the forensic sample rather than the community sample. 

The odds were also greater for conservative perpetrators with a history of trauma and associated 

symptoms, such as mistrust and depressed mood. The same was true for conservative perpetrators 

unable to suppress anger when furious. Finally, in the adaptive offence pathway, using substances 

to cope and possessing antisocial personality traits substantially increased the odds of falling in the 

forensic sample. 

The results of the current study demonstrated that static and dynamic factors were relevant 

for explaining increased risk in varying types of DV perpetration, and that by drawing on theories 

of personality and crime linkage in which both types of factors can be studied concurrently, 

research can uncover the salient psychological processes underpinning changes in risk within and 

across DV perpetrators. Consistent with the concept of interactionism, the findings of this study 

illustrate how stable personality traits relevant to the narratives in each subtype of DV can be 

enduring aspects of the DV perpetrator’s functioning, that only in response to specific triggers are 

activated to result in DV behaviour. For example, the results of the current study suggest that 

expressive perpetrators possess an enduring need to gain gratification from being in a position of 

power [sadistic traits] and as such, are more likely to find situations stressful in which they perceive 

that their power is being challenged [sensitivity to criticism]. When the emotion triggered by this 

interaction overwhelms their limits for decision-making and regulation, including their ability to 

accept the truth of the matter at hand [denial], it activates the use of DV [controlled use of 

aggression]. CAPS suggests that when this cycle is repeated without improvements to the “cool” 

cognitive system (i.e., improvements in cognitive coping), it has the potential to result in a 

worsening of the activated behaviour. Within the current study, this was operationalised as 

dangerousness. 

Hypothesis five intended to again draw on the principle of distinctiveness to demonstrate 

how differences in the backgrounds of similar individuals can explain variations in behaviour. In 

accordance with SLT and the assumption in CAPS that distinctions in offences are informed by 

prior learning, it was hypothesised that when the two community subsamples were compared, those 

who perpetrated DV would have significantly higher levels of childhood abuse and exposure to 

family violence than those who did not perpetrate DV. Contrary to expectations, no differences 

were found. This outcome seemed to reflect a growing trend across studies in this research, in 

which it was found that experiences of childhood abuse and family violence were plentiful on 

whole but unhelpful for explaining major interactions with DV. One possible reason for this is that 

the contribution of childhood adversity to acts of DV is in its impact on cognitive and emotional 
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development rather than the experience itself, which relates back to Dutton’s original criticisms of 

social psychological explanations of learned behaviour. This would also explain why only very 

specific aspects of childhood abuse were found in the offence pathways in study two and to predict 

increased risk in this study (e.g., injured during childhood abuse). Future research should then 

consider investigating the role of childhood adversity in DV perpetration with a far greater 

emphasis on the meaning or perception of events to perpetrators, rather than seeking to understand 

the role of childhood abuse as a global script for behaviour in intimate relationships.   

Conclusion 

Through the application of theories of crime linkage, in which DV was conceptualised as a 

serial behaviour, the current study was able to address several major criticisms of the existing DV 

perpetrator literature. Study three aimed to explore the overlap of DV with other forms of 

aggression and violence, and in doing so to identify which factors were most associated with an 

increased risk of DV. By conceptualising DV as a serial behaviour, and using the principles of 

consistency and distinctiveness, the current found that when general aggression and criminality 

were accounted for by controlling for past offending, each of the four offence pathways contained 

variables that when triggered were associated with an increase in DV risk. In doing so, the current 

study was able to uncover the most salient psychological features in each subtype of DV 

perpetration. The findings of this study have important implications for theory and practice, which 

are the focus of chapter five.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter Five 

General Discussion and Implications  
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The overarching objective of the current research was to build upon the existing DV 

literature to construct a multi-factor, multi-trajectory model of male perpetrated DV that could 

account for individual differences in DV perpetrators, and that linked individual differences in 

perpetrators to variations in crimes of DV. Despite theoretical advancements in understandings of 

DV over time, there has been limited improvements in reducing the risk of DV in families and 

communities. This thesis argued that improvements in practice need to be guided by updated 

knowledge on the functions of DV, as informed by the integration of offender research with 

aetiological and DV risk studies to uncover the causes of DV. It was hoped that this would 

encourage the development of policy and treatment programs that could directly intervene DV and 

demonstrate measurable reductions in DV recidivism rates.   

The current research was comprised of three independent studies that aimed to develop and 

test a functional model of DV perpetration. The first study drew from the field of investigative 

psychology to create a typology of DV perpetration, by examining variations in the criminal actions 

of 108 DV offenders sourced from court records. The typology evidenced support for DV being a 

heterogeneous crime by revealing four distinct subtypes of DV perpetration; each characterised by a 

primary source and manifestation of action relevant to the underlying function of DV in its subtype. 

The second study tested the utility of the DV typology, by reproducing it in a sample of 84 forensic 

offenders using behavioural data sourced from self-report measures. Study two also expanded on 

the DV typology to elicit four offence pathways to DV perpetration that were functionally linked by 

the dynamic processes inherent in subtypes of DV. The final study merged the findings from studies 

one and two to statistically appraise key elements of the model, including its ability to distinguish 

DV from other forms of aggression and violence. This was completed by comparing the offence 

pathways and DV behaviour of the forensic sample with 42 DV perpetrators without criminal 

histories from the general community. This chapter discusses the implications of the combined 

research outcomes for theory and practice, and makes recommendations for future research.  

A Functional Model of DV Perpetration 

Criticisms of the existing DV perpetrator literature highlight the need for research to 

demonstrate how and why DV occurs, and the most effective and efficient ways for achieving 

reductions in DV rates and the prevention of lethal outcomes for victims. The current research 

sought to directly address this gap by constructing a model of DV perpetration capable of 

functionally linking pathways to offending with varying types of DV behaviour. The current 

research aimed to do so by merging Dutton’s (1995) nested ecological model of IPV with Ward and 

colleagues’ (Ward et al., 1995) offender pathway model to demonstrate how the non-behavioural 
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and internal modifications that occur in response to childhood victimisation and exposure to family 

violence are reflected in the functions of subtypes of DV perpetration. With similar objectives 

already achieved with other types of crimes, the current research also borrowed from the 

investigative psychology field, which explains criminal behaviour through investigative processes. 

A strength of drawing on the investigative psychology field to explain the causes of DV is that it 

applies empirically sound and well-established theory to the systematic exploration of how 

perpetrators behave during offending and over time. The final model consisted of four pathways 

and subtypes of DV, and is referred to as the Model of DV Perpetration (MDVP) below for ease 

and readability.  

Developmental Perspective  

 The MDVP developed in this research has important strengths. The first is that it takes a 

developmental perspective to the explanation of DV perpetrator types. Historically, the study of DV 

perpetrators has assumed that differences in behavioural profiles amongst DV perpetrators is the 

result of differences in personality, which fundamentally share the same overarching thinking errors 

and skill deficits, such as jealousy and poor impulse control. By applying a developmental 

approach, the current study was able to demonstrate that DV perpetrators cannot be expected to 

share the same backgrounds and needs, and that by understanding the function or meaning of the 

offence to the perpetrator, we can begin to elicit the aspects of one’s functioning, that if targeted, 

would promote the most meaningful change. The developmental perspective of the MDVP 

encourages existing research to move beyond the traditional descriptive approach in typologies to 

incorporate meaningful information. As discussed by Ward and Clack (2019), this shift represents 

advancements toward conceptually richer understandings of the phenomena under investigation, 

which has the potential to lead to better constructed empirical studies that are more meaningful to 

the design of treatment interventions.   

  In sourcing information about what actually drives behaviour across types of DV 

perpetrators, we can uncover information that is key to understanding how perpetrators view 

themselves relative to others, and to understanding the emotional reward that DV offers. This is 

especially important with those DV types that do not have histories of generally violent behaviour 

and for whom, the use of coercion and violence in their closest relationships is instrumental. 

Understanding function also allows treatment providers to target key problems, identify alternate 

ways for achieving psychological relief in the problem area, whilst re-teaching new prosocial skills. 

