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There has been much debate within the intimate partner 
abuse (IPA) literature regarding the definitions attributed to 
various forms of avoiding responsibility or providing a dis-
torted account (see Mullaney, 2007, for a review). Distinctions 
have been made between excuses (saying the behavior is not 
their fault) and justifications (acknowledging they did it, but 
believing they were justified in doing so) as proposed by M. 
B. Scott and Lyman (1968). Blaming appears to straddle 
excuses and justifications, depending on whether the person 
is blaming something (e.g., alcohol or being out of control) 
or someone (e.g., the victims of IPA [VIPA]). Minimization 
can take various forms, minimizing the frequency, severity, 
or consequences of abuse (e.g., K. Scott & Strauss, 2007). 
Definitions of denial range from the denial of an event occur-
ring or that one was involved with it to denying harm or 
intent, as seen in Hearn’s (1998) category “repudiations.” 
The debate around definitions is borne from a desire to cat-
egorize and understand the accounts of people who have 
been abusive to a partner, but the disparity is impractical for 
understanding the phenomenon on a broader scale. For this 
review, definitions are collapsed and any accounts that avoid 

responsibility, in whatever form, are considered. As regularly 
used terms in the IPA literature are denial, minimization, jus-
tification, and blaming, the concept is referred to as DJMB in 
this review.

Denial, Minimization, Justification, and 
Blaming, and IPA

Research into IPA, both with people who use it and victims 
of it, tells us that DMJB is a common occurrence (e.g., D. G. 
Dutton, 1986; Eckhardt & Dye, 2000). The evidence of a 
potential link between DMJB and IPA recidivism is mixed, 
perhaps due to the various forms the constructs can take, the 
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differing potential motivations, and the difficulty in measur-
ing them (e.g., Dutton & Starzomski, 1997; Henning & 
Holdford, 2006; Loinaz, 2014). There are different theoreti-
cal viewpoints on the meaning and purpose of DMJB (e.g., 
Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Hansen & Harway, 1993; Papps & 
O’Carroll, 1998; K. Scott & Strauss, 2007). One of the dif-
ficulties with understanding DMJB is that it can be used as 
an abuse tactic to control the response of the VIPA (Pence & 
Paymar, 1993). Not understanding the role of providing a 
distorted account impacts on the manageability of risk and 
the usefulness of rehabilitation attempts. But are these 
accounts constructed consciously and deliberately or a result 
of subconscious processes?

The feminist perspective views denial, minimization, 
and blaming as a way for abusive men to avoid the conse-
quences of their behavior (e.g., Dobash & Dobash, 1979) 
and the product of a patriarchal society that allows men to 
be aggressive and dominate women (e.g., Dobash & 
Dobash, 1981). Psychoanalytic theory considers it to per-
form a self-defensive function to protect the inner sense of 
self (e.g., Papps & O’Carroll, 1998) and systems theory 
considers blaming to be a function of the relationship 
between the couple (e.g., Hansen & Harway, 1993), which 
contributes to relationship dissatisfaction (see K. Scott & 
Strauss, 2007, for a review). A self-determination model 
put forward by Neighbors et al. (2013) found that child-
hood exposure to IPV was related to having a controlled 
orientation, which, in turn, was associated with higher lev-
els of justification for IPV and overestimations of the prev-
alence of IPV generally. Cochran et al. (2017) found 
evidence for the role of Social Learning Theory (Akers 
et al., 1979) in IPV, for both onset of the behavior and its 
ongoing reinforcement of itself.

In a multinational study of 17 countries (both developed 
and undeveloped), Asay et al. (2016) found there were 
“deep and long-held cultural beliefs, including the notion 
that patriarchy makes a family strong” (p. 352). The social 
acceptance of abusive behavior is seen in the complexities 
of coercive control; many of the behaviors constituting 
coercive control may be seen as acceptable and desirable in 
an otherwise healthy relationship, which can make it diffi-
cult for juries and the judiciary to recognize (and thus give 
sanctions for) abusive behavior (Bishop & Bettingson, 
2018). There is broad cultural acceptance of IPA and gender 
roles (e.g., Gracia & Lila, 2015) and men protecting their 
male power and authority from a woman who challenged it 
(Dungee-Anderson & Cox, 2000), as seen in media portray-
als (e.g., Lee & Wong, 2020; Lloyd & Ramon, 2017). This 
cultural support may serve to justify abusive behaviors for 
both parties. From an evolutionary perspective, sexual con-
flict is relatively common and pervasive (Buss & Duntley, 
2011), which may serve to justify it.

Conversely, there is evidence of social stigma attached to 
IPA (e.g., LeJeune & Follette, 1994; Panuzio et al., 2006), 
which may provide a motive for men to use DMJB. Men 

often present their abuse as out of character (e.g., Lau & 
Stevens, 2012; Mullaney, 2007), and do not seek help for 
fear of being embarrassed/ashamed or due to considering 
their abusive behavior as normal (Hashimoto et al., 2018). 
Walton (2019) discussed the evolutional basis for denial and 
its potential function as an adaptive process to remain part of 
the “in group.”

Research has identified a clear link between attitudes that 
support or justify the use of violence in relationships and IPA 
(e.g., Capaldi et al., 2012; Eckhardt & Dye, 2000; Holtzworth-
Munroe et al., 2000). It may be that people who have been 
abusive to a partner believe their distorted views due to their 
underlying attitudes. Men who have been abusive can over-
estimate the prevalence of IPA by others (Neighbors et al., 
2010; Senkans et al., 2020). Childhood exposure to IPA is 
related to having a controlled orientation, which, in turn, was 
associated with higher levels of justification for IPA and 
overestimations of the prevalence of IPA generally 
(Neighbors et al., 2013). Both men and women with a history 
of IPA were found to perceive hypothetical situations as less 
controlling than those without an IPA history (Ehrensaft & 
Vivian, 1999), suggesting a distorted view of what consti-
tutes abuse.

There is also evidence of men who have been abusive to a 
partner perceive others to be hostile (e.g., Bernard & Bernard, 
1984), which may mean their account of the offense is an 
accurate description of their perception of what happened 
rather than a deliberate attempt to avoid consequences. In 
their Aggressive Relational Schema model, Senkans et al. 
(2020) propose that aggressive relational schemas present in 
men who have used IPA result in them distorting social cues 
and events in ways that result in aggression and violence.

Aims and Objectives

The literature on DMJB and IPA has never before been 
brought together, resulting in differing perspectives and the-
ories presenting a mixed picture of its importance for treat-
ment and risk management. This review will bring together 
the evidence relating to distorted accounts of men who have 
been abusive to a partner to answer the question “How does 
DMJB operate in IPA committed by men?” Answering this 
question will support the field in appropriately addressing 
DMJB in both treatment and risk management as necessary.

Method

Protocol and Registration

The review followed the Preferred Reporting Items for 
Systematic Reviews and Meta-analyses (PRISMA) guide-
lines (Moher et al., 2015). The protocol was registered 
(“PROSPERO—International Prospective Register of 
Systematic Reviews”) after the initial data search was com-
plete but prior to the sifting of studies.
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Search Strategy

The Cochrane Library and PROSPERO register were 
checked to ensure there were no existing reviews of this 
nature. Pilot searches were run on a variety of databases to 
identify the most appropriate search terms and databases. A 
systematic search was completed in May 2022, which 
included the following databases: Cochrane library, 
Criminal Justice Abstracts, ProQuest, PsychInfo, PubMed, 
Science Direct, and Scopus. The search terms used were: 
(dating OR domestic OR partner OR spous* OR wife) AND 
(violence OR abuse OR battery OR aggression OR assault 
OR homicide OR murder) AND (deni* OR deny* OR min-
imi* OR justif* OR blam*). Targeted searches were con-
ducted on the Correctional Service Canada, Ministry of 
Justice, Women’s Aid and RESPECT websites, and promi-
nent authors in the field. In addition, hand searching of ref-
erence lists of articles included and the Spousal Assault 
Risk Assessment v.3 manual (Kropp & Hart, 2015) took 
place. Results were limited to peer-reviewed academic 
journals in English.

Study Selection

After removing duplicates, 3,620 unique articles were 
identified for title and abstract screening. Eligibility crite-
ria for inclusion in this systematic review were empirical 
studies, available in English, which considered the role of 
DMJB in the participants’ own abusive behavior; eligible 
studies had to include samples of male abuse against a 
female partner, aged 18+ years, and lived in a western-
ized culture, where societal and judicial expectations 
relating to IPA are broadly similar. The exclusion criteria 
included same-sex relationships and female or adolescent 
people who have been abusive to a partner, potentially 
impacting the generalizability of the results. As the major-
ity of people who commit serious IPA are male (e.g., 
Warner, 2010) and there are differences and similarities 
between risk factors for IPA perpetration for women 
(Capaldi et al., 2012), people who are abusive in same-sex 
relationships (Rollè et al., 2018) and adolescents (Glass 
et al., 2006) it was considered prudent to begin with the 
group who have been subject to the most research. As IPA 
is often unreported, data from those who have yet to be 
convicted are important in helping us to understand how 
DMJB operates within IPA. To facilitate this, both con-
victed and unconvicted samples were included. A review 
of titles and abstracts resulted in 3,530 articles being 
excluded and 90 being subject to full-text review. Only 
studies that clearly did not meet the inclusion criteria were 
excluded prior to the full-text review. Of the 90 reviewed, 
31 were eligible for inclusion (see Figure 1). The selection 
of studies was completed by the primary author. Studies 
that could not be clearly determined were discussed by the 
review team to reach a consensus. Authors of foreign 

language studies that were eligible for full-text review via 
an English abstract were contacted to request a transla-
tion. No authors responded.

Quality Appraisal

Each of the 31 included studies was subject to a quality 
appraisal. Studies were not selected or deselected based on 
quality during the search process to protect against bias 
(Petticrew & Roberts, 2006), but results were used to weight 
findings. Qualitative studies were assessed for methodologi-
cal quality using the Critical Appraisal Skills Program 
(CASP, 2017) quality assessment, quantitative studies using 
the AXIS (Downes et al., 2016), and mixed-method studies 
via the Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT; Hong et al., 
2018). A quality rating was determined by considering to 
what extent the paper had met the criteria provided by the 
relevant tool, resulting in a percentage score, thus enabling 
comparison of quality across methodologies. It should be 
noted, however, that not all items are of equal importance 
and therefore the rating alone was only used to guide 
weighting.

Data Extraction

Data relevant to the research question were extracted from 
each paper by the primary author, and each study was 
reviewed multiple times throughout the analysis to ensure all 
relevant findings had been extracted. Data from qualitative 
studies were extracted as interpreted and presented by the 
primary authors (Thomas & Harden, 2008).

Analysis

There was significant heterogeneity across epistemology, 
methodology, and analysis, making direct comparison dif-
ficult. Narrative synthesis is a useful method for diverse 
data sets as it allows for the synthesis of qualitative and 
quantitative data (Popay et al., 2006) and was therefore 
used for analysis. Individual findings from each paper were 
placed on individual post it notes. Post it notes were then 
sorted into relational themes, for example, any findings 
relating to the perceptions of the situation by the person 
being abusive, qualitative or quantitative, were clustered 
together. The theming process was repeated several times 
to ensure consistency in the placement of individual find-
ings. Once themes had been identified, contradictions and 
similarities between the content of individual findings were 
considered within each theme to provide meaning. The pri-
mary author developed an initial synthesis, which was con-
sidered by the review team. The relationships in the data 
between and within data were considered, resulting in the 
development of themes that represented the findings. The 
robustness of the synthesis was considered and is discussed 
in the study limitations.
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Results

Study Characteristics

A total of 31 studies met the inclusion criteria, most of which 
adopted a qualitative approach. Data describing the studies, 
their strengths, weaknesses, and quality rating, and the data 
extracted from each study are shown in Table 1.

Quality of Studies

Overall, quality was higher in the qualitative studies. Across 
the qualitative studies strengths related to recruitment strate-
gies (95% fully achieving this criterion) and clear statements 
of findings (95%). Weaknesses generally related to consider-
ation of the impact of the researcher (37%; with their relation-
ship to the participants rarely being mentioned), sufficient 
rigor within analysis (50%; e.g., simply stating data were 
“analyzed” or “coded”), and consideration of ethical issues 
(51%; generally due to an absence of information). With 

regard to rigor, the word limits relating to publication may 
have contributed to the lack of information resulting in an 
inconclusive result for five of the studies (25%). Three studies 
achieved a full score on the CSAP [22, 26, 27], with two stud-
ies achieving observably lower scores than the others [17, 23].

