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Typologies of Male Batterers: Three Subtypes
and the Differences Among Them

Amy Holtzworth-Munroe and Gregory L. Stuart

Previous typologies of male batterers, including typologies developed by means of rational—deductive
and empirical-inductive strategies, are reviewed. On the basis of this review, 3 descriptive dimensions
(i.e., severity of marital violence, gencrality of the viclence [toward the wife or toward others}, and
psvchopathology/personality disorders} that consistently have been found to distinguish among sub-
types of batterers are identified. These dimensions are used to propose a typology consisting of 3
subtypes of batterers {i.e., family only, dysphoric/borderline, and generally violeni/antisocial). A
developmental model of marital violence is then presented, and the previous literature is reviewed to
examine how each batterer subtype might differ on variables of theoretical interest. Finally, some of
the methodological limitations of previous typology research are reviewed, and suggestions for future

work are offered.

Marital violence is a serious problem in the United States.
Data from the 1985 National Family Violence Survey indicated
that one of eight husbands carried out at least one violent act
toward his wife and 1.8 million wives were beaten by their hus-
bands during the year of the study (Straus & Gelles, 1988), The
costs of this problem are staggering in terms of marital dissatis-
faction, psychological and physical health problems, and nega-
tive effects on the children of such marriages (e.g.. McDonald &
Jouriles, 1991; Sonkin, Martin, & Walker, 1985). Although data
indicate that both husbands and wives engage in violence (e.g.,
(FLeary et al., 1989; Straus & Gelles, 1988), husband violence
has consistently been found to have more detrimental effects
than wife violence; for example, wives are more likely than hus-
bands to suffer severe physical injuries and depressive symp-
tomatotogy {Cascardi, Langhinrichsen, & Vivian, 1992; Stets &
Straus, 1990).

Recent evidence suggests that, when one is trying to un-
derstand husband-to-wife viclence, studics examining the hus-
band may be the most productive line of inquiry. After review-
ing the available data, Hotaling and Sugarman (1986) con-
cluded that *men’s violence is men’s behavior. As such, it is not
surprising that the more fruitful efforts to explain this behavior
have focused on male characteristics” (p. 120). Similarty, exam-
iming the marital interactions of violent couples, Boeke and
Markman (1992) found that “most of the differences between
couples were due to differences between the abusive and non-
abusive Aushands (p. 13). Such findings suggest that research-
ers should focus their attention on violent husbands.

Researchers studying maritally viclent men have ofien
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treated batterers as a homogencous group, averaging scores on
measures of interest across all of the violent husbands in their
sample and then comparing the mean score of the violent sam-
ple with that of a nonviolent sample. However, averaging scores
across different violent men may result in a lack of significant
viglent—-nonviolent group differences, leading researchers to
discount the potential importance of some variables. For exam-
ple, some researchers have failed to distinguish batterers and
nonbatterers on measures of attitudes toward women (e.g., Nei-
dig, Collins, & Friedman, {986). Saunders { 1992} noted that the
reason may be the variability of such attitudes among violent
men; in his sample of batterers, scores on a measure of attitudes
toward women were distributed bimodally (i.e., one group with
liberal attitudes and another with conservative attitudes). Sim-
ilarly, in recent research, violent hushands have been found to
vary along a number of important dimensions, including sever-
ity of violence, anger, depression, and alcohol abuse (see later
review of typologies).

Such findings suggest that a reliable and valid typology of
male batterers would vield valuable information. Comparing
the various subtypes of violent husbands with each other, and
pinpointing how each type of violent man differs from nonvio-
lent men, could increase the understanding of marital violence
and help in identifying different underlying processes resulting
in violence. Developing a typology of violent men would allow
4 systematic examination of how and why different men use
violence against their wives,

Moreover, such a typology could lead to increases in therapy
effectiveness, cventuaily resulting in patient-treatmeni match-
ing, Many current treaiment programs for batterers are stan-
dardized and uniformly applied to all violent men seeking help.
However, one treatment may be better suited for one subtype of
violent men than for another. Tailoring ireatments to meet the
needs of each subtype of violent men might improve therapy
efficacy (Gondolf, 1988; Saunders, 1992).