This is key to effective intervention and to achieving measurable risk reduction.  
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It is also consistent with past research that has argued for the explicit consideration of 

offence process from a developmental perspective with particular types of high risk DV perpetrators 

(Day & Bowen, 2015). For example, in reviewing the role of offender competency and coercive 

control in DV, Day and Bowen (2015) suggested that DV perpetrators who used coercive control 

possessed particular skills and competencies that were associated with repeat acts of DV over 

longer periods of time; such as beliefs about their behaviour that were qualitatively different from 

the beliefs held by other types of DV perpetrators. The authors noted however that the origins of 

these beliefs across a broad-range of DV perpetrators was likely to differ and thus, would 

potentially also differ in the degree to which their beliefs would be amenable to change through 

intervention (Day & Bowen, 2015). The implications here for treatment responsivity and 

effectiveness seem important, especially for treatment initiatives like Men’s behaviour change 

programs, which aim to support individuals to reduce their use of violence and have very high 

expectations placed upon them to effect change.  

Nature of Problem Behaviour  

The second strength of the MDVP is that it is rooted in theory that is broad enough to 

account for the many factors that make up DV as a problem behaviour. This is important because 

explanations of DV have traditionally been heavily weighted in physical violence (Boxall et al., 

2015; Cavanaugh & Gelles, 2005; Dutton, 1988; Emery, 2011; Fowler & Westen, 2011; Holtzworth 

& Stuart, 1994), which limits understandings of DV to expressions of aggression at its most 

extreme. The value of the MDVP is that it is broad enough to incorporate non-physical forms of 

aggression and violence, and to explain the interactions between discrete behaviours. The inclusion 

of non-physical forms of DV means that the model is capable of adjusting to evolving social and 

legal definitions of what constitutes DV, and positions the model as both comprehensive and 

contemporary. This is a critical advancement in the study of DV, particularly as the area prepares 

for probable changes in legislation that will see non-physical forms of DV criminalised and deemed 

as punishable acts.  

The addition of the MDVP demonstrates how policy and legislation can be practically 

guided by research, including how DV can be addressed at different stages of the judicial and 

rehabilitative process. For example, the MDVP shows how non-physical forms of DV have 

important meaning during the course of abusive conduct and specifically, that it can represent intent 

to cause harm in the absence of physical force. Considering the relevance of intent in legal decision 

making, understanding the role of non-physical forms of abuse during acts of DV can lead to 

empirically-informed findings and proportionate sentencing. Additionally, as demonstrated across 
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studies in this research, non-physical forms of DV are linked to lethal outcomes for partner and 

child victims of DV. The ability to interpret physical and non-physical DV together within a single 

model has equally important implications for legal decision making aimed at preventing future 

harm, such as in the Family Courts where child custody and parental orders are a matter of primary 

concern.   

The inclusion of non-physical forms of DV perpetration in the MDVP could also help to 

refine frameworks for responding to DV in the community, where non-physical forms of DV are 

broadly considered in risk assessments with both perpetrators and victims. For example, many 

community-based organisations tend to rely on tools such as the Power and Control wheel to 

explain coercive control, which is considered to be the key indicator of increased risk as derived 

from gendered beliefs about the role of power and control in male-perpetrated DV. In addition to 

being used to inform decisions about the allocation of resources, such as access to emergency 

housing, the power and control wheel is a key component of the Duluth treatment model, which has 

repeatedly been shown to be of little to no benefit in reducing risk of DV perpetration (Akoenski et 

al., 2012; Barocas et al., 2016; Corvo, 2019; Corvo et al., 2009; Dutton & Corvo, 2007; Karakurt et 

al., 2019; Miller et al., 2013). The problem with this approach, and the use of tools such as the 

Power and Control wheel, is that they assume that all DV behaviours share equal amounts of risk, 

yet the individual DV risk research suggests that physical and non-physical DV have different 

processes and impacts. Research has demonstrated that non-physical forms of DV not only differ 

from physical forms of DV but also from one another (Basile & Hall, 2011; Estafan et al., 2016; 

O’Leary, 1999; Stylianou, 2018).  The level of differentiation needed to explain these interactions is 

not achievable based on the positions of single-factor theories.  

The ability of the MDVP to demonstrate interrelationships between discrete forms of 

physical and non-physical forms of DV, and how they are similar but discriminant across four types 

of DV perpetrators provides rich information about the function of coercive control in DV. The 

practical value of this, using the example of the Power and Control wheel, is that risk assessments 

can be empirically-based rather than ideologically-driven, and can offer tangible risk scenarios that 

help perpetrators and victims alike, to understand when the presence of certain behaviour (e.g., 

restricting partner from working) is meaningful (e.g., in the context of threats to harm her and male 

colleagues) and when it is more reflective or other sociocultural influences (e.g., belief that women  

should fulfil homemaker roles). It is however also within this context that the MDVP in its current 

form falls short and could benefit from further work. By not directly testing higher level issues in 

Dutton’s nested ecological model, such as community and cultural norms, the MDVP in its current 

form is unable to explain when cultural practice (e.g., traditionalist views on male dominance) 
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crosses over into abuse (e.g., coercive control).  Future research should aim to integrate 

sociocultural factors into the MDVP at the point of mapping behaviour, so that the broad contextual 

information required for interpreting the meaning of behaviour is not overlooked and the individual 

actions of perpetrators not overestimated. Understanding the nuances and complexities of 

interrelationships, that are formed in private, is critical to any policy that seeks to have governance 

over personal behaviour; that is to ensure that non-physical behaviour (in of itself) is not 

unnecessarily pathologized or criminalised. 

Multifactorial Explanations   

The third strength of the MDVP is that it is a detailed but simplistic explanatory model for 

the complex and heterogeneous nature of DV. The MDVP shows how multiple factors explain DV, 

and more importantly, how interactions between psychological, situational and contextual factors 

contribute to varying expressions of DV. The MDVP is therefore, sufficiently developed to 

demonstrate consistencies between DV perpetrators, whilst remaining sensitive enough to describe 

variations amongst offenders and to justify how DV is separate from other types of aggression and 

violence. This capacity in the MDVP is the consequence of using criminal investigative techniques 

(Canter & Young, 2012) that rely on data-driven decision making to determine the meaning of 

behaviour, and which allow for flexibility to be retained within the structure of the model, so as to 

account for learning and behaviour change over time. This novel approach to the study of DV 

addresses several of the key limitations of the existing DV literature.  

Childhood Adversity. Past research that has attempted to explain the contributions of 

childhood adversity to the perpetration of DV has produced varying results, in part due to the 

difficulties inherent in studying abuse retrospectively and because few models exist that can explain 

change over the course of a lifetime, with the necessary level of clarity and conceptual complexity. 

By assessing experiences of childhood abuse and family violence as independent but related 

concepts within the same framework, the MDVP was able to highlight how particular elements of 

childhood adversity have conceptually and proportionately different impacts on the aspects of 

personal development that influence behaviour in adult intimate relationships.  

Testing of the MDVP in this research, through comparisons of abuse histories across 

individuals who had and had not perpetrated DV, suggested that the influence of childhood 

adversity on DV perpetration may be important for understanding how DV is expressed during 

individual acts and thus, its relevance to the functions of DV, but is less meaningful when 

considering the causes of DV more broadly. For example, the current research found that certain 

aspects of childhood abuse (i.e., being injured physically) were represented in related narratives 
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(i.e., excessive use of aggression to convey negative emotion) but that having been abused in of 

itself was not associated with the use of aggression and violence in relationships later in life. These 

results emphasised the relevance of social learning during childhood to intergenerational patterns of 

DV but more importantly, evidenced how experiences of childhood abuse and exposure to family 

violence may be relevant for understanding and interpreting the meaning and associated risk of 

violence across DV perpetrators. This has implications for theory and future research should be 

encouraged to further explore relationships between the salient aspects of childhood victimisation 

and expression of DV perpetration, including the associated levels of risk in subtypes of DV.  

Dynamic Processes. The multifactor approach to the development of the MDVP allowed 

for various cognitive, emotional and social factors to be studied simultaneously to elicit dynamic 

pathways from early adversity to DV offending. In doing so, the MDVP was able to expand on 

existing research to show how factors outside of personality are relevant to explanations of 

variations in DV perpetration. Through the establishment of dynamic offence pathways, the MDVP 

was able to consolidate the many aetiological and risk correlates of DV perpetration into a 

meaningful framework that was conceptually and statistically linked to varying subtypes of DV. 