Strengths within the quantitative studies included study 
design (100% fully achieving), appropriate sampling (86%), 
providing results for the proposed analyses (100%), and con-
clusions being justified by the results (86%). Weaknesses 
related to justifying sample size (0%), describing basic data 
(29%; with few providing more than the outcome of tests), 
considering nonresponders (43%; with many not stating 
whether or not there were nonresponders), internal consis-
tency (29%; most did not provide sufficient information for 
this to be determined), ethical considerations (14%; gener-
ally due to an absence of information), and discussion of 
limitations (43%; with more than half omitting this aspect). 
One study was of notably higher quality than the others [18], 
with three being observably lower [3, 8, 14].

Records identified through 
database searches

(n = 6992)

Records after duplicates removed
(n = 3620)

Studies included in 
synthesis
(n = 31)

Records excluded (n = 59)
No function (n = 24)

Adult/Partner sample not 
extractable (n = 3)

Not western society (n = 4)
Not own behaviour (n =15)

Not abuse (n = 6)
Not about denial etc (n = 7)

Records excluded
(n = 3530)

Full-text articles 
assessed for eligibility

(n = 90)

Records screened
(n = 3620)

Records identified 
through other sources

(n = 23)
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Figure 1. PRISMA flowchart.
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 c
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ra
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 t
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 c
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w
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 b
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 d
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 d
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 b
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fo
r 

th
e 
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le
nt

 in
ci
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, f
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 m
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us
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t 
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 d
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m
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 m
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e 
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 t
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 d
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ra
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 b
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 b
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 r
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 d
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 c
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 m
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ra
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ra
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at
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 m
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 b
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ra
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 d
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, b
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, C
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 m
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 m
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 s
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 C
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ra
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, p
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 b
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 d
ro

p 
ou

t 
of

 t
re

at
m

en
t 

cl
in

g 
to

 t
he

 id
ea

 t
he

y 
ar

e 
a 

no
nv

io
le

nt
 p
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 b
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, m
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 d
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 d

o 
co

m
pl

et
e 

ar
e 

ab
le

 t
o 

se
lf-

re
fle

ct
 a

nd
 g

iv
e 

m
or

e 
co

m
pl

ex
 m
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 p
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 d
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 o
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m
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 p
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 d
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 b
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 d
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 b
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 d
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 p
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 d
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 d
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 b
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 o
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f o
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l r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

, b
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g 
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 d
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w
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 b
la

m
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, m
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he
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 b
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ce

, b
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bu
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re
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w
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 t
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m
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 t
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re
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m
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liz
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 b
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m
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.g
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nt

ra
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ct
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 c
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liz
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e 
w
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se
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 c
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ol
 t

he
 w

ay
s 

th
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re

sp
on

d 
to

 it

St
re

ng
th

s: 
La

rg
e 

sa
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 d
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m
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 c
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 c
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eo
ry

M
en

 g
en

er
al

ly
 fe

el
 t

hr
ea

te
ne

d 
by

 o
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, m
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 p
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 d
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 m
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 p
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 c
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 b
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 b
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 b
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 d
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 r
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at
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 c
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rt

s,
 t

ri
al

 
do

cu
m

en
ts

, p
ri

so
n 

re
co

rd
s,

 
ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l a

ss
es

sm
en

t 
re

po
rt

s)

N
o 

id
en

tif
ie

d 
ap

pr
oa

ch
, 

da
ta

 fr
om

 c
as

e 
fil

es
 

co
de

d 
an

d 
th

en
 a

na
ly

ze
d 

vi
a 

so
ft

w
ar

e.
 T

he
 

re
fle

xi
ve

 p
ro

ce
ss

 t
o 

id
en

tif
y 

th
em

es

Fo
r 

IP
V

 m
en

, m
in

im
iz

at
io

n 
of

 v
io

le
nc

e,
 d

en
ia

l o
f r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

, a
nd

 v
ic

tim
 b

la
m

in
g 

ar
e 

no
rm

at
iv

e 
an

d 
de

ep
ly

 e
nm

es
he

d 
vi

ew
s 

ab
ou

t 
w

om
en

 a
nd

 in
tim

at
e 

pa
rt

ne
rs

. T
hi

s 
or

ie
nt

at
io

n 
se

rv
es

 t
o 

ju
st

ify
 

ab
us

iv
e 

be
ha

vi
or

 a
nd

 n
eg

at
e 

re
sp

on
si

bi
lit

y,
 s

ee
s 

th
ei

r 
pa

rt
ne

r 
at

 fa
ul

t 
be

ca
us

e 
of

 h
er

 fl
aw

s 
in

 
fu

lfi
lli

ng
 h

er
 r

ol
e 

as
 a

 w
om

an
, j

us
tif

yi
ng

 h
is

 v
io

le
nt

 r
es

po
ns

e 
as

 t
he

 r
ol

e 
of

 a
 m

an
, c

om
pl

et
e 

de
ni

al
 

w
ay

 t
o 

av
oi

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n 
an

d 
tr

ea
tm

en
t 

in
 p

ri
so

n

St
re

ng
th

s: 
G

oo
d 

sa
m

pl
e 

si
ze

, d
es

cr
ip

tio
n 

of
 

th
e 

pr
oc

es
s 

fo
r 

ge
ne

ra
tin

g 
th

em
es

 fr
om

 
co

di
ng

, i
nd

ic
at

in
g 

ri
go

r.
 W

ea
kn

es
se

s: 
Pr

im
ar

ily
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

th
e 

op
in

io
ns

 o
f 

pr
of

es
si

on
al

s,
 n

o 
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n 

of
 

po
te

nt
ia

l b
ia

s/
in

flu
en

ce
 o

f p
ro

fe
ss

io
na

ls
, 

in
te

rv
ie

w
s 

w
ith

 s
ub

je
ct

s 
pa

rt
 o

f t
he

 
or

ig
in

al
 d

at
as

et
, s

o 
un

cl
ea

r 
w

hy
 n

ot
 

in
co

rp
or

at
ed

 in
to

 t
he

 a
na

ly
si

s.
 Q

ua
lit

y 
ra

tin
g:

 6
7%

[8
] 

D
ut

to
n 

(1
98

6)
, 

C
an

ad
a

T
w

o 
de

m
og

ra
ph

ic
al

ly
 

m
at

ch
ed

 g
ro

up
s 

of
 

m
en

 s
el

f-
re

fe
rr

ed
 

to
 t

he
 b

at
te

re
rs

 
pr

oj
ec

t 
(n

 =
 2

5)
 

an
d 

co
ur

t 
re

fe
rr

ed
 

(n
 =

 5
0)

C
on

fli
ct

 T
ac

tic
s 

Sc
al

e,
 in

te
rv

ie
w

s 
w

ith
 c

om
m

en
ts

 u
se

d 
to

 
ca

te
go

ri
ze

 s
ub

je
ct

s 
in

 t
er

m
s 

of
 lo

cu
s 

of
 a

tt
ri

bu
tio

n,
 

ex
cu

se
s 

vs
. j

us
tif

ic
at

io
n 

an
d 

m
in

im
iz

in
g

χ2
Se

lf-
re

fe
rr

ed
 m

en
 a

ck
no

w
le

dg
e 

m
or

e 
pe

rs
on

al
 r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

 b
ut

 c
om

pe
ns

at
e 

fo
r 

it 
by

 m
in

im
iz

in
g 

in
ci

de
nc

e,
 s

ev
er

ity
, a

nd
 im

pa
ct

, i
f v

ie
w

 w
ife

 a
s 

a 
ca

us
e 

of
 v

io
le

nc
e,

 m
or

e 
lik

el
y 

to
 m

in
im

iz
e 

se
ve

ri
ty

, f
re

qu
en

cy
, a

nd
 im

pa
ct

, w
he

n 
ac

ce
pt

in
g 

re
sp

on
si

bi
lit

y,
 ju

st
ify

 it
 a

s 
ac

ce
pt

ab
le

 v
ia

 c
ul

tu
ra

l 
no

rm
s,

 t
he

 c
ou

rt
 r

ef
er

re
d 

m
en

 d
id

 n
ot

 r
ea

liz
e 

th
ey

 h
ad

 a
 c

au
sa

l r
ol

e 
in

 t
he

ir
 v

io
le

nc
e,

 w
hi

le
 

m
en

 w
ho

 w
er

e 
se

lf-
re

fe
rr

ed
 h

ig
hl

y 
m

in
im

iz
ed

 t
he

 o
ffe

ns
e,

 m
en

 w
ho

 w
er

e 
co

ur
t 

re
fe

rr
ed

 a
nd

 
se

lf-
at

tr
ib

ut
ed

 r
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 d

id
 n

ot
 m

in
im

iz
e 

th
e 

as
sa

ul
t, 

su
gg

es
tin

g 
a 

“c
on

vi
ct

io
n 

in
du

ce
d 

m
ot

iv
e 

to
 ‘c

om
e 

cl
ea

n’
”

St
re

ng
th

s: 
C

om
pa

re
d 

co
ur

t 
re

fe
rr

ed
 a

nd
 

se
lf-

re
fe

rr
ed

, i
nt

er
es

tin
g 

to
 c

on
si

de
r 

ho
w

 t
he

 d
iff

er
en

t 
de

pe
nd

en
t 

va
ri

ab
le

s 
in

te
ra

ct
. W

ea
kn

es
se

s: 
N

o 
di

sc
us

si
on

 o
f 

ri
go

r 
gi

ve
n 

qu
al

ita
tiv

e 
da

ta
 w

er
e 

be
in

g 
co

de
d 

to
 b

e 
qu

an
tif

ie
d,

 n
o 

m
en

tio
n 

of
 e

th
ic

al
 is

su
es

 o
r 

in
te

rv
ie

w
 fa

ct
or

s.
 

Q
ua

lit
y 

ra
tin

g:
 5

8%
[9

] 
G

oo
dr

um
 e

t 
al

. 
(2

00
1)

, U
S

33
 m

en
 w

ith
 r

ec
en

t 
IP

V
 h

is
to

ry
, 2

5 
m

en
 

w
ith

 n
o 

IP
V

 h
is

to
ry

, 
de

m
og

ra
ph

ic
al

ly
 

m
at

ch
ed

, 
co

m
m

un
ity

C
on

fli
ct

 T
ac

tic
s 

Sc
al

e,
 in

te
rv

ie
w

s
Sy

m
bo

lic
 in

te
ra

ct
io

ni
st

 
fr

am
ew

or
k

D
id

 n
ot

 t
hi

nk
 o

f t
er

m
s 

ab
us

iv
e 

or
 v

io
le

nt
 r

ef
le

ct
ed

 t
he

ir
 t

ru
e 

se
lv

es
. S

ay
in

g 
se

pa
ra

te
 t

o 
“r

ea
l 

m
e”

 a
llo

w
s 

th
em

 t
o 

up
ho

ld
 a

 p
os

iti
ve

 s
el

f-
vi

ew
 d

es
pi

te
 e

vi
de

nc
e 

to
 t

he
 c

on
tr

ar
y,

 b
at

te
re

rs
 

us
e 

ex
tr

em
e 

m
ea

su
re

s 
to

 d
is

as
so

ci
at

e 
fr

om
 v

io
le

nt
 s

el
ve

s 
(c

on
st

ru
ct

 a
 n

on
vi

ol
en

t 
se

lf 
in

 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

ps
), 

in
di

ca
tin

g 
a 

ps
yc

ho
lo

gi
ca

l p
at

ho
lo

gy
, u

se
 d

en
ia

l a
nd

 b
la

m
e 

to
 d

is
m

is
s 

su
gg

es
tio

ns
 

by
 o

th
er

s 
th

at
 t

he
y 

ar
e 

vi
ol

en
t 

pe
op

le
, b

at
te

re
rs

 v
ie

w
 t

he
ir

 p
ar

tn
er

’s
 b

eh
av

io
r 

as
 t

hr
ea

te
ni

ng
 

or
 c

ha
lle

ng
in

g 
an

d 
fe

el
 t

he
y 

ne
ed

 t
o 

re
sp

on
d 

w
hi

le
 t

he
 c

on
tr

ol
 g

ro
up

 d
oe

s 
no

t, 
ba

tt
er

er
s 

de
ny

 
cr

iti
ci

sm
 w

hi
le

 c
on

tr
ol

 u
se

d 
it 

fo
r 

se
lf-

im
pr

ov
em

en
t, 

ba
tt

er
er

s 
sa

y 
pa

rt
ne

rs
 m

ad
e 

un
re

as
on

ab
le

 
an

d 
un

ne
ce

ss
ar

y 
at

te
m

pt
s 

to
 c

on
tr

ol
 t

he
ir

 b
eh

av
io

r,
 c

on
tr

ol
 d

o 
no

t, 
di

sm
is

si
ng

 t
he

 b
at

te
r 

la
be

l 
al

lo
w

s 
di

sa
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

fr
om

 it
 a

nd
 s

ta
lls

 s
el

f-
ch

an
ge

, a
vo

id
in

g 
se

ei
ng

 t
he

 c
on

se
qu

en
ce

s 
of

 v
io

le
nc

e 
al

lo
w

s 
th

e 
co

ns
tr

uc
tio

n 
an

d 
m

ai
nt

en
an

ce
 o

f a
 n

on
vi

ol
en

t 
se

lf-
vi

ew
, c

on
st

ru
ct

io
ns

 o
f n

on
vi

ol
en

t 
se

lf 
cr

ea
te

s 
co

nt
ra

di
ct

io
ns

 w
hi

ch
 m

ak
e 

it 
di

ffi
cu

lt 
fo

r 
th

em
 t

o 
ta

ke
 o

n 
th

e 
ro

le
 o

f o
th

er
 (

pa
rt

ne
r)