Researchers have occasionally derived subtypes of violent
couples (i.e., Deal & Wampler, 1986—study of dating couples;
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Hanks, 1992-—clinical descriptions of couples; Johnston &
Campbell, 1993—clinical descriptions of couples involved in
child custody disputes during diverce proceedings; Steinmetz,
1978 —clinical descriptions of couples; Whitchurch, 1988 —
unpubhished dissertation} or battered women (i.e., two cluster-
analytic studies of batiered women in marital-type relation-
ships—Follingstad, Laughlin, Polek, Rutledge, & Hause, 1991,
and Snyder & Fruchtman, 1981; clinical descriptions of women
married to violent and alcohol-abusing men—Hanks & Rosen-
baum, 1977, one study of dating violence, comparing women
who had experienced only one violent inctdent with those who
experienced ongoing violence—Follingstad, Rutledge, Polek, &
McNeill-Hawkins, 1988). We do not review these studies here
for two reasons, First, and most important, our interest is in
research delineating subtypes of male battercrs rather than vio-
lent couples or battered women; it is unclear whether studies of
women or couples are applicable to male batterers. Second, as
can be noted in the studies just listed, previous research exam-
ining typolegies of couples or women is limited in scope, often
lacks empirical data (i.e., descriptions based on clinical descrip-
tions only), and has involved varied methodologies, making it
difficult to draw conclusions across studies. For example, re-
searchers studying couples or women have examined a wide va-
riety of samples (e.g., dating couples, alcohol-abusing men, and
couples in child custody disputes).

In this articie, we have chosen to examine existing male bat-
terer typologies to determine the subtypes that consistently ap-
pear across typological models and to identify the underlving
descriptive dimensions used by previous researchers to discrim-
inate subgroups. On the basis of this review, we suggest three
possible subtypes of batterers. We also present a developmental
maodel of marital violence, identifying vartables of theoretical
interest that may distinguish among subtypes of batterers. Fi-
nally, we examine the methodological limitations of previous
typology research and make suggestions for future work,

Review of Previous Typologies

To locate previous batterer typology research, we reviewed
the available marital violence literature and contacted col-
leagues who were conducting this type of research {(e.g., Ham-
berger and Saunders); we used both sources to locate additional
studies. We also conducted a computer search, using a wide va-
riety of topic keywords {(e.g., marital violence, relationship vio-
lence, dating viclence, or couple violence, combined with sub-
types or typology) to search for relevant journal articles, books,
and book chapters. Given the early stage of research in this area,
we chose to include all of the studies we located.

Table 1 summarizes the previous research, presenting the
studies in the order in which they are reviewed in the text. In
Table 1, each previous typology is presented, along with infor-
mation (if such information was available) regarding how the
identified subtypes differed along the three descriptive dimen-
sions wsed in previous research {i.e., severity of marital vio-
lence, generality of violence, and psychopathology or personal-
ity disorders; see later discussion).

Rational/Deductive Studies

Early attempts to develop typologies of batterers generally
used one of two rationat/deductive strategies. Researchers ei-
ther described subtypes of batterers on the basis of their clinical
observations (e.g., Elbow, 1977) or split batterers into groups on
the basis of a priori theoretical speculation and compared them
on available data (e.g., Hershorn & Rosenbaum, 1991). In gen-
eral, work using a rational/deductive approach has identified
three major dimensions for classifying batterers.

The first dimension identified is the severity of marital vio-
lence; with few exceptions (i.e., Hershorn & Rosenbaum, 1991),
severity and frequency have been positively correlated, and usu-
ally considered together, in previous typologies. Some early ty-
pologies simply split batterers into groups on the basis of this
one dimension. For example, Mott-McDonald Asscciates
(1979) distinguished “hitters” from “batterers,” with batterers
engaging in more frequent and severe violence and more psy-
chological abuse; Sweeney and Key (1982) proposed that there
are “infrequent,” *frequent,” and “mixed” batterers.