Importantly though, the MDVP was able to elicit the factors most relevant to increases in DV risk, 

as defined as more frequent and severe DV. Consistent with the concept of interactionism, the 

MDVP showed how stable personality traits relevant to the narrative in each subtype of DV can be 

an enduring aspect of the DV perpetrator’s functioning, that only in response to specific triggers is 

activated to result in DV behaviour. 

That the current research was able to isolate factors involved in potential increases in future 

harm is especially promising for the DV risk and treatment literature. It suggests that there are sets 

of unique factors relevant to risk, which are capable of changing. This also implies that through 

direct intervention of these variables, research (and eventually clinically) can demonstrate real 

reductions in the use of DV amongst perpetrators. The results of the MDVP are but only 

preliminary and require future research to add to the model to show which other dynamic factors are 

relevant to explaining and intervening DV.  

 Behaviour Activation. By defining DV as a process of destructive interactions with the 

world that includes factors internal and external to the perpetrator, and studying DV as an unfolding 

narrative over time, this research was able to construct a conceptual framework broad enough to 

account for interactionism at a perpetrator subtype level. Specifically, the MDVP adds to current 

knowledge by showing how dynamic psychological processes are critical for understanding the 

interpersonal transactions that occur during individual incidents of DV, as well as, across 

interactions and over time. Additionally, the MDVP evidenced how such experiences can effect 
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changes within perpetrators and their environment to increase dangerousness of DV. The 

implications of this for theory is that it shows Dutton’s nested ecological model in action and serves 

as a proforma for future research to investigate the influence of factors from other levels of the 

nested model on DV perpetration.  

Issues of Inclusivity  

The fourth strength of the MDVP is its neutrality and potential to be an inclusive model of 

DV perpetration. Because the MDVP is data driven, it is not restrained by ideology. Developmental 

perspectives allow for the consideration of a much broader range of diverse needs; such as 

responding to issues impacting “young men, men in rural and remote locations, Aboriginal and 

Torres Strait Islander men, culturally and linguistically diverse men, men with disability, and men 

from LGBTIQ communities” (p. 9., ANROWS, 2020). This accords with Dutton’s nested 

ecological model and highlights how the MDVP advances knowledge and steps toward developing 

specific interventions for different cohorts of DV offenders.    

The developmental perspective of the MDVP also suggests that it could be used with female 

DV perpetrators and with individuals from across the gender spectrum. It also could be used to 

study DV across the sexuality spectrum and in relationships with varied boundaries; such as in 

ethically non-monogenous relationships. This is quite different to how DV has been treated in the 

literature and in practice to date. Future research should consider replicating the MDVP with 

different populations. While the MDVP has been developed to consider trauma (and specifically 

intergenerational trauma), it has been exclusively built with males (and female victims), and it is 

possible that gender and intersectional issues may change the function of DV for perpetrators 

entirely.  

Limitations 

In addition to the limits already discussed within this thesis, a notable observation in the 

current research was that the vast majority of DV perpetrators had histories of family violence and 

childhood abuse. The community sample was also noted to have slightly higher levels of clinical 

personality conditions and psychopathology compared with expected prevalence rates for the 

community. Checks of the validity scales on the relevant measures did not reveal any concerns 

regarding the nature of participant reporting (such as impression management). It is therefore 

unclear what may have contributed to the sampling characteristics and whether this was a function 

of the sampling method. Future research should aim to explore the potential impact of the 

representativeness of the sampling population on its interpretability of the model, by controlling for 

similar presentations.  
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Similarly, the current study and the offence pathways in the MDVP specifically, are limited 

in that they are yet to demonstrate differentiation. This is an important next step in the model 

development process and future research should aim to test whether the aetiological factors 

involved in the offence pathways differ amongst individuals who do and do not use DV. 

Clarification of this information will assist with consolidating the model and emphasising its value 

as a reliable source from which key risk and treatment targets can be derived.  

Conclusion  

 Despite advancements in DV theory over time, there have been few changes to the way that 

DV is assessed and treated in practice, which has resulted in the continued delivery of offender 

programs that are not fit for purpose. Unsurprisingly, DV remains a significant and serious public 

health problem in Australia. Through a comprehensive review of the DV perpetrator literature, the 

current research identified a number of limitations and areas for ongoing development. Key issues 

included the need for research to be more inclusive in its consideration of what constitutes DV and 

to measure both physical and non-physical forms of abuse as outcomes of DV. Related to this and 

as a way of achieving a more representative understanding of DV perpetrators, the current research 

identified a need for factors other than disordered personality and clinical psychopathology to be 

explored in the aetiology of DV. It was however noted that the DV perpetrator literature has strong 

groundings in multifactorial theory, such as Dutton’s nested ecological model of IPV. As such, the 

current research intended to build upon Dutton’s work to explain how variations in crimes of DV 

perpetrators can be linked to the aetiology of DV.   

The current research conducted a detailed and specific investigation into the relationship 

between childhood victimisation and adult perpetrated DV. The overarching aim was to uncover 

how trauma in childhood can have an influence on developmental processes to result in the use of 

aggression and violence in adult intimate relationships. To achieve this, the current research 

constructed a multi-factorial, multi-trajectory model of DV to explain how early traumas manifest 

differentially in the expression of overt violent and coercive behaviour across trajectories of DV 

perpetration. Study one of the research developed a typology of DV perpetration using court records 

of DV crimes. Study two tested the typology using a sample of (largely incarcerated) DV 

perpetrators and expanded on it, by establishing corresponding offence pathways with factors drawn 

from the aetiological and risk literature. Finally, study three appraised key elements of the model in 

a sample of community-based DV perpetrators. This included examining the model’s ability to meet 

principles of consistency and distinctiveness, and to demonstrate how DV is separate from other 

forms of aggression and violence. The final model of DV perpetration consisted of four pathways 
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and subtypes of DV that were functionally linked. The current research has a number of notable 

strengths and has important implications for DV theory and practice. It is hoped that the outcomes 

of this research will contribute to improved DV policy and treatment.  
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Appendix A  

Outcomes of Austlii Relevance Subsample Review    (N = 15) 

 
Case 1. Term “domestic” used to make a claim for domestic assistance in relation to economic loss. 
Franklins Limited v Burns; Burns v Franklins Limited [2005] NSWCA 54 (11 March 2005). 
Relevance 45% 
 
Case 2. Term “domestic” used to make claim for domestic services and assistance in relation to 
domestic, farming and professional services. Walden v Black [2006] NSWCA 170 (5 July 2006). 
Relevance 40% 
 
Case 3. Term “domestic violence” used in case law to draw on a legal principle, where the 
presenting case was for charge of aggravated burglary. Lusted v R [2012] TASMC 35 (12 
September 2012). Relevance 45% 
 
Case 4.  Term “domestic” used in Domestic Partners Property Act in relation to an application for 
adjustment of property interests where the parties were referred to as domestic partners. 
BRADMORE v ALLEN [2012] SADC 51 (24 April 2012). Relevance 48%  
 
Case 5. Term “violence” used in case where person was charged with acts intended to cause or 
causing danger to life or bodily harm or serious injury against a stranger. R v HACKETT [2014] 
SADC 173 (17 October 2014). Relevance 47% 
 
Case 6. Term “domestic violence” was used in case appealing against sentences imposed by the 
learned sentencing Magistrate for contravention of a domestic violence order. While the case was 
for domestic violence, the reasons for judgement transcript detailed the legal argument and relevant 
case law with a focus on the legal conduct of the Magistrate rather than the perpetrator. Watson v 
Chambers [2013] NTSC 7 (12 February 2013). Relevance 21% 
 
Case 7. Term “domestic” used in case where applicant was seeking a property settlement and 
maintenance under the Relationships Act 2008 (Vic) and the Property (Relationships) Act 1984 
(NSW) (“NSW Act”). White v Hume [2013] VSC 95 (15 April 2013). Relevance 45% 
 