, 
so

m
e 

m
en

 h
av

e 
lim

ite
d 

ab
ili

ty
 t

o 
ro

le
 t

ak
e 

pa
rt

ne
r’

s 
em

ot
io

na
l s

ta
te

 w
hi

ch
 m

ay
 b

e 
w

hy
 t

he
y 

do
 

no
t 

re
co

gn
iz

e 
th

e 
po

te
nt

ia
l f

or
 t

he
 e

m
ot

io
na

l i
m

pa
ct

 o
f a

bu
se

, o
th

er
s 

em
ot

io
na

lly
 r

ol
e 

ta
ke

 b
ut

 
no

t 
vi

ew
po

in
t 

as
 e

m
ot

io
na

l d
oe

s 
no

t 
ch

al
le

ng
e 

yo
ur

 p
os

iti
on

 in
 a

n 
ar

gu
m

en
t

St
re

ng
th

s: 
C

om
pa

ra
to

r 
gr

ou
p,

 c
om

pa
ra

to
r 

gr
ou

p 
ch

ec
ke

d 
fo

r 
IP

V
 h

is
to

ry
, p

ra
ct

ic
e 

in
te

rv
ie

w
s 

co
nd

uc
te

d 
to

 e
ns

ur
e 

th
e 

ne
ut

ra
lit

y 
of

 in
te

rv
ie

w
er

s.
 W

ea
kn

es
se

s: 
4 

of
 t

he
 c

om
pa

ri
so

n 
gr

ou
p 

co
m

m
itt

ed
 

“v
er

y 
m

in
or

” 
vi

ol
en

ce
 (

pu
sh

in
g 

an
d 

sh
ov

in
g)

 b
ut

 r
em

ai
ne

d 
in

 t
he

 c
om

pa
ri

so
n 

gr
ou

p,
 n

o 
ra

tio
na

le
 fo

r 
as

su
m

pt
io

ns
 

ab
ou

t 
re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
y 

ta
ki

ng
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

so
ci

oe
co

no
m

ic
 s

ta
tu

s,
 n

o 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
re

ga
rd

in
g 

ri
go

r.
 Q

ua
lit

y 
ra

tin
g:

 8
5%

[1
0]

 H
ec

ke
rt

 a
nd

 
G

on
do

lf 
(2

00
0a

), 
U

S
84

0 
m

en
 c

ou
rt

 
or

de
re

d 
to

 a
tt

en
d 

ba
tt

er
er

 p
ro

gr
am

, 
fe

m
al

e 
pa

rt
ne

rs
 o

f 
so

m
e 

of
 p

ri
m

ar
y 

sa
m

pl
e

M
en

, p
ar

tn
er

, a
nd

 p
ol

ic
e 

re
po

rt
s 

of
 in

ci
de

nt
, m

en
 a

nd
 

pa
rt

ne
r’

s 
re

po
rt

s 
of

 r
e-

as
sa

ul
t 

du
ri

ng
 1

2 
m

on
th

s 
fo

llo
w

 u
p 

us
in

g 
C

on
fli

ct
 T

ac
tic

s 
Sc

al
e,

 
te

le
ph

on
e 

in
te

rv
ie

w
s 

ev
er

y 
3 

m
on

th
s

C
on

cu
rr

en
t 

va
lid

ity
 o

f 
se

lf-
re

po
rt

s 
us

in
g 

cr
os

s-
ta

bu
la

tio
n,

 q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

as
se

ss
m

en
t 

of
 n

ar
ra

tiv
es

M
en

 m
or

e 
lik

el
y 

to
 m

in
im

iz
e 

se
ve

ri
ty

 o
f v

io
le

nc
e 

th
an

 v
ic

tim
s,

 a
nd

 m
or

e 
lik

el
y 

to
 m

in
im

iz
e 

th
an

 
de

ny
, m

en
 u

nd
er

re
po

rt
 w

he
n 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

is
 o

ve
r 

be
ca

us
e 

co
ns

id
er

 t
he

 m
at

te
r 

be
hi

nd
 t

he
m

, 
m

al
e 

un
de

rr
ep

or
t 

in
cr

ea
se

d 
sh

ar
pl

y 
at

 fo
llo

w
-u

p,
 t

ho
ug

ht
 t

o 
be

 b
ec

au
se

 a
t 

st
ar

t 
st

ill
 in

vo
lv

ed
 in

 
C

ri
m

in
al

 Ju
st

ic
e 

Sy
st

em
 s

o 
m

ay
 t

hi
nk

 v
er

ify
in

g 
w

ha
t 

is
 o

n 
re

co
rd

 w
ill

 le
ad

 t
o 

le
ni

en
cy

. I
n 

m
en

’s
 

ra
tio

na
l i

nt
er

es
t 

to
 d

en
y 

vi
ol

en
ce

 a
t 

fo
llo

w
 u

p 
to

 a
vo

id
 fu

rt
he

r 
co

ns
eq

ue
nc

es
, t

he
 p

ro
gr

am
 

m
ay

 h
av

e 
in

cr
ea

se
d 

aw
ar

en
es

s 
of

 a
bu

si
ve

 b
eh

av
io

r 
so

 a
t 

fo
llo

w
-u

p 
fe

el
 m

or
e 

sh
am

e 
an

d 
so

ci
al

ly
 

de
si

ra
bl

e 
re

sp
on

di
ng

 m
ay

 in
cr

ea
se

, u
nd

er
re

po
rt

in
g 

m
ay

 b
e 

a 
si

tu
at

io
na

l r
es

po
ns

e

St
re

ng
th

s: 
La

rg
e 

sa
m

pl
e 

si
ze

 fr
om

 a
 r

an
ge

 o
f 

ar
ea

s,
 c

od
in

g 
of

 s
ta

te
m

en
ts

 in
co

rp
or

at
ed

 
in

te
rr

at
er

 r
el

ia
bi

lit
y,

 u
se

 o
f p

ol
ic

e 
re

po
rt

s 
to

 v
er

ify
 b

ot
h 

m
en

 a
nd

 w
om

en
’s

 
ac

co
un

ts
, f

ol
lo

w
ed

 u
p 

w
ith

 n
ew

 p
ar

tn
er

 
if 

ne
ce

ss
ar

y.
 W

ea
kn

es
se

s: 
N

o 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nc

e 
te

st
in

g,
 n

o 
ri

go
r 

de
ta

il 
fo

r 
qu

al
, n

o 
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n 

of
 e

th
ic

s 
or

 r
es

ea
rc

he
r 

im
pa

ct
. Q

ua
lit

y 
ra

tin
g:

 5
6%

[1
1]

 H
ec

ke
rt

 a
nd

 
G

on
do

lf 
(2

00
0b

), 
U

S
14

4 
m

en
 c

ou
rt

 
or

de
re

d 
to

 a
tt

en
d 

ba
tt

er
er

 p
ro

gr
am

 
an

d 
fe

m
al

e 
pa

rt
ne

rs
 

to

Pe
rp

et
ra

to
r,

 p
ar

tn
er

, a
nd

 p
ol

ic
e 

ac
co

un
ts

, m
en

: C
on

fli
ct

 
T

ac
tic

s 
Sc

al
es

 (
C

T
S)

, a
lc

oh
ol

 
sc

re
en

in
g,

 p
er

so
na

lit
y 

in
ve

nt
or

y,
 d

em
og

ra
ph

ic
 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n.

 B
ot

h:
 t

el
ep

ho
ne

 
ca

lls
 u

si
ng

 C
T

S 
ev

er
y 

3–
12

 m
on

th
s

Pr
ed

ic
tiv

e 
m

od
el

in
g 

of
 

un
de

rr
ep

or
t 

us
in

g 
lo

gi
st

ic
 r

eg
re

ss
io

n

C
an

no
t 

as
su

m
e 

de
ni

al
 a

nd
 m

in
im

iz
at

io
n 

ju
st

 d
is

po
si

tio
na

l o
r 

du
e 

to
 p

er
so

na
lit

y,
 a

s 
so

ci
al

 
ba

ck
gr

ou
nd

, s
itu

at
io

na
l f

ac
to

rs
, a

nd
 a

ss
es

sm
en

t 
of

 c
on

se
qu

en
ce

s 
of

 r
ep

or
tin

g 
ar

e 
re

le
va

nt
, i

n 
cl

in
ic

al
 s

am
pl

es
, u

nd
er

re
po

rt
in

g 
m

ay
 b

e 
m

or
e 

lik
el

y 
to

 b
e 

in
flu

en
ce

d 
by

 p
er

ce
iv

ed
 c

on
se

qu
en

ce
s 

th
an

 p
er

so
na

lit
y 

tr
ai

ts
, p

er
so

na
lit

y 
tr

ai
ts

 a
nd

 s
itu

at
io

na
l f

ac
to

rs
 m

ay
 in

te
ra

ct
 in

 c
lin

ic
al

 s
am

pl
e,

 
on

ce
 c

au
gh

t, 
te

nd
 t

o 
sh

ift
 fr

om
 d

en
ia

l t
o 

m
in

im
iz

at
io

n 
an

d 
ju

st
ifi

ca
tio

n:
 m

os
t 

lik
el

y 
ly

in
g 

is
 

si
tu

at
io

na
l a

nd
 d

ep
en

ds
 o

n 
co

ns
eq

ue
nc

es

St
re

ng
th

s: 
T

ri
an

gu
la

te
d 

w
ith

 p
ol

ic
e 

re
po

rt
s,

 
go

od
 s

am
pl

e 
si

ze
 fo

r 
m

od
el

 t
es

tin
g.

 
W

ea
kn

es
se

s: 
N

o 
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n 

of
 e

th
ic

s 
or

 r
es

ea
rc

he
r 

im
pa

ct
. Q

ua
lit

y 
ra

tin
g:

 7
3%

(c
on
tin
ue
d)

Ta
bl

e 
1.

 (
co

nt
in

ue
d)



7

(S
tu

dy
 ID

) 
A

ut
ho

rs
, d

at
e,

 
co

un
tr

y
Sa

m
pl

e 
an

d 
se

tt
in

g
M

ea
su

re
 o

r 
da

ta
 c

ol
le

ct
io

n
A

na
ly

si
s

R
el

ev
an

t 
fin

di
ng

s
St

re
ng

th
 a

nd
 w

ea
kn

es
se

s

[1
2]

 H
en

ni
ng

 e
t 

al
. 