The second major dimension that has been used to differen-
tiate subtypes of batterers is the generality of the husband’s vio-
lence: Is the batterer violent only with his wife and family orin
other relationships as well? Some previous researchers(i.e., J. A,
Fagan, Stewart, & Hansen, 1983, who interviewed 270 abused
women; Shields, McCalt, & Hanncke, 1988, who interviewed
more than 80 men referred by social service agencies; and Cad-
sky & Crawford, 1988, who interviewed and tested 172 men
seeking domestic violence treatment) have split batterers into
two groups—family only and generally violent—on the basis of
this distinction. Across these studies, generally violent men have
been found to engage in more severe violence than family-only
mern.

The third dimension emerging from rational/deductive
methods of identifying subtypes of batterers is the batterer’s psy-
chopathology or personality disorders, or both. Previous re-
searchers have often discussed these potentially separate cate-
gories—psychopathology (e.g., Axis 1), personality disorders
(e.g., Axis I}, and motivation for violence—interchangeably.'

Three early researchers used psychopathology and personal-
ity disorders to explain possible motivations for violence among
subtypes of batterers. After interviewing 23 men arrested for
marital violence, Faulk (1974) proposed five types of male bat-
terers; the stable/affectionate batterer (17% of the sample), who
has a stable maryiage but uses violence during a time of mental
disturbance, particularly during a depressive episode; the de-
pendeni/passive baiterer (39% of the sample), who generally
tries 10 please his wife but explodes violently in response to
some precipitating action by the wife; the dependent/suspicious
batterer (17% of the sample), whe is irrationally jealous of his
wife, very dependent on her, and controliing of her actions; the

! In future research, it is possible that these dimensions (e.g., Axis 1
psychopathology, Axis I personality disorders, and motivation for vio-
lence} may emerge as separate dimensions, cach coniributing uniquely
to an understanding of the subtypes of batterars, At this point, however,
given the nature of the past rescarch, we leave these distinctions merged
into one dimension.
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Table |

Summary of Previous Batterer Tipologies

AMY HOLTZWORTH-MUNROE AND GREGORY L. STUART

Descriptive dimension

Severity of marital

Study viotence Generality of violence Psychopathology/personality disorder
Rationai/deductive

Mott-McDonald Associates {1979)

Hitter Low

Batterer High,

more psychological
abuse

Sweeney & Key {1982)

Infrequent Low Rigidly inhibited

Mixed Varying

Frequent High Aggressive whenever frustrated

J. A. Fagan, Stewart, & Hansen {1983)
Family only Low Family
Generally violent High In and out of home
Shields, McCall, & Hanneke (1988)
Family only Low Family
Generally violent High En and out of home More criminat and drug involverment
Cadsky & Crawford (1988}
Family-only/wife assaulter Low Only violent toward female Normal levels of self-esteem, not
partner in past year depressed, not diagnosed as having
antisocial personality disorder

Generally violent/mixed assaulter High Violent toward fermale partner  Lower self-esteem, not depressed,

and other men or women in almost one third received diagnosis
past year; assaulted others of antisocial personality disorder
less frequently than partner

Faulk (1974}

Stable/affectionate Less frequent Marital violence occurred during time
of mental disturbance {e.g.,
depression)

Dependent/passive Tries to please wife

Dependent/suspicious Psychological abuse Jealous; very dependent on wife

Dominating Psychological abuse Needs to control wife

Violent/bullying More frequent Uses violence 10 solve problems

psychological abuse
Elbow (1977)

Approval seeker Dependent on wife's approval

Defender Overpratects wife

Incorporator High Wife is part of himself

Controller High, Controls wife

high psychological abuse
Caesar {1986)