Case 8. Term “domestic” used in case where applicant was seeking to establish a de facto 
relationship under s. 91 of the Administration and Probate Act 1958-significance of Relationships 
Act 2008. Estrella v McDonald & Ors [2012] VSC 62 (29 February 2012). Relevance 37% 
 
Case 9. Term “domestic” used to make a claim for domestic assistance in relation to economic loss. 
Hurst v Tongia [2013] NSWDC 55 (7 May 2013). Relevance 41%  
 
Case 10. Term “domestic” used to make a claim for domestic assistance in relation to economic 
loss, as part of a workplace injury case. Schneider v State of New South Wales [2009] NSWDC 
108 (16 October 2009). Relevance 45% 
 
Case 11. Term “domestic violence” was used in case where the person was arrested and charged 
under the Poisons and Therapeutic Goods Act 1966, whilst police were attending the premises in 
response to a complaint of domestic violence. The domestic violence was matter was contextual and 
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not discussed factually within the judgment transcript. Director Of Public Prosecutions v 
Tamcelik [2012] NSWSC 1008 (31 August 2012). Relevance 31% 
 
Case 12. Term “domestic violence” used in application for costs under section 61 of the Domestic 
and Family Violence Protection Act 1989. While the case was for domestic violence, the reasons 
for judgement transcript detailed the legal argument and relevant case law with a focus on the 
provisions available for awarding costs. KCD v AAM [2009] QMC 24 (21 April 2009). Relevance 
29% 
 
Case 13. Term “domestic” used to make a claim for domestic assistance in relation to economic 
loss, as part of a criminal negligence case. ALLEN v CHADWICK [2014] SASCFC 100 (16 
September 2014). Relevance 32% 
 
Case 14. Term “domestic violence” used to describe the early background of person charged with 
murders of strangers, as part of insanity defence. THE STATE OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA -v- 
BROWN [No 3] [2013] WASC 349 (19 September 2013). Relevance 47% 
 
Case 15. Term “domestic violence” was used in case appealing against convictions for assault and 
breach protection order on the basis of invalid police order. While the case was for domestic 
violence, the reasons for judgement transcript detailed the legal argument and relevant case law 
with a focus on the conduct of the police rather than the perpetrator. CRAMPHORN -v- BAILEY 
[2012] WASC 462 (30 November 2012). Relevance 42% 
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Appendix B  

Descriptive Statistics for Offence Action Variables (N = 108) 

 

Variables  Description n (%) 

weapon Possession or use of weapons on victim (e.g., knife, gun or 

bat). 

22 (20.37) 

items Use of a household item as a weapon during DV (e.g., 

vacuum pole). 

31 (28.70) 

destruction  Destruction of property.  29 (26.85) 

possessions Destruction of victim’s personal or sentimental possessions. 10 (9.25) 

imprisonment Offender locked away, imprisoned or prevented victim from 

leaving. 

9 (8.33) 

verbals Use of profanities or name-calling during verbal interactions. 

Name-calling may include the use of derogatory and hurtful 

labels, e.g., bitch or slut. Can also include labels that deny 

victims of their humanity, e.g., pig (animal/insect). 

68 (62.96) 

interrogation Use of hostile, interrogative questioning. 20 (18.51) 

angry Use of anger, a raised voice or hostile facial expressions. 61 (56.48) 

slap Hit victim with an open hand. 33 (30.56) 

push Pushed victim intentionally and forcefully.  42 (38.89) 

scuffle Victim and perpetrator involved in mutual scuffle, including 

in an attempt to obtain an object.   

9 (8.33) 

choke Placement of hands around neck of victim to physically 

control victim and/or obstruct ability to breathe. 

30 (27.78) 

hairpulling Pulled victims hair as a way of inflicting pain and/or 

physically controlling victim. 

25 (23.14) 

punch Hit victim with a closed fist.  48 (44.44) 

stab Stabbed victim. 10 (9.25) 

injury Non life threatening injuries including bruises, cuts and 

abrasions.  

58 (53.70) 

bones Injury to the victim that includes broken bones or other more 

serious injuries (e.g., broken teeth, fractured skull). 

20 (18.51) 
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disability Permanent injury including disfigurement that entails an 

extended period of disability and recovery (e.g., burns). 

5 (4.62) 

degrade Use of comments that attack the individual’s capacity, 

abilities or person, including themes of intelligence, capacity 

to parent, or body image, e.g., stupid, lazy or bad parent. 

25 (23.15) 

ridicule Subjects victim to mockery during interactions with victim or 

in presence of children.   

12 (11.11) 

threatharm  Threatens to harm or murder victim. 54 (50.00) 

threatchild Threatens to harm or murder children of victim. 7 (6.48) 

suicide Threatens to commit suicide or engages in actions indicative 

of intent to suicide. 

10 (9.25) 

jealous Insists/preoccupied with belief that victim has been and/or 

continues to be unfaithful. 

23 (21.30) 

isolate  Denies victim access to social supports and/or forbids victim 

to engage in certain interpersonal relationships and/or social 

activities. 

8 (7.40) 

sexassualt Victim is subjected to non-consensual sexual contact other 

than rape (e.g., forced oral or group sex, viewing of 

pornography). 

7 (6.48) 

rape Sexual assault by way of vaginal or anal rape. 5 (4.63) 

orders Provides specific orders to victim that limits the development 

of a personal identity, e.g., preventing victim from obtaining 

work outside of family home.   

19 (17.59) 

contact Persistent unwanted contact in the form of phone calls, text 

messages, emails or social media contact.  

30 (27.78) 

loiter Follows victim or loiters at workplace or in public places, 

including social gatherings. Remains at place, at least in part, 

while victim completes activities. This also includes loitering 

outside of personal property.   

20 (18.52) 

harass Offender made excessive, persistent and unwanted contact 

with the victim within a brief time period (i.e., >5 attempts 

within a single day).  

16 (14.81) 

murder Murdered victim. 10 (9.25) 
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filicide Murdered victim’s children, including those biologically 

unrelated to the perpetrator. 

7 (6.48) 

breach DV breached an existing protection order. 47 (43.52) 

time Multiple DV acts/breaches within a brief period of time 

(i.e., >5 attempts within one week).  

9 (8.33) 

breakdown DV occurred in the context of the breakdown of a romantic 

relationship. 

29 (26.85) 

separation  DV that occurs or persists after the end of a relationship 

(i.e., >5 days after the relationship has formally ended).  

36 (33.33) 

resurrect Persistent requests following the dissolution of a relationship 

to resurrect the relationship. 

10 (9.25) 

alcohol Perpetrator was intoxicated at the time of the DV incident. 33 (30.56) 

drugs Perpetrator was under the influence of a mind/mood altering 

drug, other than alcohol, at the time of the DV incident. 

15 (13.89) 

victims Perpetrator had multiple victims across romantic relationships. 7 (6.48) 

BE Perpetrator entered victim’s premises without invitation. 29 (26.85) 

apologies  Perpetrator apologises for DV after incidences or acts in a 

way that suggests he is remorseful (i.e., cleans victim’s 

wounds). 

14 (12.96) 

custody Perpetrator was involved in custody/family court proceedings, 

or there was a change to existing arrangements around the 

time of the DV. 

12 (11.11) 
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Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistics for Perpetrator Characteristic Variables (N = 108) 

 

Variables  Description n (%) 

manual  Perpetrator was employed as a manual labourer or in the 

industries. 

26 (24.07) 

white collar Perpetrator was employed in a professional role. 10 (9.25) 

prior  Perpetrator had a history of previous DV convictions or 

intervention orders against him. 

61 (56.48) 

traffic Perpetrator had a history of traffic offences. 26 (24.07) 

violent Perpetrator had a history of violent offences. 40 (37.03) 

property Perpetrator had a history of property offences. 25 (23.14) 

alcohol abuse Perpetrator had a history alcohol abuse. 40 (37.03) 

prisoner Perpetrator had previously served a term of imprisonment. 

This is coded for time served for any offence. 

39 (36.11) 

abuse Perpetrator experienced some form of abuse or neglect in 

childhood other than DV (i.e., non-parental sexual abuse). 