(2
00

5)
, U

S
12

67
 m

al
e 

an
d 

15
9 

fe
m

al
e 

IP
V

 
pe

rp
et

ra
to

rs
 

m
an

da
te

d 
to

 a
tt

en
d 

D
V

 a
ss

es
sm

en
t 

ce
nt

er

Se
co

nd
ar

y 
us

e 
of

 d
at

a 
co

lle
ct

ed
, 

de
m

og
ra

ph
ic

, a
tt

ri
bu

tio
n,

 
de

ni
al

, m
in

im
iz

at
io

n,
 a

nd
 

ju
st

ifi
ca

tio
n 

sc
al

es
 d

ev
el

op
ed

 
by

 r
es

ea
rc

he
r,

 s
oc

ia
lly

 
de

si
ra

bl
e 

re
sp

on
di

ng
 (

se
lf-

de
fe

ns
iv

en
es

s 
fr

om
 S

A
SS

I-I
II 

an
d 

C
ro

w
ne

–M
ar

lo
w

e 
sc

al
e)

t-
te

st
s 

co
m

pa
ri

ng
 m

al
e 

an
d 

fe
m

al
e 

pe
rp

et
ra

to
rs

Bo
th

 m
en

 a
nd

 w
om

en
 m

or
e 

lik
el

y 
to

 b
la

m
e 

vi
ct

im
 t

ha
n 

se
lf,

 b
ot

h 
ge

nd
er

s 
m

or
e 

so
ci

al
ly

 d
es

ir
ab

le
 

re
sp

on
se

s 
th

an
 n

or
m

 c
om

pa
ra

to
r,

 m
en

 w
or

ki
ng

 t
o 

pr
es

en
t 

ov
er

ly
 p

os
iti

ve
 im

ag
e 

of
 s

el
f i

n 
as

se
ss

m
en

t, 
se

lf-
re

po
rt

s 
by

 b
at

te
re

rs
 in

flu
en

ce
d 

by
 s

oc
ia

lly
 d

es
ir

ab
le

 r
es

po
nd

in
g,

 m
in

im
iz

at
io

n,
 

de
ni

al
, a

nd
 e

xt
er

na
l a

tt
ri

bu
tio

ns
, i

nc
id

en
ts

 r
es

ul
t 

fr
om

 p
ar

tn
er

’s
 p

oo
r 

be
ha

vi
or

St
re

ng
th

s: 
La

rg
e 

sa
m

pl
e 

si
ze

, i
nt

er
na

l 
co

ns
is

te
nc

y 
of

 m
ea

su
re

s 
ac

ce
pt

ab
le

. 
W

ea
kn

es
se

s: 
Sa

m
pl

e 
m

os
tly

 A
fr

ic
an

 
A

m
er

ic
an

, n
ot

 e
xa

m
in

ed
 r

el
at

io
ns

hi
p 

be
tw

ee
n 

va
ri

ab
le

s.
 Q

ua
lit

y 
ra

tin
g:

 6
8%

[1
3]

 L
eC

ou
te

ur
 a

nd
 

O
xl

ad
 (

20
11

), 
A

us
tr

al
ia

9 
at

te
nd

ee
s 

at
 

ba
tt

er
er

 p
ro

gr
am

 
(8

 s
el

f-
re

fe
rr

ed
, 1

 
co

ur
t)

In
te

rv
ie

w
D

is
cu

rs
iv

e 
ps

yc
ho

lo
gy

M
en

 h
ig

hl
ig

ht
 h

ow
 p

ar
tn

er
 h

as
 d

ev
ia

te
d 

fr
om

 c
om

m
on

 s
en

se
, m

or
al

 o
rd

er
 o

f p
ro

pe
r 

be
ha

vi
or

 fo
r 

th
e 

va
ri

ou
s 

ca
te

go
ri

es
 o

f w
om

an
, a

nd
 t

hi
s 

is
 u

se
d 

to
 ju

st
ify

 v
io

le
nc

e.
 T

he
 t

em
po

ra
l o

rd
er

 o
f t

he
ir

 
st

or
ie

s 
co

ns
tr

uc
ts

 a
 s

itu
at

io
n 

w
he

re
 t

he
ir

 b
eh

av
io

r 
is

 u
nd

er
st

an
da

bl
e 

an
d 

ca
te

go
ry

 a
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

 
(h

us
ba

nd
), 

m
en

 u
se

d 
ev

er
y 

da
y 

di
sc

ur
si

ve
 p

ra
ct

ic
e 

of
 g

en
de

r 
m

em
be

rs
hi

p 
to

 ju
st

ify
 v

io
le

nc
e—

ne
ed

 t
o 

m
ai

nt
ai

n 
m

or
al

 o
rd

er
 o

f g
en

de
r 

ro
le

s

St
re

ng
th

s: 
D

es
cr

ip
tio

n 
of

 e
th

ic
al

 
co

ns
id

er
at

io
ns

, t
he

or
et

ic
al

 b
as

is
 fo

r 
an

al
ys

is
 c

le
ar

, w
el

l e
vi

de
nc

ed
 b

y 
da

ta
. 

W
ea

kn
es

se
s: 

N
o 

de
sc

ri
pt

io
n 

of
 a

na
ly

si
s 

or
 r

ig
or

, n
o 

co
ns

id
er

at
io

n 
of

 r
es

ea
rc

he
r 

im
pa

ct
. Q

ua
lit

y 
ra

tin
g:

 8
0%

[1
4]

 L
eJ

eu
ne

 a
nd

 F
ol

le
tt

e 
(1

99
4)

, U
S

46
5 

m
al

e 
an

d 
fe

m
al

e 
un

de
rg

ra
du

at
es

, 
of

 w
hi

ch
 3

1%
 

re
po

rt
ed

 v
io

le
nc

e

D
at

in
g 

vi
ol

en
ce

 s
ur

ve
y 

in
co

rp
or

at
in

g 
de

m
og

ra
ph

ic
s,

 
bl

am
e 

fo
r 

vi
ol

en
ce

, a
nd

  
C

on
fli

ct
 T

ac
tic

s 
Sc

al
e

χ2
 c

om
pa

ri
ng

 m
en

 a
nd

 
w

om
en

W
om

en
 m

or
e 

lik
el

y 
th

an
 m

en
 t

o 
ta

ke
 r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

 fo
r 

in
iti

at
in

g 
vi

ol
en

ce
. W

om
en

 m
ay

 b
e 

so
ci

al
iz

ed
 t

o 
ac

ce
pt

 r
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 fo

r 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
co

nf
lic

t 
w

hi
le

 m
en

 le
ss

 li
ke

ly
 t

o 
ta

ke
 

re
sp

on
si

bi
lit

y 
du

e 
to

 s
tig

m
a 

at
ta

ch
ed

 t
o 

be
in

g 
se

en
 a

s 
an

 “
ab

us
iv

e 
m

an
.”

 M
en

 w
ho

 r
ep

or
t 

in
iti

at
in

g 
vi

ol
en

ce
 m

or
e 

lik
el

y 
to

 r
ep

or
t 

al
co

ho
l/d

ru
g 

us
e 

th
an

 fe
m

al
e 

in
iti

at
or

s.
 M

en
 m

ay
 b

e 
m

or
e 

lik
el

y 
to

 a
tt

ri
bu

te
 b

la
m

e 
to

 in
to

xi
ca

tio
n

St
re

ng
th

s: 
La

rg
e 

sa
m

pl
e.

 W
ea

kn
es

se
s: 

In
co

ns
is

te
nt

 a
na

ly
si

s,
 r

ea
so

ns
 fo

r 
di

ffe
re

nc
es

 in
 r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

 t
ak

in
g 

no
t 

re
la

te
d 

to
 d

at
a 

ga
th

er
ed

, n
o 

di
sc

us
si

on
 o

f v
al

id
at

io
n 

of
 b

la
m

e 
sc

al
e,

 
no

 d
is

cu
ss

io
n 

of
 e

th
ic

s 
or

 r
at

io
na

le
 fo

r 
sa

m
pl

e.
 Q

ua
lit

y 
ra

tin
g:

 5
5%

[1
5]

 L
ev

itt
 e

t 
al

. (
20

08
), 

U
S

12
 lo

w
-in

co
m

e 
IP

V
 

pe
rp

et
ra

to
rs

, 
co

m
m

un
ity

In
te

rv
ie

w
, C

on
fli

ct
 T

ac
tic

s 
Sc

al
e 

us
ed

 fo
r 

sc
re

en
in

g
G

ro
un

de
d 

th
eo

ry
Bl

am
e 

be
ca

us
e 

th
ey

 e
xp

er
ie

nc
e 

th
ei

r 
pa

rt
ne

rs
 a

s 
“w

ill
fu

lly
 a

nd
 s

ki
llf

ul
ly

” 
tr

yi
ng

 t
o 

up
se

t 
th

em
 r

at
he

r 
th

an
 t

ry
in

g 
to

 m
ee

t 
th

ei
r 

ow
n 

ne
ed

s,
 s

ee
 a

ng
er

 a
s 

th
e 

on
ly

 w
ay

 t
o 

ga
in

 r
es

pe
ct

 a
nd

 a
vo

id
 t

hr
ea

ts
 

to
 m

as
cu

lin
ity

, o
ne

 p
ar

tic
ip

an
t 

al
te

re
d 

hi
s 

pa
rt

ne
r’

s 
ge

nd
er

 t
o 

pe
rm

it 
hi

s 
ch

oi
ce

 t
o 

as
se

rt
 h

is
 o

w
n 

m
as

cu
lin

ity
 t

hr
ou

gh
 a

gg
re

ss
io

n

St
re

ng
th

s: 
St

ep
s 

to
 a

ss
ur

e 
ri

go
r,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
cr

ed
ib

ili
ty

 c
he

ck
s 

w
ith

 p
ar

tic
ip

an
ts

, 
sa

tu
ra

tio
n 

re
ac

he
d,

 in
te

re
st

in
g 

an
gl

e 
co

ns
id

er
in

g 
in

te
rp

la
y 

w
ith

 r
el

ig
io

us
 

be
lie

fs
. W

ea
kn

es
se

s: 
Q

ui
te

 h
om

og
en

eo
us

 
sa

m
pl

e.
 Q

ua
lit

y 
ra

tin
g:

 9
0%

[1
6]

 L
ila

 e
t 

al
. (

20
13

), 
Sp

ai
n

31
4 

IP
V

 p
er

pe
tr

at
or

s 
co

ur
t 

m
an

da
te

d 
to

 
at

te
nd

 a
 b

at
te

re
rs

 
pr

og
ra

m

C
lo

se
 a

nd
 in

tim
at

e 
co

m
pa

ni
on

s 
sc

al
e,

 fo
rm

al
 

so
ci

al
 s

up
po

rt
 fr

om
 

co
m

m
un

ity
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
ns

, 
ce

nt
er

 fo
r 

ep
id

em
io

lo
gi

c 
st

ud
ie

s 
de

pr
es

si
on

 s
ca

le
, 

R
os

en
be

rg
 s

el
f-

es
te

em
 s

ca
le

, 
vi

ct
im

-b
la

m
in

g 
sc

al
e 

fr
om

 
re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
y 

at
tr

ib
ut

io
n 

sc
al

e

C
or

re
la

tio
ns

 a
nd

 s
tr

uc
tu

ra
l 

m
od

el
in

g
V

ic
tim

 b
la

m
in

g 
ne

ga
tiv

el
y 

re
la

te
d 

to
 s

el
f-

es
te

em
 a

nd
 p

os
iti

ve
ly

 r
el

at
ed

 t
o 

de
pr

es
si

ve
 s

ym
pt

om
s.

 L
ow

 
se

lf-
es

te
em

 a
nd

 d
ep

re
ss

iv
e 

sy
m

pt
om

s =
 m

or
e 

lik
el

y 
to

 p
er

ce
iv

e 
si

tu
at

io
ns

 a
nd

 b
eh

av
io

r 
of

 o
th

er
s 

as
 t

hr
ea

ts
. B

la
m

in
g 

ot
he

rs
 h

el
ps

 t
o 

pr
ot

ec
t 

se
lf-

im
ag

e

St
re

ng
th

s: 
C

le
ar

 r
at

io
na

le
 fo

r 
st

ud
y,

 g
oo

d 
sa

m
pl

e 
si

ze
, e

xa
m

in
ed

 r
el

at
io

ns
hi

p 
be

tw
ee

n 
va

ri
ab

le
s.