Nonexposed altruist Unassertive, dependent

Exposed rescuer Histrionic traits

Tyrant Psychological abuse Psychopathic, paranoid

Hershorn & Rosenbaum (1981)
Overcontrolted
Undercontrolled

Family
In and out of hotne

More severe, less frequent
Less severe, more frequent

Overcontrolied hostility
More general hostility

Hamberger & Hastings {1985, 1986}
Normal )
Passive—dependent/compulsive
Schizoidal/borderiine
Narcissistic/antisocial

Hale, Zimostrad, Duckworth, &

Nicholas (1988)

Normal (Cluster 2}

All MMPI scales elevated
(Cluster 1)

MMPI Scales 2 and 4 elevated
{Cluster 3)

Empirical/inductive

Normal
Passive—dependent/compulsive
Schizoidal/borderline
Narcissistic/antisocial

Normal
Faking bad or very disturbed

Antisocial

(table continues)
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Pescriptive dimension
Severity of marital
Study violence Generality of violence Psychopathology/personality disorder

Flournoy & Wilson (1991)

Normal {Cluster 2) Normal

MMPI Scales 2 and 4 clevated Amntisocial

{Cluster 1)

Saunders (1992)

Famly only Low Family Low distress

Emotionally volatile High, but less frequent Family High distress

Generally violent

Gondolf (1988; Gondolf with Fisher,

than generally violent
High

In and out of home

Family

Mostly famity

Iz and out of home
In and out of home

Arrest, alcohol; Low-maoderate
distress

Substance use
Substance abuse, arrest

1988)
Typical
Sporadic Low
Chronic Low-moderate
Antisocial High
Sociepathic High
Stith, Jester, & Bird (1992)
Secure lover Low, low psychological
abuse
Stable minimizer Low, low psychological
abuse
Haostile pursuer Moderate, high

psychological abuse
Severe, frequent, low
psychological abuse

Hastile disengaged

High self-esteem and mastery

Note.  MMPI = Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory.

dominating batterer {22%), who wants to control his wife and
uses violence 1o do so; and the violent/bullying batterer (4%),
who uses violence and intimidation to solve many of his prob-
lems and to get what he wants. On the basis of clinical observa-
tions, Elbow {1977) identified four groups of batterers: the ap-
proval seeker, who needs his wife to approve of him and uses
violence to botster his self-image; the defender, who is dependent
on his wife and overprotects her, mixing love and hate; the in-
corporator, who sees his pariner as part of himself and needs
her to define himself; and the controller, who views his wife asan
object he controls and will use violence to achieve that control,
Caesar (1986), on the basis of interviews and administration
of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI;
Hathaway & McKinley, 1967) to 26 wife assaulters, suggested
three types of batterers. The first type, the nonexposed altruist,
is unassertive and tries to inhibit his anger and please his wife,
but he is ambivalent about his dependence on her. The exposed
rescuer has histrionic personality traits, is unable to express his
resentment, and wants his wife 10 be dependent on him. Finally,
the tyrant shows psychopathic, hostile, and paranoid traits; uses
fear and psychological abuse; and shows little remorse for his
violence.

In a recent study, Hershorn and Rosenbaum {1991 used an
MMPI-derived scale measuring overcontrolled hostility to di-
vide 41 batterers in domestic violence treatment into two sub-
groups: those who overcontrol their hostility (i.e., do not express
anger until it summates and explodes) and those who undercon-

trol hostility (i.e., have few controls against the expression of
angry and aggressive impulses). They found that overcontrolled
hostile batterers engaged in more severe marital violence; un-
dercontrolled hostile batterers engaged in less severe but more
frequent violence, were more likely to engage in aggression out-
side of their marital relationship, and were more generally
hostile.

Empirical/Inductive Studies

Other researchers have used an empirical/inductive strategy,
employing factor analysis or cluster analysis to identify sub-
groups of batterers. The typologies derived with these empiri-
cal{inductive strategies have resulted in the same three descrip-
tive dimensions used to categorize batterers in the rational/de-
ductive literature: the severity of marital viclence, the generality
of the violence, and the batterer’s psychopathology or personal-
ity disorders.