11 (10.18) 

child Perpetrator was exposed to DV during childhood. 12 (11.11) 

school Perpetrator left school before 16 years of age. 19 (17.59) 

parent Perpetrator was a parent at the time of the offence. 75 (69.44) 

treatment Perpetrator participated in treatment for DV behaviour prior 

to index offence. 

5 (4.62) 

psychiatric Perpetrator had a recognised psychiatric history.  This 

variable is only coded if the disorder was in whole or in part, 

organic in nature and significantly affected the offender’s 

level of daily functioning (i.e., significantly below average 

intelligence, psychosis, Major Depressive Disorder). 

34 (31.48) 

psychological Perpetrator had a recognised psychological history that 

included issues of personality, and emotional or behavioural 

dysfunction. 

12 (11.11) 

young Perpetrator was < 25 years at the time of offences 8 (7.40) 

substance  Offender had a history of substance abuse other than alcohol. 40 (37.03) 
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violence Perpetrator was the victim of physical abuse by a parent or 

primary caregiver during childhood. 

15 (13.88) 

sexual Perpetrator was the victim of sexual abuse by a parent or 

primary caregiver during childhood. 

8 (7.40) 

emotional Perpetrator was the victim of emotional abuse by a parent or 

primary caregiver during childhood. 

8 (7.40) 

anger  Perpetrator has a reported history of anger problems. 28 (25.92) 

unemployed Perpetrator was unemployed. 28 (25.92) 

trauma Perpetrator had a recognised trauma history. 18 (16.66) 

youth Perpetrator had a history of youth involvement with the 

criminal justice system.   

13 (12.03) 

tertiary Perpetrator was tertiary educated. 5 (4.62) 
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Appendix D 

Demographic Information for Forensic Sample (N = 84) 

 

Offender Demographics  % (n) 

Nationality  

    Australia 84.5 (71) 

    United Kingdom  2.4 (2) 

    Germany 1.2 (1) 

    New Zealand 2.4 (2) 

    Samoa 1.2 (1) 

    Vietnam 

Yugoslavia  

1.2 (1) 

1.2 (1) 

    Missing 5.9 (5) 

Relationship Status  

    Single 45.2 (38) 

    Dating 7.1 (6) 

    De Facto 28.6 (24) 

    Married 9.5 (8) 

    Separated  4.8 (4) 

    Divorced 4.8 (4) 

    Missing 0.0 (0) 

Sexual Orientation  

    Heterosexual 86.9 (73) 

    Homosexual 2.4 (2) 

    Bisexual  4.8 (4) 

    Missing 6.0 (5) 

Ethnicity  

    Australian Aboriginal/Torre Strait Islander 14.5 (12) 

    Pacific Islander 6.0 (5) 

    North-West European 37.3 (31) 

    Southern & Eastern European 13.3 (11) 

    Asian 3.6 (3) 

    Other 1.2* (1) 
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    Missing 25.0 (21) 

Education Level  

    Primary schooling 7.1 (6) 

    Secondary schooling Grade 10 39.3 (33) 

    Secondary schooling Grade 12 14.3 (12) 

    Trade 25.0 (21) 

    Undergraduate  8.3 (7) 

    Postgraduate  6.0 (5) 

    Missing 0.0 (0) 

* All participants identified other as being Australian. 
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Appendix E 

Offence Information for Forensic Sample (N = 84) 

Offence Details  P % (n) # Offences Mean (SD) Range 

Index Offences (n = 63)     

    Theft 42.85 (27) 87 1.38 (2.22) 0 - 8 

    Drug  42.85 (27) 63 1.00 (1.44) 0 - 6 

    Assault 34.90 (22) 31 0.49 (0.73) 0 - 2 

    Murder 7.93 (5) 5 0.79 (0.27) 0 - 1 

    Weapon 4.76 (3) 3 0.05 (0.21) 0 - 1 

    Sex offences 25.39 (16) 45 0.71 (1.51) 0 - 6 

    Major driving 3.74 (20) 45 0.71 (1.31) 0 - 6 

    Fraud 12.70 (8) 10 0.16 (0.48) 0 - 3 

    Escape 9.52 (6) 6 0.09 (0.29) 0 - 1 

    Kidnapping 3.17 (2) 2 0.03 (0.17) 0 - 1 

    Arson 4.76 (3) 3 0.05 (0.21) 0 - 1 

    Obstruction 6.34 (4) 5 0.07 (0.32) 0 - 2 

    DVO  9.52 (6) 7 0.11 (0.36) 0 - 2 

    Miscellaneous  19.04 (12) 19 0.30 (0.68) 0 - 3 

Past Offences (n = 34)     

    Theft 76.47 (26) 138 3.91 (0.85) 1 – 27 

    Drug 52.94 (18) 71 1.95 (0.59) 1 – 15 

    Assault  55.88 (19) 65 1.81 (0.49) 1 – 15 

    Murder 5.88 (2) 2 0.05 (0.04) 1 

    Weapon 14.70 (5) 6 0.16 (0.07) 1 – 2 

    Sex offences 11.76 (4) 9 0.41 (0.17) 1 – 4 

    Major driving  58.82 (20) 67 1.89 (0.46) 1 – 11 

    Fraud 20.58 (7) 18 0.49 (0.22) 1 – 7 

    Escape  38.23 (13) 25 0.73 (0.19) 1 – 5 

    Kidnapping 2.94 (1) 1 0.27 (0.03) 1 

    Arson 8.82 (3) 6 0.16 (0.11) 1 – 4 

    Obstruction  17.65 (6) 11 0.32 (0.14) 1 – 4 

    DVO  20.58 (7) 11 0.30 (0.12) 1 – 3 

    Miscellaneous 50.00 (17) 62 1.72 (0.53) 1 - 17 
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Appendix F 

Information About the Research Flyer for Forensic Sample 
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Appendix G 

Trauma and Violence Questionnaire Booklet  

 

QUESTIONNAIRE:  

Trauma and Violence  

Questionnaire Information:  

This questionnaire enquires about experiences of violence. Specifically, this questionnaire 

will ask you about your thoughts and feelings about general violence, family-related and intimate 

partner violence, your relationships with others and how you cope with negative events.   

Questionnaire Instructions:  

Some questions will require you to write your answer, while others will require you to simply 

circle a number. Please answer every question. Some questions may not seem relevant to you, but 

answer them as best you can. When completing the questionnaire please do not discuss your 

answers with anyone else until you have finished the questionnaire. Please check to make sure you 

have completed all the questions. Please remember you have the right to not answer any questions 

that make you feel uncomfortable and you can withdraw from the study at any time.  It is also 

important to remember that there are no right or wrong answers.  Please answer all questions 

honestly and do not spend too much time on any one statement. We appreciate the time you take to 

complete the questionnaire.   

Guarantee of Confidentiality: 

All of the information you provide will be kept completely confidential. You are not required 

to put your name on the questionnaire. Instead, please enter the first three letters of your mother’s 

maiden name followed by the last two numbers of your year of birth. For example, if your mother’s 

maiden name is Smith and you were born in 1957 your ID would be SMI57.  

 Enter ID here:  ________________________ 

 

Section 1  

This section will ask you about you and your relationships with others.  

 

1.1 Please read each statement and circle a number 0, 1, 2 or 3 which indicates how much the 

statement applied to you over the past two weeks.  