 W
ea

kn
es

se
s: 

N
o 

da
ta

 
fo

r 
et

hn
ic

ity
, v

ic
tim

 b
la

m
in

g 
as

se
ss

ed
 b

y 
on

ly
 t

hr
ee

 q
ue

st
io

ns
. Q

ua
lit

y 
ra

tin
g:

 8
0%

[1
7]

 M
ul

la
ne

y 
(2

00
7)

, U
S

14
 m

en
 e

ith
er

 p
re

- 
(1

1)
 o

r 
po

st
- 

(3
) 

IP
V

 t
re

at
m

en
t

In
te

rv
ie

w
s

N
o 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

O
ve

rw
he

lm
in

gl
y 

ju
st

ifi
ed

 r
at

he
r 

th
an

 e
xc

us
ed

, f
or

 e
xa

m
pl

e,
 I 

di
d 

it 
bu

t 
in

 r
es

po
ns

e 
to

 h
er

 b
eh

av
io

r,
 

th
e 

th
in

gs
 t

he
y 

do
n’

t d
o 

co
un

t 
m

or
e 

th
an

 t
he

 t
hi

ng
s 

th
ey

 d
o 

be
ca

us
e 

th
at

 s
ho

w
s 

th
ey

 a
re

 n
ot

 
ba

tt
er

er
s 

an
d 

al
lo

w
s 

th
em

 t
o 

up
ho

ld
 im

ag
e 

of
 m

en
 a

s 
pr

ot
ec

to
rs

 o
f w

om
en

, n
ot

 in
te

re
st

ed
 in

 
sa

vi
ng

 fa
ce

 g
en

er
al

ly
 (

i.e
., 

by
 e

xc
us

in
g 

or
 d

en
yi

ng
), 

ju
st

ify
in

g 
al

lo
w

s 
th

em
 t

o 
sa

ve
 fa

ce
 a

s 
m

en
: 

vi
ol

en
ce

 p
re

se
nt

ed
 a

s 
po

si
tiv

e 
as

 r
es

to
ri

ng
 t

he
ir

 r
ig

ht
s 

an
d 

pr
iv

ile
ge

s.
 T

he
y 

fo
cu

s 
on

 t
he

 u
nj

us
t 

w
ay

s 
ot

he
rs

 (
w

om
en

, C
ri

m
in

al
 Ju

st
ic

e 
Sy

st
em

) 
ha

ve
 e

m
as

cu
la

te
d 

th
em

. F
ee

l j
us

tif
ie

d 
in

 v
io

le
nc

e 
be

ca
us

e 
th

ey
 a

re
 d

oi
ng

 w
ha

t 
m

en
 s

ho
ul

d 
do

 a
nd

 w
om

en
 a

re
 n

ot
 t

ha
nk

fu
l, 

w
he

n 
m

en
 b

la
m

e 
w

om
en

, a
re

 u
ph

ol
di

ng
 a

 d
ic

ho
to

m
ou

s 
vi

ew
 o

f g
en

de
r 

w
he

re
 w

om
en

 a
re

 u
nr

ul
y 

an
d 

un
ab

le
 

to
 c

on
tr

ol
 t

he
m

se
lv

es
, m

en
 s

aw
 t

he
ir

 p
ar

tn
er

’s
 h

ur
tf

ul
 d

ec
is

io
ns

 a
s 

th
e 

re
as

on
 t

he
ir

 v
io

le
nt

 
re

sp
on

se
s 

w
er

e 
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e,
 m

en
 c

on
tin

ue
d 

to
 e

xe
rt

 p
ow

er
 o

ve
r 

th
ei

r 
pa

rt
ne

rs
 b

y 
th

e 
w

ay
 t

he
y 

ap
ol

og
iz

ed
 (

on
ly

 a
ft

er
 s

he
 h

ad
), 

bl
am

ed
 o

r 
re

fu
se

d 
to

 a
cc

ou
nt

 fo
r 

th
ei

r 
vi

ol
en

ce
 a

t 
al

l, 
by

 r
ef

us
in

g 
to

 a
cc

ou
nt

 t
o 

th
ei

r 
pa

rt
ne

r 
m

en
 in

vo
ke

 t
he

ir
 m

al
e 

pr
iv

ile
ge

 o
f n

ot
 n

ee
di

ng
 t

o 
ac

co
un

t 
fo

r 
th

ei
r 

ac
tio

ns

St
re

ng
th

s: 
D

is
cu

ss
io

n 
of

 li
m

ita
tio

ns
, d

at
a 

su
pp

or
ts

 id
en

tif
ie

d 
th

em
es

. W
ea

kn
es

se
s: 

N
o 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

on
 a

na
ly

si
s 

m
et

ho
d,

 
ju

dg
m

en
ta

l l
an

gu
ag

e 
us

ed
 in

 r
es

ea
rc

he
r’

s 
an

al
ys

is
 o

f c
om

m
en

ts
 s

ug
ge

st
in

g 
bi

as
, n

o 
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n 

fo
r 

et
hi

cs
 o

r 
re

se
ar

ch
er

 
im

pa
ct

. Q
ua

lit
y 

ra
tin

g:
 5

5%

[1
8]

 P
an

uz
io

 e
t 

al
. 

(2
00

6)
, U

S
30

3 
m

en
 in

 a
lc

oh
ol

 
ab

us
e 

tr
ea

tm
en

t 
an

d 
th

ei
r 

pa
rt

ne
rs

C
on

fli
ct

 T
ac

tic
s 

Sc
al

e,
 a

lc
oh

ol
 

de
pe

nd
en

cy
 s

ca
le

, M
ic

hi
ga

n 
al

co
ho

lis
m

 s
cr

ee
ni

ng
 t

es
t, 

m
ar

ita
l s

ta
tu

s 
in

ve
nt

or
y,

 
dy

ad
ic

 a
dj

us
tm

en
t 

sc
al

e,
 

m
al

es
 o

nl
y:

 s
tr

uc
tu

re
d 

cl
in

ic
al

 
in

te
rv

ie
w

 fo
r 

D
SM

-II
I-R

 
an

tis
oc

ia
l p

er
so

na
lit

y 
di

so
rd

er
 

m
od

ul
e,

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 p

er
so

na
lit

y 
in

ve
nt

or
y 

so
ci

al
iz

at
io

n 
sc

al
e

Es
tim

at
es

, c
or

re
la

te
s,

 a
nd

 
di

re
ct

io
n 

of
 p

ar
tn

er
 

co
nc

or
da

nc
e

H
ig

he
r 

al
co

ho
l p

ro
bl

em
 s

ev
er

ity
 a

nd
 p

oo
re

r 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
ad

ju
st

m
en

t 
co

rr
el

at
ed

 w
ith

 h
ig

he
r 

co
nc

or
da

nc
e 

of
 p

sy
ch

ol
og

ic
al

 a
gg

re
ss

io
n 

at
 b

iv
ar

ia
te

 le
ve

l, 
hi

gh
er

 a
nt

is
oc

ia
l a

nd
 p

sy
ch

op
at

hi
c 

pe
rs

on
al

ity
 fe

at
ur

es
 c

or
re

la
te

d 
w

ith
 h

ig
he

r 
co

nc
or

da
nc

e 
of

 m
al

e 
pe

rp
et

ra
te

d 
ph

ys
ic

al
 a

nd
 

ps
yc

ho
lo

gi
ca

l a
gg

re
ss

io
n,

 a
nt

is
oc

ia
l p

er
so

na
lit

y 
on

ly
 s

ig
ni

fic
an

t 
pr

ed
ic

to
r 

of
 c

on
co

rd
an

ce
 w

he
n 

ot
he

rs
 a

cc
ou

nt
ed

 fo
r,

 h
ig

he
r 

A
nt

i-s
oc

ia
l P

er
so

na
lit

y 
D

is
or

de
r 

tr
ai

ts
 m

ay
 b

e 
m

or
e 

ac
ce

pt
in

g 
of

 
vi

ol
en

ce
 a

nd
 id

en
tif

y 
m

or
e 

st
ro

ng
ly

 w
ith

 m
as

cu
lin

e 
ge

nd
er

 r
ol

es
, s

o 
do

 n
ot

 fe
el

 t
he

y 
ne

ed
 t

o 
co

nc
ea

l v
io

le
nc

e,
 m

en
 m

ay
 u

nd
er

re
po

rt
 t

he
ir

 a
gg

re
ss

io
n 

to
 a

vo
id

 n
eg

at
iv

e 
ev

al
ua

tio
n

St
re

ng
th

s: 
C

le
ar

 r
at

io
na

le
 a

nd
 m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
, 

co
ns

id
er

ed
 fe

m
al

e 
pe

rp
et

ra
tio

n 
in

 t
he

 
co

up
le

. W
ea

kn
es

se
s: 

N
o 

m
en

tio
n 

of
 

et
hi

cs
, e

nt
ir

e 
sa

m
pl

e 
w

er
e 

he
lp

 s
ee

ki
ng

 
ra

th
er

 t
ha

n 
so

m
e 

m
an

da
te

d.
 Q

ua
lit

y 
ra

tin
g:

 9
3%

Ta
bl

e 
1.

 (
co

nt
in

ue
d)

(c
on
tin
ue
d)



8 

(S
tu

dy
 ID

) 
A

ut
ho

rs
, d

at
e,

 
co

un
tr

y
Sa

m
pl

e 
an

d 
se

tt
in

g
M

ea
su

re
 o

r 
da

ta
 c

ol
le

ct
io

n
A

na
ly

si
s

R
el

ev
an

t 
fin

di
ng

s
St

re
ng

th
 a

nd
 w

ea
kn

es
se

s

[2
0]

 R
ei

tz
 (

19
99

), 
U

S
9 

m
en

 a
tt

en
di

ng
 

co
m

m
un

ity
 IP

V
 

pr
og

ra
m

In
te

rv
ie

w
s

Ex
is

te
nt

ia
l p

he
no

m
en

ol
og

y
M

en
 v

al
ue

 b
ei

ng
 d

om
in

an
t 

bu
t 

vi
ol

en
ce

 is
 s

ee
n 

as
 “

ba
d,

” 
so

 c
on

st
ru

ct
 a

n 
ou

t 
of

 c
on

tr
ol

, n
ot

 m
e 

na
rr

at
iv

e 
w

he
re

 v
io

le
nc

e 
is

 a
 fo

rc
ed

 c
ho

ic
e 

an
d 

th
er

ef
or

e 
th

ey
 a

re
 n

ot
 a

cc
ou

nt
ab

le
, t

hu
s 

av
oi

di
ng

 
co

nf
lic

t 
be

tw
ee

n 
vi

ol
en

ce
 b

ad
, d

om
in

an
ce

 g
oo

d,
 m

en
 s

aw
 t

he
ir

 r
el

at
io

ns
hi

ps
 a

s 
fu

nd
am

en
ta

lly
 

ad
ve

rs
ar

ia
l w

he
re

 t
he

y 
w

ou
ld

 w
in

 o
r 

lo
se

, w
hi

ch
 ju

st
ifi

ed
 t

he
ir

 a
gg

re
ss

io
n,

 m
en

 t
ri

ed
 t

o 
po

si
tio

n 
th

em
se

lv
es

 a
s 

go
od

 b
y 

st
op

pi
ng

 t
he

 “
ev

il”
 t

he
y 

sa
w

 in
 o

th
er

s,
 e

sp
ec

ia
lly

 p
ar

tn
er

s,
 m

en
 r

em
em

be
r 

th
ei

r 
vi

ol
en

t 
be

ha
vi

or
 b

ut
 fi

nd
 it

 in
co

ns
is

te
nt

 w
ith

 w
ho

 t
he

y 
th

in
k 

th
ey

 a
re

 a
nd

 r
at

io
na

liz
e 

it 
as

 
be

in
g 

ou
t 

of
 c

on
tr

ol
 t

o 
re

liv
e 

th
e 

in
te

rn
al

 c
on

fli
ct

, b
el

ie
ve

 v
io

le
nc

e 
is

 ju
st

ifi
ed

 b
ec

au
se

 p
ar

tn
er

 h
as

 
tr

ig
ge

re
d 

a 
ch

ai
n 

of
 e

ve
nt

s,
 ju

st
ify

 a
bu

si
ve

 b
eh

av
io

r 
du

e 
to

 c
ul

tu
ra

l b
el

ie
fs

 a
nd

 v
al

ue
s 

ab
ou

t 
ro

le
s 

of
 m

en
 a

nd
 w

om
en

 (
e.

g.
, c

an
 s

ho
ut

 a
t 

w
ife

 b
ut

 n
ot

 b
os

s)

St
re

ng
th

s: 
V

er
y 

ro
bu

st
 m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
 a

nd
 

cl
ea

r 
de

sc
ri

pt
io

n 
of

 s
te

ps
 t

o 
en

su
re

 
ri

go
r,

 c
on

si
de

ra
tio

n 
of

 r
es

ea
rc

he
r 

im
pa

ct
. W

ea
kn

es
se

s: 
A

ll 
pa

rt
ic

ip
an

ts
 

in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 t

re
at

m
en

t 
an

d 
vo

lu
nt

ee
re

d 
fo

r 
al

tr
ui

st
ic

 r
ea

so
ns

. Q
ua

lit
y 

ra
tin

g:
 1

00
%

[2
1]

 R
od

ri
gu

ez
 e

t 
al

. 
(2

02
0)

, U
S

20
 h

et
er

os
ex

ua
l 

co
up

le
s 

fr
om

 a
 

he
al

th
 c

lin
ic

 w
ho

 
re

po
rt

ed
 IP

V
—

15
 

co
m

pl
et

ed
 s

tu
dy

 
an

d 
in

cl
ud

ed
 in

 fi
na

l 
sa

m
pl

e

D
ai

ly
 t

el
ep

ho
ne

 s
ur

ve
ys

 
fo

r 
8 

w
ee

ks
 (

to
uc

h 
to

ne
 

re
sp

on
se

s)
 a

nd
 p

os
t-

st
ud

y 
in

te
rv

ie
w

s

D
es

cr
ip

tiv
e 

an
al

ys
is

 o
f 

de
m

og
ra

ph
ic

s 
an

d 
da

ily
 

ab
us

e 
re

po
rt

s,
 s

or
t 

da
ta

 in
to

 p
re

-id
en

tif
ie

d 
th

em
es

, c
re

at
e 

ad
di

tio
na

l 
th

em
es

 a
nd

 s
ub

th
em

es
. 