Several research groups have factor or cluster analyzed bat-
terers’ scores on standardized tests (i.e., the Millon Clinical
Multiaxial Inventory [MCMI; Millon, 1983] or the MMPI
[Hathaway & McKinley, 19677} to identify subgroups of batter-
ers. These typologies have focused only on the psychopathology/
personality disorders dimension.

The first typology derived in this way was developed and rep-
licated by Hamberger and Hastings (1985, 1986). They factor
analyzed batterers’ scores on the MCMI (Millon, 1983}, a ques-
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tionnaire measure of personality disorders, and then compared
identified subtypes on measures of depression and anger. One
hundred five male subjects participated in the (985 investiga-
tion, and 99 men participated in the 1986 replication study; all
were atiending a domestic violence treatment program,

Factor analysis of the MCMI data revealed three key person-
ality factors: schizoidal/borderline, nareissistic/antisocial, and
passive-dependent/compalsive. On the basis of descriptions of
typical individuals with similar MCMI profiles and data gath-
ered from the men in their studies, Hamberger and Hastings
(1983, 1986) concluded that passive-dependent/compulsive
men are tense and rigid individuals who lack self-esteem and
depend on one or a few significant others; rebellious feelings and
hostility may break through when their needs are not met by
these others. These men were depressed, but findings regarding
their anger proneness were contradictory across the two sam-
ples. Schizoidal/borderline men are withdrawn, asocial,
moody, and hypersensitive to interpersonal slights; they are vol-
atile and likely to overreact to trivial interpersonal disputes. The
men in this group had high levels of anxiety, depression, and
anger proneness and may have had alcohol problems. Narcissis-
tic/antisocial men have a self-centered approach to life, using
others to meet their own needs and believing that they are enti-
tled to be treated well by others; this group did not report feeling
depressed or angry but showed tendencies for alcohol and drug
problems.

On the basis of various combinations of these three personal-
ity factors, Hamberger and Hastings (1985, 1986) identified
eight subgroups of violent men; the men fell almost cvenly into
each of the subiypes (i.e., 10-16 subjects per group in each
study). Seven of the subtypes involved psychopathelogy,
whereas one “normat”™ subgroup, constituting 12% of the sam-
ple, had no clinical elevations on any MCMI scale and did not
report depression or anger problems.

Similarly focusing on psychopathology to distinguish sub-
types of batterers, other reseafchers have examined the MMPI
(Hathaway & McKinley, 1967) profiles of male batterers. Hale,
Zimostrad, Duckworth, and Nicholas {1988) cluster analyzed
the MMPI profiles of 67 men who were seeking spouse abuse
treatment. The analysis revealed three clusters. Cluster | (10%
of the sample) included men who were either “faking bad” or
had severe psychopathology, with etevations on nearly all of the
MMPI scales. Fifteen percent of the sample fall into Cluster 2,
having no MMPI scale elevations. Men in Cluster 3 (75%) had
elevations on MMPI Scales 2 {(depression) and 4 (psychopathy),
indicating psychopathy or antisocial personality disorder with
depressive features that may be produced by specific sithations
and may be short lived; this profile is often associated with alco-
hol, drug, and legal problems and suggests a group with antiso-
cial personality characteristics and/or external stressors cansed
by family disputes and legal problems.

In a simiiar study, Flournoy and Wiison (1991) cluster ana-
lyzed the MMPI profiles of 56 batterers court ordered to treat-
ment. Two profiles emerged. The first (44% of the sample) in-
volved clevations on Scales 2 (depression) and 4 (psvchopathy),
similar to Hale et al.’s (1988) Cluster 3. The second group (56%
of the sampie) did not have clinical elevations on any MMPI
scale, similar to Hale et al.’s (1988) Cluster 2.