 

The rating scale is as follows: 
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0   Did not apply to me at all 

1  Applied to me to some degree, or some of the time 

2   Applied to me a considerable degree, or a good part of the time 

3   Applied to me very much, or most of the time 

 

1 I found it hard to wind down 0 1 2 3 

2 I was aware of dryness of my mouth 0 1 2 3 

3 I couldn't seem to experience any positive feeling at all 0 1 2 3 

4 I experienced breathing difficulty (e.g. excessively rapid breathing, 

breathlessness) in the absence of physical exertion 

0 1 2 3 

5 I found it difficult to work up the initiative to do things 0 1 2 3 

6 I tended to over-react to situations 0 1 2 3 

7 I experienced trembling (e.g. in the hands) 0 1 2 3 

8 I felt that I was using a lot of nervous energy 0 1 2 3 

9 I was worried about situations in which I might panic and make a fool of 

myself 

0 1 2 3 

10 I felt that I had nothing to look forward to 0 1 2 3 

11 I found myself getting agitated 0 1 2 3 

12 I found it difficult to relax 0 1 2 3 

13 I felt down-hearted and blue 0 1 2 3 

14 I was intolerant of anything that kept me from getting on with what I 

was doing 

0 1 2 3 

15 I felt I was close to panic 0 1 2 3 

16 I was unable to become enthusiastic about anything 0 1 2 3 

17 I felt that I wasn't worth much as a person 0 1 2 3 

18 I felt I was rather touchy 0 1 2 3 

19 I was aware of the action of my heart in the absence of physical exertion 

(e.g. sense of heart rate increase, heart missing a beat) 

0 1 2 3 

20 I felt scared without any good reason 0 1 2 3 

21 I felt that life was meaningless 0 1 2 3 
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1.2  Please read each of the following statements and rate the extent to which you believe each 

statement best describes your feelings about close relationships.  

 

Circle:  

1 - Not at all like me 

3 – Somewhat like me  

5 – Very much like me 

 

1 I find it difficult to depend on other people. 1 2 3 4 5 

2 It is very important to me to feel independent. 1 2 3 4 5 

3 I find it easy to get emotionally close to others. 1 2 3 4 5 

4 I want to merge completely with another person. 1 2 3 4 5 

5 I worry that I will be hurt if I allow myself to 

become too close to others. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 I am comfortable without close emotional 

relationships. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7 I am not sure that I can always depend on others to 

be there when I need them. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8 I want to be completely emotionally intimate with 

others. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9 I worry about being alone.  1 2 3 4 5 

10 I am comfortable depending on other people. 1 2 3 4 5 

11 I often worry that romantic partners don’t really 

love me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12 I find it difficult to trust others completely. 1 2 3 4 5 

13 I worry about others getting too close to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

14 I want emotionally close relationships. 1 2 3 4 5 

15 I am comfortable having other people depend on 

me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16 I worry that others don’t value me as much as I 

value them. 

1 2 3 4 5 

17 People are never there when you need them. 1 2 3 4 5 

18 My desire to merge completely sometimes scares 1 2 3 4 5 
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people away.  

19 It is very important to me to feel self-sufficient. 1 2 3 4 5 

20 I am nervous when anyone gets too close to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

21 I often worry that romantic partners won’t want to 

stay with me.  

1 2 3 4 5 

22 I prefer not to have other people depend on me.  1 2 3 4 5 

23 I worry about being abandoned. 1 2 3 4 5 

24 I am somewhat uncomfortable being close to others. 1 2 3 4 5 

25 I find that others are reluctant to get as close as I 

would like. 

1 2 3 4 5 

26 I prefer not to depend on others. 1 2 3 4 5 

27 I know that others will be there when I need them. 1 2 3 4 5 

28 I worry about having others not accept me.  1 2 3 4 5 

29 Romantic partners often want me to be close that I 

feel comfortable being.  

1 2 3 4 5 

30 I find it relatively easy to get close to others. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

This next scale will ask you about yourself.  You will find the questions that you need to answer in 

the attached testing booklet titled, Millon Clinical Multiaxial Inventory (MCMI-III).   

 

1.3  The testing booklet contains a list of statements that people use to describe themselves. Do 

not be concerned if a few statements seem unusual; they are included to describe people with many 

different types of problems. If you agree with a statement or decide that it describes you, fill in the 

circle with the letter “T” in it to mark it True on the Answer sheet on the next page. If you disagree 

with a statement or decide that it does not describe you, fill in the circle with the letter “F” in it to 

mark it False. Try to mark every statement, even if you are not sure of your choice. If you have tried 

your best and still cannot decide, mark the “F” for False. If you make a mistake or change your 

mind, please erase the mark fully and then fill in the correct circle.  
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The following set of questions asks you to describe your feelings and behaviour. You will find the 

questions that you need to answer in the attached testing booklet titled, STAXI-2 – Item Booklet.   

1.4  The question booklet is divided into three parts. Each part contains a number of statements 

that people use to describe their feelings and behaviour. Please note that each part different 

directions. Carefully read the directions for each part before recording your response on the Rating 

sheet, which you will find on the next page. When responding to each statement, give the answer 

that describes you best. If you need to change your answer, DO NOT ERASE. Instead, mark an “X” 

through the incorrect response and then fill the correct on.  

  

The next questionnaire asks about the styles of coping you USUALLY use.   

 

1.5 Please rate each coping statement from 0 (I don’t do this at all) to 3 (I do this a lot).  

 

  I d
on

’
t 

do
 th

is
 a

t 

al
l 

I d
o 

th
is

 

ra
re

ly
 

I d
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th
is

 

so
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I d
o 

th
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lo
t  

1 I turn to work or other activities to take my mind off 

things 

0 1 2 3 

2 I concentrate my efforts on doing something about 

the situation I’m in  

0 1 2 3 

3 I say to myself “this isn’t real”  0 1 2 3 

4 I use alcohol or other drugs to make myself feel 

better   

0 1 2 3 

5 I get emotional support from others  0 1 2 3 

6 I give up trying to deal with it  0 1 2 3 

7 I take action to try to make the situation better  0 1 2 3 

8 I refuse to believe that it has happened  0 1 2 3 

9 I say things to let my unpleasant feelings escape  0 1 2 3 

10 I get help and advice from other people  0 1 2 3 

11 I use alcohol or other drugs to help me get though it  0 1 2 3 

12 I try to see it in a different light, to make it seem 

more positive  

0 1 2 3 

13 I criticise myself 0 1 2 3 



  

 204 

14 I try to come up with a strategy about what to do  0 1 2 3 

15 I get comfort and understanding from someone 0 1 2 3 

16 I give up the attempt to cope  0 1 2 3 

17 I look for something good in what is happening 0 1 2 3 

18 I make jokes about it 0 1 2 3 

19 I do something to think about it less, such as going to 

the movies, watching TV, reading, daydreaming, 

sleeping or shopping. 

0 1 2 3 

20 I accept the reality of the fact that it has happened 0 1 2 3 

21 I express my negative feelings  0 1 2 3 

22 I try to find comfort in my religion or spiritual beliefs  0 1 2 3 

23 I try to get advice or help from other people about 

what to do 

0 1 2 3 

24 I learn to live with it  0 1 2 3 

25 I think hard about what steps to take 0 1 2 3 

26 I blame myself for things that happened  0 1 2 3 

27 I pray or meditate  0 1 2 3 

28 I make fun of the situation 0 1 2 3 

 

The following questionnaire asks about your attitudes towards members of the opposite sex. 

 

1.6 Read each of the following statements carefully and circle “T” (true) if the statement applies 

to you or if you agree with it. Circle “F” (false) if the statement does not apply to you or if you 

disagree with it.     

 

  Tr
ue

 

Fa
ls

e 

1 I feel that many times women flirt with men just to tease or hurt them.  T F 

2 I feel upset even by slight criticism by a woman.  T F 

3 It doesn’t really bother me when women tease me about my faults. T F 

4 I used to think that most women told the truth but now I know otherwise. T F 

5 I do not believe that women will walk all over you if you aren’t willing to T F 
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fight. 

6 I do not often find myself disagreeing with women. T F 

7 I do very few things to women that make me feel remorseful afterward. T F 

8 I rarely become suspicious with women who are friendlier than I expected. T F 

9 There are a number of women who seem to dislike me very much. T F 

10 I don’t agree that women seem to get all the breaks.  T F 

11 I don’t seem to get what’s coming to me in my relationships with women.  T F 

12 I generally don’t get really angry when a woman makes fun of me.  T F 

13 Women irritate me a great deal more than they are aware of.  T F 

14 If I let women see the way I feel, they would probably consider me a hard 

person to get along with.  

T F 

15 Lately, I’ve been kind of grouchy toward women. T F 

16 I think that most women would not lie to get ahead. T F 

17 It is safer not to trust women. T F 

18 When it really comes down to it, a lot of women are deceitful.  T F 

19 I am not easily angered by a woman.  T F 

20 I often feel that women probably think I have not lived the right kind of life.   T F 

21 I never have hostile feelings that make me feel ashamed of myself later. T F 

22 Many times a woman appears to care but just wants to use you.  T F 

23 I am sure I get a raw deal from the women in my life.  T F 

24 I don’t usually wonder what hidden reason a woman might have for doing 

something nice for me.  