So
rt

 q
uo

te
 b

y 
co

up
le

 t
o 

as
se

ss
 c

on
co

rd
an

ce

H
es

ita
nt

 t
o 

ca
ll 

th
ei

r 
ag

gr
es

si
ve

 b
eh

av
io

r 
ab

us
e 

or
 v

io
le

nc
e,

 s
ug

ge
st

in
g 

a 
bo

un
da

ry
 o

n 
ab

us
iv

e 
be

ha
vi

or
 t

ha
t 

th
ey

 h
ad

 n
ot

 c
ro

ss
ed

, t
w

o 
m

ai
n 

th
em

es
 in

 m
al

e 
ac

co
un

ts
: d

is
as

so
ci

at
io

n 
fr

om
 

id
en

tit
y 

of
 a

n 
ab

us
er

 a
nd

 ju
st

ifi
ca

tio
n 

fo
r 

ab
us

e.
 In

di
re

ct
 la

ng
ua

ge
 is

 u
se

d 
to

 d
is

as
so

ci
at

e 
an

d 
re

m
ov

e 
m

en
 fr

om
 t

he
 s

to
ry

, m
al

e 
pa

rt
ic

ip
an

ts
 m

ad
e 

us
e 

of
 s

ix
 t

yp
es

 o
f j

us
tif

ic
at

io
n,

 a
ll 

bl
am

in
g 

pa
rt

ne
r 

or
 s

ub
st

an
ce

 u
se

St
re

ng
th

s: 
C

on
si

de
ra

tio
n 

of
 p

ar
tic

ip
an

t 
sa

fe
ty

, u
se

 o
f d

at
a 

to
 s

up
po

rt
 fi

nd
in

gs
. 

W
ea

kn
es

se
s: 

R
ep

re
se

nt
at

iv
en

es
s 

of
 

sa
m

pl
e:

 a
ll 

La
tin

a,
 p

ar
tic

ip
an

ts
 in

 
da

ng
er

ou
s 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

 e
xc

lu
de

d,
 

re
se

ar
ch

er
 b

ui
lt 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

w
ith

 
pa

rt
ic

ip
an

ts
 o

ve
r 

th
e 

8 
w

ee
ks

, b
ut

 o
nl

y 
co

ns
id

er
ed

 t
he

m
 a

s 
po

si
tiv

e 
an

d 
no

t 
po

te
nt

ia
l b

ia
s.

 Q
ua

lit
y 

ra
tin

g:
 9

5%
[2

2]
 S

m
ith

 (
20

07
), 

U
S

24
 m

en
 a

bo
ut

 t
o 

st
ar

t 
ba

tt
er

er
 t

re
at

m
en

t, 
m

os
t 

co
ur

ts
 

or
de

re
d

In
te

rv
ie

w
s

Ex
is

te
nt

ia
l p

he
no

m
en

ol
og

y
D

id
 n

ot
 fe

el
 r

em
or

se
fu

l, 
fe

lt 
ab

us
e 

w
as

 n
or

m
al

, j
us

tif
ie

d,
 o

r 
no

t 
a 

bi
g 

de
al

, a
ll 

m
en

 e
m

ot
io

na
lly

 
de

fe
nd

 a
nd

 p
ro

te
ct

 t
he

m
se

lv
es

 t
hr

ou
gh

 s
el

f-
de

ce
pt

io
n,

 d
ue

 t
o 

ch
ild

ho
od

 t
ra

um
a 

ha
ve

 d
ef

ic
its

 
in

 e
m

ot
io

na
l s

ki
lls

 n
ee

de
d 

to
 r

ec
og

ni
ze

 a
nd

 c
op

e 
w

ith
 s

tr
on

g 
fe

el
in

gs
 s

uc
h 

as
 fe

ar
, s

ha
m

e,
 a

nd
 

vu
ln

er
ab

ili
ty

, s
o 

ha
ve

 t
o 

de
fe

nd
 a

ga
in

st
 t

he
se

 fe
el

in
gs

 w
ith

 d
en

ia
l, 

ra
tio

na
liz

at
io

n,
 a

nd
 p

ro
je

ct
io

n,
 

sa
w

 t
he

m
se

lv
es

 a
s 

la
w

-a
bi

di
ng

 c
iti

ze
ns

 s
o 

re
je

ct
ed

 t
he

 in
te

rp
re

ta
tio

ns
 t

ha
t 

th
ei

r 
be

ha
vi

or
 w

as
 

cr
im

in
al

 a
nd

 fo
cu

se
d 

on
 h

ow
 t

he
y 

ha
d 

be
en

 v
ic

tim
iz

ed

St
re

ng
th

s: 
A

 c
le

ar
 r

at
io

na
le

 fo
r 

th
e 

m
et

ho
do

lo
gy

, s
om

e 
de

sc
ri

pt
io

n 
of

 
ri

go
r,

 g
oo

d 
us

e 
of

 q
uo

te
s 

to
 s

up
po

rt
 

fin
di

ng
s,

 in
te

re
st

in
g 

in
te

rt
w

in
in

g 
w

ith
 

se
lf-

de
ce

pt
io

n 
th

eo
ry

. W
ea

kn
es

se
s: 

A
ll 

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

 w
er

e 
W

hi
te

. Q
ua

lit
y 

ra
tin

g:
 8

5%
[2

3]
 S

ta
m

p 
an

d 
Sa

bo
ur

in
 

(1
99

5)
, U

S
15

 m
en

 m
an

da
te

d 
on

 t
he

 b
at

te
re

r 
pr

og
ra

m

In
te

rv
ie

w
s

C
on

st
an

t 
co

m
pa

ri
so

n
A

tt
ri

bu
tio

na
l p

ro
ce

ss
es

 r
ei

nf
or

ce
 b

eh
av

io
r 

an
d 

ne
ed

 t
o 

be
 c

on
si

de
re

d 
in

 t
re

at
m

en
t, 

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
 

po
w

er
le

ss
ne

ss
 in

 t
he

 a
bu

si
ve

 s
itu

at
io

n,
 a

nd
 lo

se
 c

on
tr

ol
 o

ve
r 

th
e 

vi
ol

en
ce

, s
o 

m
an

ag
in

g 
th

e 
ac

co
un

t 
al

lo
w

s 
th

em
 t

o 
ha

ve
 c

on
tr

ol
 o

ve
r 

ho
w

 t
he

ir
 v

io
le

nc
e 

is
 r

ep
re

se
nt

ed
, s

ee
m

 t
o 

be
 

se
ek

in
g 

un
de

rs
ta

nd
in

g 
be

ca
us

e 
al

le
vi

at
in

g 
so

 m
uc

h 
pe

rs
on

al
 r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

 in
 t

he
 n

ar
ra

tiv
e,

 a
nd

 
th

e 
na

rr
at

iv
es

 t
he

y 
co

ns
tr

uc
t 

ar
e 

un
de

rs
ta

nd
ab

le
 b

ec
au

se
 w

or
k 

w
ith

in
 d

om
in

an
t 

m
et

ap
ho

rs
 o

f 
A

m
er

ic
an

 li
fe

, e
m

ph
as

is
 o

n 
w

ha
t 

th
ey

 d
id

 n
ot

 d
o 

(r
es

tr
ai

nt
) 

al
lo

w
s 

th
em

 t
o 

re
co

ns
tr

uc
t 

it 
as

 t
he

m
 

ha
vi

ng
 c

on
tr

ol
 a

nd
 m

ak
es

 it
 m

or
e 

pa
la

ta
bl

e 
(c

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
be

en
 w

or
se

), 
m

in
im

iz
e 

th
e 

am
ou

nt
 o

f 
vi

ol
en

ce
 s

o 
ar

e 
no

t 
ca

te
go

ri
ze

d 
as

 a
bu

si
ve

, r
es

ul
tin

g 
in

ju
ry

 is
 d

es
cr

ib
ed

 a
s 

a 
re

su
lt 

of
 a

n 
ac

ci
de

nt
, 

no
t 

hi
s 

be
ha

vi
or

St
re

ng
th

s: 
U

se
 o

f d
at

a 
to

 s
up

po
rt

 t
he

m
es

, 
in

te
re

st
in

g 
in

cl
us

io
n 

of
 t

he
 e

nt
ir

e 
na

rr
at

iv
e 

to
 s

ho
w

 t
he

m
es

 w
or

ki
ng

 
to

ge
th

er
. W

ea
kn

es
se

s: 
In

te
rv

ie
w

s 
ar

e 
ve

ry
 s

ho
rt

 (
4–

19
 m

in
ut

es
), 

w
ith

 
no

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

re
ga

rd
in

g 
et

hi
cs

 o
r 

re
se

ar
ch

er
 im

pa
ct

. Q
ua

lit
y 

ra
tin

g:
 6

0%

[2
4]

 T
ill

ey
 a

nd
 B

ra
ck

le
y 

(2
00

5)
, U

S
16

 m
en

 o
n 

m
an

da
te

d 
ba

tt
er

er
’s

 p
ro

gr
am

In
te

rv
ie

w
s

G
ro

un
de

d 
th

eo
ry

M
en

 d
id

 n
ot

 r
ec

og
ni

ze
 b

eh
av

io
r 

as
 a

bu
si

ve
, t

ho
ug

ht
 it

 w
as

 a
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

 a
nd

 d
id

 n
ot

 t
hi

nk
 a

bo
ut

 t
he

 
co

ns
eq

ue
nc

es
 o

f t
he

ir
 b

eh
av

io
r,

 w
hi

ch
 c

on
tr

ib
ut

ed
 t

o 
th

ei
r 

ab
us

e,
 ju

st
ify

in
g 

in
cl

ud
es

 b
el

ie
fs

 t
ha

t 
pe

op
le

 d
es

er
ve

 t
o 

be
 h

ur
t 

an
d 

vi
ol

en
ce

 is
 a

 n
or

m
al

 r
es

po
ns

e,
 o

ne
 p

er
so

n 
co

ns
ci

ou
sl

y 
ju

st
ifi

ed
 

to
 n

ot
 fe

el
 b

ad
 a

bo
ut

 it
, m

od
el

 o
f t

he
 v

io
le

nt
 fa

m
ily

, w
he

re
 ju

st
ify

in
g 

an
d 

m
in

im
iz

in
g 

vi
ol

en
ce

 a
re

 
pr

im
ar

y 
el

em
en

ts
 a

nd
 c

on
tr

ib
ut

e 
to

 t
he

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
of

 fa
m

ily
 v

io
le

nc
e,

 d
es

en
si

tiz
in

g 
of

 v
io

le
nc

e 
ov

er
 t

im
e 

al
lo

w
ed

 p
er

pe
tr

at
or

s 
an

d 
vi

ct
im

s 
to

 ju
st

ify
 v

io
le

nc
e 

or
 d

is
m

is
s 

it 
as

 n
or

m
al

St
re

ng
th

s: 
Et

hi
ca

l c
on

si
de

ra
tio

ns
, d

ev
el

op
s 

a 
m

od
el

 o
f t

he
 v

io
le

nt
 fa

m
ily

. W
ea

kn
es

se
s: 