T F 

25 If woman had not had it in for me, I would have been more successful in my 

personal relationships with them. 

T F 

26 I never have the feeling that women laugh at me.  T F 

27 Very few women talk about me behind my back.  T F 

28 When I look back at what’s happened to me, I don’t feel at all resentful toward 

the women in my life.  

T F 

29 I never sulk when a women makes me angry. T F 

30 I have been rejected by too many women in my life.  T F 

  

The following questionnaire asks about your behaviour in intimate relationships. 
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1.6 The following questions ask about your behaviour in past relationships. You have probably 

experienced conflict with a partner before. Rate how often you have done the below behaviours to a 

partner either during conflict or not.   

 
0 = never    5 = about once a month   
1 = once    6 = about twice a month   
2 = only a couple of times  7 = about every week 
3 = every few months   8 = a few times a week 
4 = about every other month  9 = almost daily 
 
How often did you… 
 
1 shake a finger at your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
2 make threatening gestures or faces 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
3 shake a fist at your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
4 act like a bully  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
5 grab your partner suddenly or 

forcefully 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

6 hit or kick a wall, door or furniture 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
7 threaten to harm/damage things your 

partner cares about  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

8 destroy something belonging to your 
partner       

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

9 throw, smash or break an object 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10 threaten to destroy property 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
11 drive dangerously with your partner 

in the car 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

12 throw an object at your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
13 threaten to hurt your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
14 threaten suicide 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
15 threaten someone your partner cares 

about   
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

16 threaten to kill your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
17 act like you wanted to kill your 

partner 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

18 threaten your partner with a club-
like object 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

19 threaten your partner with a weapon 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
20 threaten your partner with a knife or 

gun 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

21 hold your partner down, pinning in 
place 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

22 push or shove your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
23 shake or roughly handle your 

partner 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

24 spank your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
25 twist your partner’s arm 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
26 pull your partner’s hair 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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27 scratch your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
28 bite your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
29 kick your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
30 slap your partner with the palm of a 

hand 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

31 slap your partner with back of a 
hand 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

32 punch your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
33 slap your partner repeatedly around 

the face and head 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

34 hit your partner with an object 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
35 stomp on your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
36 choke your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
37 beat your partner up 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
38 burn your partner with something 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
39 use a club-like object on your 

partner 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

40 use a knife or gun on your partner 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
41 demand sex whether your partner 

wanted it or not 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

42 make your partner have sexual 
intercourse against his/her will 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

43 make your partner have oral sex 
against his/her will         

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

44 physically force your partner to have 
sex  

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

45 make your partner have anal sex 
against his/her will  

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

46 use an object on your partner in a 
sexual way  

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 
Section 2 

This section of the questionnaire asks you about negative experiences you may have had over the 

course of your life.  You will find the questions that you need to answer in the attached testing 

booklet titled, Childhood Trauma Questionnaire (CTQ).     

 

2.1  This booklet asks questions about experiences you may or may not have had growing up. 

Please read each of the statements and rate the extent to which you believe that statement best 

describes your experiences during childhood.  
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The following questions relate to experiences of family violence during childhood.  

2.2 During your childhood, did you witness or were you directly harmed by violence in your 

family home? 

  No 

  Yes, witnessed only 

  Yes, personally harmed  

  Yes, witnessed and personally harmed 

If you answered NO to the above question, skip to question 2.3. 

 

If you answered YES to the above question,   

(a) Who perpetrated the violence? 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

(b) Who were the victims of this violence? 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

(c) How often did the violence occur?   

  Daily 

  Weekly 

  Monthly 

  Yearly 

  Occasional (Briefly describe)____________________________________________ 

 

(d) Was anyone harmed physically as a result of this violence? If Yes,  

Who? __________________________________________________________________ 

Types of injury/ies ________________________________________________________ 

Who? __________________________________________________________________ 

Types of injury/ies ________________________________________________________ 

Who? __________________________________________________________________ 

Types of injury/ies ________________________________________________________ 

Who? __________________________________________________________________ 

Types of injury/ies ________________________________________________________ 

 

(e) Tick which of the below experiences happened to you during this family violence (as many 
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as relevant): 

    

Pushed/Shoved Raped Personal property broken 

Pinched Treated like a sexual object Financial restrictions 

Hair pulled Molested/Touched 

inappropriately (other than 

rape) 

Belongings stolen 

Bit Criticised  Education/employment 

forbidden 

Kicked Harassed Treated like a servant 

Suffocated Screamed at Called names 

Strangled Degraded  Other: 

Kidnapped Humiliated in front of 

others 

Other: 

Punched Blamed for violence Other: 

Tortured Controlled Other: 

 

(f) Tick which of the below experiences you observed a member of your family do to another 

family member (excluding you).  

 

Pushed/Shoved Raped Personal property broken 

Pinched Treated like a sexual object Financial restrictions 

Hair pulled Molested/Touched 

inappropriately (other than 

rape) 

Belongings stolen 

Bit Criticised  Education/employment 

forbidden 

Kicked Harassed Treated like a servant 

Suffocated Screamed at Called names 

Strangled Degraded  Other: 

Kidnapped Humiliated in front of 

others 

Other: 

Punched Blamed for violence Other: 
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Tortured Controlled Other: 

 

(g) Was a weapon ever used during family violence and if yes, what weapon(s)? 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

(h) Using a scale from 0 – 7, how traumatic would you rate the family violence you 

experienced? 

0 = Not traumatic at all 

7 = Extremely traumatic 

 

___________________________________ 

 

The next set of questions enquires about any events or experiences that have caused you to feel 

distressed during your adult life.    

 

2.3 Have you, during your adult life, experienced a traumatic event in which you feared for your 

life?   

YES   NO 

If you answered yes, please briefly explain what happened: 

e.g., victim of a robbery__________________________________________________________ 

2.4 Have you, during your adult life, experienced a death of a family member or close friend 

that caused you significant distress? 

YES   NO 

If you answered yes, please identify your relationship with that person: 

e.g., sister _____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

2.5 Have you, during your adult life, experienced a major life change/stressor that caused you 

significant distress? 

YES   NO 

If you answered yes, please briefly explain what happened: 

e.g., job loss/marital breakdown____________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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2.6  If you answered yes to any of the above questions, how traumatic was this event on scale 

from 0 - 7? 

0 = Not traumatic at all 

7 = Extremely traumatic 

 

___________________________________ 

 

Section 3  

This section asks you for some general information.  Please write your answer in the spaces 

provided or circle the option that applies most to you.  

 

1. What is your age? __________________ 

 

2. What is your gender? 

Male   Female  

 

3. What is your current relationship status?   

a. Single      d.  Separated but not divorced 

b. Dating       f.   Divorced 

c. In a relationship (not married)   g.  Other____________ (please 

specify) 

d. Married  

 

4. What is your sexual orientation? 

a. Heterosexual 

b. Homosexual 

c. Bisexual 

 

5. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

a. Primary     d.  Trade 

b. Secondary year 10    e.  Tertiary (undergraduate)  

c. Secondary year 12    f.   Tertiary (post-graduate)  
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6. What is your current occupation? _______________ (please specify) 

 

7. What is your current employment situation? 

a. Unemployed     d.  Permanent employment 

b. Casual employment    e.  Self-employed 

c. Part-time/temporary employment   f.  Incarcerated 

 

 

 

8. How would you rate your financial support? 

 0......................................1.......................................2.......................................3 

Not adequate        Somewhat Adequate        Adequate               More than Adequate  

 

9. What is your nationality? 

_____________________________ (please specify) 

 

10. What is your ethnicity? 

a. Australian Aboriginal     

b. Torres Strait Islander    

c. Pacific Islander (e.g., Fijian, Samoan)    

d. North-west European (e.g., English, Scottish, Dutch) 

e. Southern and Eastern European (e.g., Spanish, Greek) 

f. North African and Middle Eatern (e.g., Egyptian, Iranian) 

g. Asian (e.g., Chinese, Russian, Indian) 

h.  Other (specify)_____________________________ 

 

11. Have you ever received a clinical diagnosis for a psychological illness? (e.g. Clinical 

Depression, Post-traumatic Stress Disorder) 

YES     NO 

 

If yes, please specify _________________________ 

 

12. Have you received psychological treatment for any trauma related incident in the past?     
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YES     NO 

If yes, what kind of 

treatment_____________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix H  

Descriptive Statistics for DV Variables in Forensic Samples (N = 84) 

 
Variables  Description n (%) 

ShakeFinger  Shake a finger at your partner. 48 (57.14) 

ThreatGesture Make threatening gestures or faces. 56 (66.67) 

ShakeFist  Shake a fist at your partner.  21 (25.00) 

Bully Act like a bully. 32 (38.10) 

HitWall Hit or kick a wall, door or furniture.  62 (73.80) 

DestroyBelongs Threaten to or destroy something belonging to your partner, 

including something they care about.  

52 (61.90) 

BreakObject Throw, smash or break an object.  54 (64.29) 

DriveDang Drive dangerously with your partner in the car.  28 (33.33) 

ThrowObject Throw an object at your partner.  21 (25.00) 

ThreatHurt Threaten to hurt your partner.  21 (25.00) 

ThreatSelf Threaten suicide. 21 (25.00) 

ThreatOther Threaten someone your partner cares about. 26 (30.95) 

ThreatKill Threaten to kill your partner.  11 (13.10) 

ActKill Act like you wanted to kill your partner.  13 (15.48) 

ThreatWeapon Threaten your partner with a weapon. 9 (10.71) 

HoldDown Hold your partner down, pinning in place.  21 (25.00) 

PushShove  Push or shove your partner.  41 (48.81) 

TwistArm Twist your partner’s arm.  14 (16.67) 

PullHair Pull your partner’s hair. 16 (19.05) 

ScratchBite Scratch or bit your partner.  8 (9.52) 

Kick  Kick your partner.  7 (8.33) 

SlapPalm Slap your partner with the palm of a hand.  20 (23.80) 

SlapBackhand Slap your partner with the back of a hand.  7 (8.33) 

Punch Punch your partner.  13 (15.48) 

Slapface Slap your partner around the face and head.  8 (9.52) 

HitObject Hit your partner with an object.  8 (9.52) 

Choke Choke your partner.  11 (13.10) 

BeatUp Beat your partner up.    7 (8.33) 
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ForceSex Demand or make your partner engage in sexual activities or 

have sex against their will.   

10 (11.90) 
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Appendix I 

Descriptive Statistics for Perpetrator Characteristics in Forensic Sample (N = 84) 

 

Variables  Description n (%) 

physical  Perpetrator has a history of physical abuse.   77 (91.70) 

emotional  Perpetrator has a history of emotional abuse. 72 (85.70) 

sexual  Perpetrator has a history of sexual abuse  27 (32.10) 

weapon  During acts of childhood abuse, a serious weapon was used on 

perpetrator, such as a knife of gun.  

9 (10.70) 

injury Perpetrator sustained serious injury/ies during childhood abuse, 

such as broken bones.  

12 (14.30) 

witness Perpetrator witnessed FV at home during childhood but was 

not personally harmed.  

10 (11.90) 

traffic Perpetrator has a history of traffic offences. 27 (32.10) 

property Perpetrator has a history of property offences. 32 (38.10) 

violent Perpetrator has a history of violent offences. 36 (42.90) 

prior Perpetrator has a history of previous breach DV convictions.  11 (13.10) 

sex Perpetrator has a history of sex offences. 18 (21.40) 

school Perpetrator left school before 16 years of age. 40 (47.60) 

young Perpetrator was < 25 years of age at first contact with adult 

criminal justice system.  

40 (47.60) 

psychiatric  Perpetrator has a psychiatric history, such as developmental, 

clinical or personality conditions.  

40 (47.60) 

ptsd Perpetrator has a history of significant trauma symptoms. 21 (25.00) 

treatment Perpetrator has a history of psychiatric treatment, such as 

medication or counselling.   

33 (39.30) 

denial  Perpetrator copes by refusing to accept truth.  6 (7.10) 

AOD Perpetrator copes by using alcohol and/or illicit drugs.  15 (17.90) 

blame Perpetrator copes by self-blaming and being self-critical. 13 (15.50) 

hostile Perpetrator has hostile attitudes toward women.   28 (33.30) 

trait  Perpetrator experiences anger quickly and with little 

provocation.  

18 (21.40) 
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react Perpetrator has tendency to become angry or agitated when 

criticised or receives negative feedback.   

18 (21.40) 

angout Perpetrator expresses emotional experience of anger in an 

outwardly negative and poorly controlled manner.  

32 (38.10) 

angin Perpetrator holds things in or suppresses anger when angry or 

furious.  

34 (40.50) 

avoidant Perpetrator has personality pattern oriented toward withdrawal 

as a protection rather than by preference, and little or no ability 

to passively disengage or otherwise relax defences. 

20 (23.80) 

depressive Perpetrator has personality pattern involving giving up and 

accepting sadness and defeat as an inescapable reality.  

26 (31.00) 

dependent  Perpetrator has personality pattern viewing self as incapable 

and inept and a tendency to passively defer self-direction to a 

trusted other who will harbor and protect them. 

14 (16.70) 

narcissistic Perpetrator has personality pattern involving a sense of 

entitlement and showing little regard or acknowledgement for 

the sovereignty of others.  

23 (27.4) 

antisocial  Perpetrator has personality pattern prone to lessened emotional 

resonance and a marked lack of empathy, and actively seeking 

out what they feel is their entitlement.    

41 (48.80) 

sadistic Perpetrator has personality pattern involving aggression and 

the active control of others and the environment as self-

protection and self-fulfilment.  

17 (20.20) 

negativistic Perpetrator has personality pattern prone to resentfulness and 

contrary behaviour, featuring a strong will to meet self-needs 

but owing to an intense conflict between perceived selfishness 

and desire to be respected.  

35 (41.70) 

masochistic Perpetrator has personality pattern involving protection against 

distress by reformulating pain experiences as a desired state, 

sometimes to the extent that suffering become noble.  

28 (33.3) 

schizotypal  Perpetrator has personality pattern involving eccentric 

behaviours and splits between rational thought and ideas of 

reference.   

15 (17.90) 
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borderline Perpetrator has personality pattern involving emotional 

dysregulation and severe boundary difficulties in interpersonal 

relationships.  

18 (21.40) 

paranoid  Perpetrator has personality pattern involving heightened 

defences, projection of self-feelings onto others, paranoid 

ideation.  

22 (26.20) 
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Appendix J 

Demographic Information for Community Sample (N = 54) 

 

Offender Demographics  % (n) 

Nationality  

    Australia 90.7 (49) 

    United Kingdom  1.8 (1) 

    Russian 1.8 (1) 

    New Zealand 1.8 (1) 

    United States of America 3.7 (2) 

    Missing 0 (0) 

Relationship Status  

    Single 25.9 (14) 

    Dating 7.1 (2) 

    De Facto 28.6 (12) 

    Married 9.5 (21) 

    Separated  4.8 (5) 

    Divorced 0 (0) 

    Missing 0 (0) 

Sexual Orientation  

    Heterosexual 96.3 (52) 

    Homosexual 1.9 (1) 

    Bisexual  0 (0) 

    Missing 1.9 (1) 

Ethnicity  

    Australian Aboriginal/Torre Strait Islander 1.9 (1) 

    Pacific Islander 3.7 (2) 

    North-West European 61.1 (33) 

    Southern & Eastern European 1.9 (1) 

    Asian 3.7 (2) 

    Other 22.2 (12) 

    Missing 5.6 (3) 

Education Level  
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    Primary schooling 3.2 (2) 

    Secondary schooling Grade 10 18.5 (10) 

    Secondary schooling Grade 12 27.8 (15) 

    Trade 13.0 (7) 

    Undergraduate  24.1 (13) 

    Postgraduate  13.0 (7) 

    Missing 0.0 (0) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