N
o 

de
sc

ri
pt

io
n 

of
 a

na
ly

si
s 

m
et

ho
ds

 
to

 e
ns

ur
e 

ri
go

r,
 n

o 
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n 

of
 r

es
ea

rc
he

r 
im

pa
ct

, n
o 

su
pp

or
tin

g 
qu

ot
es

. Q
ua

lit
y 

ra
tin

g:
 8

0%
[2

5]
 W

el
do

n 
an

d 
G

ilc
hr

is
t 

(2
01

2)
, U

K
6 

m
al

e 
IP

V
 

pe
rp

et
ra

to
rs

 in
 

cu
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 c

le
ar

 t
he

m
e 

of
 v

io
le

nc
e 

is
 a

cc
ep

ta
bl

e,
 w

om
en

 a
re

 s
ee

n 
as

 p
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 c
on

tr
ol
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 d
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 c
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 p
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 d
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 p

ro
vi

de
s 

qu
ot

es
 t

o 
su

pp
or

t 
th
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 r
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ra
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 c
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 o
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at
io

n 
an

d 
de

ni
al

 s
er

ve
 a

 p
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 c
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 c
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 p
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 b
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l c
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 d

es
ir

e 
fo

r 
th

e 
re

se
ar

ch
er

 n
ot

 t
o 

se
e 

th
em

 a
s 

ba
d

St
re

ng
th

s: 
Et

hi
ca

l c
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f d
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 p
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 d
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, d
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 c

ol
le

ct
io

n
A

na
ly

si
s

R
el

ev
an

t 
fin

di
ng

s
St

re
ng

th
 a

nd
 w

ea
kn

es
se

s

[2
7]
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 b
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 o
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at
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at
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 d
ur

in
g 

ab
us

e 
to

 in
flu

en
ce

 t
he

 
ap

pr
ai

sa
ls

 o
f t

he
 v

ic
tim

, d
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 m
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 b
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 s
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 d
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 d
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 b
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 b
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 p
ar

tn
er

, a
bl

e 
to

 k
ee
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 b
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 c
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l b
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 p
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l c
on

si
de

ra
tio

ns
, c

on
si
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 d

iv
er

se
 s

am
pl

e,
 

m
od

el
 d
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 p
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l f
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at
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 d
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 d
o 

no
t 

en
jo

y 
it;

 a
tt

ri
bu

tin
g 

vi
ol

en
ce

 t
o 

ex
te

rn
al

 c
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l c
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at
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 r
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 d
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 m
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 d
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ei
ng

 t
he

 a
ct

io
n 

as
 h

ar
m

fu
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 p
ro

vo
ki

ng
 t

he
m

 in
to

 
th

ei
r 

ab
us

iv
e 

be
ha

vi
or

, c
on

fli
ct

 b
et

w
ee

n 
th

e 
id

ea
 o

f a
 r

ea
l m

an
 a

s 
do

m
in

an
t 

an
d 

su
pe

ri
or

 (
an

d 
en

tit
le

d 
to

 e
nf

or
ce

 t
ha

t)
 a

nd
 a

 p
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 o
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 p
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 r
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w
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at
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 p
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 p
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f r
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 d
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 b
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 t
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 d
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re
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 D
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at
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 p
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 c
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 b
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’ d
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 d
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 r
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at
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 b
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 d
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 d
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 c
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pr
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Of the three mixed-methods studies, one [4] was consid-
erably higher scoring than the other two [10, 30]. While all 
three studies included a clear rationale for a mixed-methods 
approach, limited detail in studies 10 and 30 made it difficult 
to appraise the qualitative aspect. Studies 4 and 30 clearly 
integrated the findings of both aspects of the study, while 
Study 10 did not.

As there was considerable consistency within the findings 
of the papers, the weighting of studies was rarely required. 
Where two papers gave conflicting views, their quality rating 
combined with their areas of weakness was considered. If, for 
example, one paper had a lower quality rating, but the only 
weakness was that one had not provided information about 
ethical approval, no weighting was applied, however, if one 
had weaknesses in its methodology weighting was applied, 
for example in theme 2c: influence how they are seen.

Narrative Synthesis

Narrative synthesis (Popay et al., 2006) was used to analyze 
the data extracted from the 31 studies. This synthesis of the 
data resulted in three overarching themes being identified: 
facilitators, self-protection, and instrumental. Each theme 
comprises several subthemes. The themes are presented in 
Table 2 in order of frequency within the sample.

Theme 1: Facilitators. This theme represents the characteris-
tics of men who have been abusive to a partner that facilitate 
their use of DMJB, and includes four subthemes, supported 
by 24 studies. These traits result in the man believing his 
minimized and justified account as it is consistent with the 
way he views and experiences the world. Rather than the 
man deliberately denying, minimizing, or justifying his 
behavior, his account represents his truth.

1a. Perceptions. This subtheme reflects how DMJB is 
driven by a skewed perception of events and is supported 
by 16 studies [1, 3, 4, 6, 9, 12, 15, 16, 17, 20, 22, 25, 26, 27, 
28, 31]. This perception results in an account that appears 
to use DMJB but is in fact a true reflection of how the man 
views events. Their perception of the incidents leading up to 
and during an abusive incident involves perceived threat and 
is real for them, resulting in using violence to protect them-
selves. Men who have been abusive to a partner are prone to 
perceiving others as threatening generally [6, 16], and see 
violence as the only possible response, justifying their use of 
violence against a partner [4, 6]. Men who have been abusive 
view their relationships as fundamentally adversarial and a 
setting in which they could win or lose, which justifies their 
behavior [20]. Fear of being hurt [25] or controlled [1] by 
their partner were justification for being abusive.

Men who have been abusive appear to perceive their 
partner’s behavior as the cause of the abusive incident and 
something that is deliberately done to them that they react to 
[9, 12, 15, 17, 22, 26, 28]. Men were found to interpret their 

partner’s behavior as controlling and threatening while con-
trols with no IPA did not [9]. Having low self-esteem was 
related with a greater tendency to perceive situations with 
their partner as threatening [31]. Men who had been abusive 
considered partners to be “willfully and skillfully” (p. 438) 
trying to upset them [15] and viewed the cause of negative 
events as being internal to their partner as their marital dis-
satisfaction increased [3]. Men who had been abusive exag-
gerated VIPA-negative qualities [27], resulting in a 
seemingly blaming account.

1b. Gender and cultural norms. DMJB was found to be a 
result of believing in and enforcing gender roles and cultural 
norms in 13 of the included studies [1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 13, 16, 17, 
22, 25, 27, 28, 31]. Accounts justified and blamed through 
gender and cultural norms, with abuse considered a rational 
response. Men’s justifications for violence were driven by a 
perception that women had deviated from expected gender 
roles and a belief that the correct male response was to regain 
control and maintain the order of said roles [4, 7, 13, 17, 
25, 28]. Dichotomous gender roles were upheld, for example 
women being out of control and needing to be dealt with 
or unstoppable masculine aggression and female weakness 
[1, 8, 17, 25, 28]. Some men reversed these gender roles to 
justify their violence, describing VIPA as dominating, and 
positioning themselves as victims of masculinized women, 
where violence was their only recourse [1, 16]. Minimiza-
tion of violence, victim blaming, and denial of responsibil-
ity [7] represented stable attributions and deeply enmeshed 
views about women and intimate partners. Contextual fac-
tors such as cultural beliefs served to disguise power and 
excuse responsibility for men who had been abusive to part-
ners [27], men used their belief in a culture of family and 
community violence to justify their own [5] and having sex-
ist attitudes increased the use of DMJB [31]. Men who had 
been abusive to a partner demonstrated a fundamental belief 
that violence toward women is different and does not count 
as “real” violence [5]. Justifying their abuse may allow them 

Table 2. Themes Identified in Analysis.

Theme 
number

Overarching 
theme Subtheme

1 Facilitators 
(n*= 24)

Perceptions (n = 16)
Gender and cultural norms (n = 13)
Violence is normal (n = 8)
Lack of awareness (n = 6)

2 Self-protection 
(n = 23)

Protect self-image (n = 13)
Avoid negative emotions (n = 9)
Influence how they are seen (n = 9)

3 Instrumental 
(n = 10)

Avoid consequences (n = 4)
Influence victim (n = 4)
Regain power and control (n = 4)

*n = number of studies the theme is identified in.
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to save face as men as it presents violence in a positive light 
and is something that restores their rights and privileges as 
men [17]. Men who have been abusive focused on how VIPA 
and the Criminal Justice System had emasculated them [17]. 
By refusing to account for their violence to their partner, men 
are asserting their male privilege [17].

1c. Violence is normal. DMJB were found to be repre-
sentative of underlying attitudes that violence is normal 
and acceptable in eight studies [4, 6, 16, 18, 22, 24, 25, 
28]. Violence was perceived as normal and an accept-
able response to resolving a dispute or being disrespected 
[6, 16, 24, 25, 28]. Study 4 found men did not see their 
behavior as worthy of criminal justice attention and felt 
their normal male behavior had been criminalized, while 
study 22 found men simply did not consider their violence 
to be a “big deal” (p. 199). Female victims and men who 
have been abusive may be desensitized to violence over 
time, allowing them to justify violence and consider it nor-
mal [24]. Higher levels of antisocial personality disorder 
traits were associated with greater levels of agreement 
about abuse between men and female victims; antisocial 
men may be more accepting of violence and identify more 
strongly with masculine gender roles, so do not feel the 
need to conceal their violence [18].

1d. Lack of awareness. Six studies suggested that a lack 
of awareness about themselves, others, or abuse resulted in 
a distorted account of IPA [4, 8, 9, 24, 25, 30]. The court 
referred men did not realize they had a causal role in their 
violence [8]. Men may use DMJB because they do not have 
the ability to critically reflect on their behavior due to their 
developmental experiences, internal working models of 
relationships, and view of the world [29]. Without critical 
reflection, they do not have the ability to consider alternative 
perspectives or provide an objective account of their behav-
ior; they are not deliberately using DJMB, their account is 
their truth. Men who complete IPA treatment are more able 
to self-reflect and give alternative meanings for their vio-
lence than those who drop out [4]. Some men did not rec-
ognize their behavior as abusive at all [24, 30] or consider it 
to be “real” violence [4], while others struggled to consider 
their partner’s emotional state, resulting in them not consid-
ering the potential for emotional abuse, and thus providing a 
minimized account [9].

Theme 2: Self-protection. This theme represents the way 
men who have been abusive to partners use DMJB to pro-
tect themselves and includes three subthemes supported by 
23 studies. This theme represents the ways in which using 
distorted accounts of their behavior allows men to protect 
themselves emotionally and psychologically. The first two 
subthemes appear to be subconscious, with the third lack-
ing clarity regarding whether it is a deliberate tactic 
employed by abusers.

2a. Protect self-image. This subtheme comprises two factors 
that are intertwined (distancing the “real” them from the bat-
terer identity and managing their masculinity) and was sup-
ported by 13 studies [1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 16, 20, 21, 22, 26, 27, 28].

Participants wanted to distance themselves from the bat-
terer identity, perceiving the lower frequency and severity of 
their behavior as not meeting the threshold for being an abuser 
[5, 17, 23, 28] or not naming their behavior as abuse or vio-
lence [21]. Participants disassociated themselves from the 
abuse and characterized it as behavior that did not represent 
the “real” them [5, 6, 9, 20, 26, 27, 28]. Men experienced con-
flict between their behavior and the reasonable person they 
perceived themselves to be, who would not be violent without 
good reason [6, 9, 26] and rejected the criminal interpretation 
of their behavior [22]. They perceived and positioned them-
selves in their narrative as good (or at least not bad), which 
meant they needed a justification for their behavior [6, 20, 22, 
26]. External attributions allowed men to provide a legitimate 
account of their behavior that reinforced their view of them-
selves [3, 5, 27, 28], as did avoiding seeing the consequences 
of their behavior [9]. For some men, blaming others helped to 
protect their self-image [16]. By considering violence against 
women as not “real” violence, men may be able to maintain 
their view of themselves as nonviolent [5].

Men experienced discord between their behavior and their 
identity as a man [1, 20, 28]. A conflict arose between their 
perceptions of them embodying rational masculinity [1], and 
their out of control, irrational actions, which were soothed 
using DMJB about their behavior. Similarly, men experi-
enced a conflict between wanting to be a “real man” who, 
while being dominant and superior, is simultaneously a non-
violent protector of women [28]. Acknowledging they 
enforced their dominance through violence and hurting 
women would conflict with their identity as a “real man” and 
they used DMJB to resolve this conflict.

2b. Avoid negative feelings. The use of DMJB to avoid 
experiencing negative emotions was identified in nine stud-
ies [3, 5, 9, 10, 22, 23, 27, 28, 32]. The reconstruction of 
events as being not harmful or abnormal [28], one they had 
control over [23] and a fight between them where responsi-
bility was shared [5] made the situation more palatable for 
men who had been abusive. Blame soothed feelings of guilt 
[27], and self-deception emotionally defended them [22]. 
Both internal and external justifications for psychological 
abuse were used by men with attachment anxiety to relieve 
cognitive dissonance caused by their behavior and prevent 
the emotional bond with their partner from being threatened 
[32]. Childhood trauma left participants unable to cope with 
strong negative feelings, so they defended themselves with 
denial, rationalization, and projection [22]. In one study 
[9], compared to the control group, men who had been abu-
sive were found to deny criticism rather than use it for self-
improvement. Men may also feel threatened by accepting 
blame and having their accounts challenged [3].
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2c. Influence how they are seen. This subtheme represents 
the potential of men using DMJB to influence how they are 
seen by others. It is closely linked to, and likely reinforces, 
2a: protecting self-image. It was unclear from the stud-
ies whether this was a conscious process deliberately cho-
sen by the men. It was found in nine studies [1, 12, 14, 17, 
18, 23, 25, 26, 31]. Men were concerned about the social 
stigma associated with IPA [14] and were thought to under-
report their violence so as not to be categorized as an abuser 
[23] and avoid negative evaluation [18], particularly by the 
researcher [12, 25, 26]. Men worked to present themselves 
as rational by presenting their partners as irrational [1] and 
focused on the things they did not do so they could uphold 
the image of being a protector of women [17]. Men who had 
been abusive were thought to be seeking understanding from 
others by presenting a culturally reasonable narrative of their 
behavior [23].

In contradiction to this subtheme, study 17 concluded that 
men who had been abusive were not interested in saving face 
generally as they did not excuse or deny their abusive behav-
ior in interviews but acknowledged being abusive then justi-
fied it. The nuances of definitions were highly relevant to 
this study, and the study’s author considered the use of justi-
fication rather than denial and excuses to be an indication 
that men are not concerned with presenting a positive image. 
In addition, there were issues with the quality of this study, 
indicating its negating impact on the theme may be minimal. 
Study 31 found social desirability was not correlated with the 
use of DMJB.

Theme 3: Instrumental. This theme represents the way men 
who have been abusive to a partner use DMJB to achieve 
goals and includes four subthemes, supported by 10 studies. 
In contrast to themes one and two, this theme represents a 
conscious choice on the part of the men to use DMJB. Sup-
port for this theme is lower both in terms of quality and quan-
tity of findings.

3a. Avoid consequences. This subtheme represents DMJB 
as a tool that men deliberately use to avoid sanctions for 
their behavior and is supported by four studies [7, 8, 10, 11]. 
Altering the narrative allowed them to avoid further judicial 
consequences [10, 11]. While one study found underreport 
(i.e., denial and minimization) to increase at follow-up [10], 
another found the opposite to be true [11]. Despite the studies 
coming from the same dataset, they provided different expla-
nations for their observations. Those who initially admitted 
violence in study 10 were thought to believe confirming 
official accounts may lead to leniency, while at the follow-
up stage it was no longer in their best interests to be honest 
as they may face further sanctions. In study 11, men were 
seen to move from denial to minimization and justification 
after being caught, which they concluded was due to hav-
ing already faced the consequences (i.e., they got caught). 
Providing a more honest account post-conviction was found 

in one study [8] where self-referred abusers who accepted 
responsibility highly minimized their accounts while court 
referred abusers who accepted responsibility did not. For 
those in prison, complete denial can be a way to avoid treat-
ment [7]. It is of note that two of the four studies comprising 
this theme achieved a quality rating of below 60% [8, 10].

3b. Regain power and control. Four studies identified 
DMJB as a way the men who had been abusive to regain 
power and control [5, 17, 23, 27]. It was not clear in the stud-
ies whether this represents a conscious decision as the others 
do. Through their accounts to partners (or lack thereof), men 
continued to exert power over them [17]. Through “selective 
amnesia” men were able to exercise their power by control-
ling the meaning of their violence [5] and compensate for the 
loss of power and control in the abusive incident by control-
ling the narrative surrounding it [23]. Study 27 identified that 
men were able to retain power by finding evidence to support 
their decisions to use violence and blaming allowed them to 
dehumanize and objectify the VIPA. It is of note that two of 
the four studies comprising this theme achieved a quality rat-
ing of 60% or less [17, 23].

3c. Influence victim. Four studies identified DMJB as strat-
egies men who have been abusive used to influence the per-
ceptions and accounts of their female victims both during 
and after abusive incidents [1, 2, 5, 27]. Men tried to get the 
victim to shoulder at least part of the blame for their abuse 
[1] and control the way they interpret and respond to it [5, 
27]. In one study, such strategies allowed men to reconstruct 
the narrative of the abuse, leading to the victim recanting, 
and along with garnering sympathy worked to keep the rela-
tionship intact [2]. Study 5 found that men’s rationalizations 
served to hide the way they had manipulated a situation in 
the first place.

Model of How DMJB Operates for Men Who 
Have Been Abusive to a Female Partner

It was notable that themes were evident both within and 
between studies, indicating that an individual men’s distorted 
account may serve multiple functions. As described earlier, 
the quality of the studies varied. Despite these issues, the 
number of studies supporting the dominant themes identified 
within this review suggests some homogeneity in findings, 
lending support to their reliability. Figure 2 represents a 
model of the different ways DMJB is hypothesized to oper-
ate in IPA based on the synthesis of data in this review.

Discussion

This review addressed the question “How does DMJB oper-
ate in IPA committed by men?” In all, 31 studies met the 
inclusion criteria and were synthesized in this review. The 
critical findings of this review are summarized in Table 3.
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Summary of Findings

The themes identified within this review support a model of 
DMJB that is multi-faceted and complex. The primary theme 
Facilitators, which indicates the accounts of men who have 
been abusive can represent their truth and are part of what 
drives their abusive behavior is consistent with the potential 
applicability of the General Aggression Model (GAM; C. A. 
Anderson & Bushman, 2002) to IPA, where these facilitators 
may represent the cognitions of the people who are abusive 
in relationships. Similarly, the role of cognitive distortions in 
persistence in ex-partner stalking (MacKenzie et al., 2013) is 
supported by this theme, as are previous findings relating to 
people who have been abusive in relationships having a 

limited understanding of what constitutes abuse (e.g., 
Barbaro & Raghavan, 2018; Dutton & Goodman, 2005) and 
perceive others to be hostile (e.g., Bernard & Bernard, 1984). 
Much can potentially be learned about the facilitators of their 
abuse therefore, by accepting their accounts as their genuine 
perception of events.

The theme of Self-protection identifies the (often subcon-
scious) work done by men to protect their sense of self, avoid 
negative feelings, and manage how they are viewed by oth-
ers. Studies have found that perpetrators often present their 
abuse as an exceptional event and one that was out of charac-
ter (e.g., Lau & Stevens, 2012; Mullaney, 2007). Vecina et al. 
(2016) proposed both self-deception as a form of self-protec-
tion and deceiving those who judge them were relevant 
motives for distorted accounts in IPV offenders. Smith 
(2007) proposed that men emotionally defended themselves 
through self-deception as they were unable to cope with 
strong negative feelings. This difficulty with strong emotions 
may be further evidence of an overactive threat system 
(Gilbert, 1993) and parallels the difficulty managing emo-
tions seen in the abuse itself (Whiting et.al., 2014). The con-
flicting roles masculinity plays in abuse were also supported 
(e.g., Anderson & Umberson, 2001; Levitt et al., 2008).

While acknowledging the deliberate attempts by men 
who had been abusive to a female partner to avoid sanctions, 
influence the victim and regain power and control by manag-
ing their accounts, the lower level of support for the 
Instrumental theme suggests the assumption that men are 
deliberately manipulating their accounts to others often 
found in policy and feminist research (e.g., Pence & Paymar, 
1993) should be made with caution.

FACILITATORS

I

P

A

SELF PROTECTION

INSTRUMENTAL

Perceptions

Gender & 
cultural norms

Violence as 
normal

Lack of 
awareness

Protect self-
image

Avoid negative 
emotions

Influence how 
seen

Avoid consequences

Influence victim

Regain power & control

Figure 2. Proposed model of how DMJB operates IPA committed by men.
DMJB = denial, minimization, justifying and blaming; IPA = intimate partner abuse.

Table 3. Critical Findings.

Critical Findings

•  DMJB serves a complex function for men who abuse 
female partners; it facilitates abuse, while also serving a 
self-protective function, and can be used instrumentally

•  DMJB can serve multiple functions for the same individual, 
and therefore needs to be explored with them

•  An overactive threat system influences both the cause of 
IPA and the way it is justified

•  Cultural beliefs and gender norms are relevant to how IPA 
is seen and justified by the men who are abusive

•  Research into DMJB of IPA adopts an adversarial approach 
to men who abuse female partners

DMJB = denial, minimization, justifying, and blaming; IPA = intimate partner 
abuse.
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Overall, this review highlights the importance of exploring 
distorted accounts to understand their function as they may 
differ between and within individuals. Curiously exploring an 
individual’s account may help us to understand why the indi-
vidual engages in IPA and what prevents him from changing.

Strengths and Limitations of the Review

It is important to consider the strengths and limitations of the 
review itself. The systematic search process limited bias 
(Sayers, 2007), and search terms included a wide range of 
variations of terms for the different concepts. The search did 
not include unpublished sources, such as doctoral thesis, 
which may have garnered relevant findings, to ensure the 
quality of the articles included. Similarly, articles were only 
included if they had been published in English, potentially 
excluding data from countries that do not routinely publish in 
English. Several relevant articles published in other lan-
guages were translated, so the impact of this limitation is 
considered to be minimal. Hand searching of reference lists 
for relevant articles, author-specific searches, and gray litera-
ture sources aimed to reduce potential publication bias; how-
ever, unpublished theses were not included, and may 
potentially provide further useful data. Abstracts were read 
in full to reduce the risk of excluding relevant studies, and if 
there was any uncertainty the full text was reviewed. A focus 
on westernized populations meant several studies were 
excluded, generally from Africa and Asia, impacting on the 
potential generalizability of conclusions. The rationale for 
this was the relevance of cultural influences on the perpetra-
tion of and attitudes toward IPA and therefore appears justi-
fied given the aim of the review was to inform policy and 
practice in a westernized country. This approach, however, 
did not consider the potential impact of other cultures in very 
multi-cultural western countries, such as the UK. A useful 
topic for further research may be how a similar review of 
non-western populations might compare. Finally, limitations 

to the review process itself were present, due to the majority 
of study selection and data extraction being completed solely 
by the primary author.

Implications for Policy, Practice, and Future 
Research

The findings of this review have a number of potential impli-
cations for policy, practice, and future research, which are 
summarized in Table 4.

The strength of the first theme highlights the importance 
of engaging with the accounts of perpetrators in a non-judg-
mental way to ascertain potential treatment needs. The 
strength of the second dominant theme of self-protection 
highlights the importance of addressing these factors in a 
way that does not further threaten the individual’s sense of 
self, particularly given that shame and threat to the sense of 
self is linked to abusive behavior (Brown, 2004; Lawrence & 
Taft, 2013) and violence generally (e.g., Velotti et al., 2014). 
The current strengths-based approach (e.g., the Good Lives 
Model, Ward & Gannon, 2016) has merit as a method of 
facilitating the construction of a positive, non-abusive iden-
tity, but this review suggests it should be combined with 
developing the ability to tolerate acknowledging and address-
ing underlying unhelpful beliefs and attitudes. Navigating a 
confused sense of masculinity and building tolerance for 
experiencing strong negative emotions appears likely to be 
helpful. Given the complexity of the function of DMJB, an 
integrated perspective such as the Power Threat Meaning 
Framework (Johnstone et al., 2018) may be appropriate 
when treating and assessing IPA.

There was an inherent bias in the literature and the 
included studies, which was distinctly adversarial toward 
individuals who have been abusive in relationships. Future 
research may benefit from adopting a more compassionate 
approach, to develop understanding of the self-protective 
aspect of DMJB.

Table 4. Implications for Policy, Practice, and Research.

Policy Practice Research

Policy should encourage addressing the 
underlying drivers of IPA

Accounts of IPA should be explored 
rather than accepted at face value

Research into DMJB for IPA as a 
protective strategy is needed

We cannot assume a distorted account 
is a deliberate attempt to avoid 
responsibility

Underlying drivers should be addressed in 
a way that does threaten the individual’s 
sense of self or induce shame

Ways of addressing underlying drivers 
of IPA while protecting the individual’s 
sense of self should be researched

Cultural beliefs supporting IPA should 
be addressed on a community level, 
including early intervention with 
children and adolescents

It is important to address underlying 
drivers in addition to building strengths

The role of an overactive threat system 
in both driving IPA and contributing to 
distorted accounts should be further 
explored

 The function of DMJB for other subgroups 
of people how abuse partners should be 
studied further

DMJB = denial, minimization, justifying and blaming; IPA = intimate partner abuse.
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Future research concerning the function of DMJB for 
non-western people and those of different genders and sexu-
alities would be beneficial to determine the generalizability 
of these results. Practitioners may benefit from studying 
ways of addressing IPA supportive attitudes and beliefs to 
determine their impact on sense of self and self-esteem. 
Further work on the role of an overactive threat system in 
IPA generally would be beneficial, as this review indicates it 
is both a driver of abuse and a reason for inaccurate accounts.

Conclusions

As the first of its kind, this review has shown that DMJB in 
relation to IPA can serve multiple functions both between and 
within individuals. It has highlighted the error in assuming men 
who have been abusive to female partners deliberately manipu-
late their accounts to avoid responsibility and revealed these 
distorted accounts can in fact expose the underlying drivers of 
the abuse itself, while serving an unconscious self-protective 
function. The need for interventions to consider the impact of 
any work to address distorted accounts on self-esteem is also 
emphasized. This review has shown the importance of practi-
tioners exploring distorted accounts to assess their function to 
identify treatment targets and inform risk management.
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