Two researchers (Gondolf, 1988; Saunders, 1992) used cluster
analysis to examine what subtypes of male batterers emerged
from available data and then compared the resulting clusters
on other, external variables. These researchers examined more
than one descriptive dimension in their studies,

Saunders {1992) performed a cluster analysis on self-report
data pathered from 165 maritally violent men entering treat-
ment for spouse abuse. Saunders entered 6 variables into a clus-
ter analysis {i.e., depression, anger, generalized violence, severity
of marital violence, attitudes toward women, and alcohol use
during violent incidents); he compared the resulting clusters on
10 external variables, with significant differences emerging on 6
(i.e., marital satisfaction, psychological abuse, marital conflict,
impression management, childhood abuse, and arrests for
drunk driving). Three sublypes emerged.

Family-only aggressors (52% of the sample) were the least
likely to be violent outside the home. They had the highest mar-
ital satisfaction and the least marital conflict, were the least psy-
chologically abusive, and held the most liberal attitudes toward
women. They reported low levels of anger, depression, and jeal-
ousy but had the highest scores on measures of impression man-
agement; their violence was associated with alcohol use about
half of the time, They were the least likely to have been abused
as children. Generally violent aggressors (29% of the sample)
were the most likely 1o report extrafamilial violence and en-
gaged in the most severe marital violence. They were the most
severely abused as children. Their violence was usually associ-
ated with alcohol use, and they had relatively high rates of arrest
for drunk driving and violence. They reported moderate mari-
tat satisfaction, moderate maritai conflict, and low to moderate
levels of anger and depression, and they held the most rigid,
conservative attitudes toward women. Emotionally volatile ag-
gressors {19% of the sample) reported being severely violent less
frequently than the generally violent men, However, they were
the most psychologically abusive and were the least satisfied
with their marriages. They had the highest levels of anger, de-
pression, and jealousy and had the most suicidal ideation and
guilt; approximatety half of these men had received previous
psychological treatment. Alcohol use was generally not associ-
ated with their viglence.

Gondoif (1988; Gondolf, with Fisher, 1988} developed a ty-
pology of wife assaulters using data obtained during intake in-
terviews with 6,000 women seeking help at shelters. Data from
a random subsample of 525 of the women were used to establish
preliminary clusters; the replicability of these clusters was ex-
amined with two replication subsamples, each involving 525
women. Six variables were entered into a cluster analysis {i.e.,
amount of physical abuse, amount of verbal abuse, how the
man responded after the abuse in terms of blame or remorse,
the man's substance abuse, his use of general viglence, and his
previous arrest record); the derived clusters were compared on
other variables (e.g., demographic variabies).

Three main clusters of abusive men were consistently derived.
Two clusters—sociopathic (5%-8% of the samples} and antiso-
cial (30%-42% of the samples)—were characterized by severely
abusive actions, including sexual abuse and child abuse, and
antisocial behavior. These groups were likely to use weapons
and tended to inflict injuries on their wives, and bath engaged
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in extrafarnilial violence. However, these two groups were dis-
tinguished from one another in that the sociopathic group had
higher levels of substance abuse and more previous arrests for
violence against nonfamily members than the antisocial group;
sociopathic batterers were characterized by extensive arrest rec-
ords. The third cluster, typical batterers (approximately 50% of
the samples), was substantially less abusive than the other sub-
types. Men in this cluster engaged in less severe physical and
verbal abuse and were less likely than the other batterers to have
used weapons or to have engaged in sexual abuse of their part-
ners or child abuse. In addition, this group engaged in less gen-
eral aggression and was less likely to have arrest records; these
men were the most likely to apologize, and the least likely to
blame their partners, after their violence. In an early analysis
of these data, Gondolf, with Fisher (1988), divided the typical
batterer group into two subcategories: chronic and sporadic
batterers. Relative to sporadic batterers, chronic batterers
abused their partners more frequently and severcly and were
more likely to commit extrafamilial violence and to threaten
their partners or hold their partners accountable for the abuse.
Of all of the groups, the sporadic batterers exhibited the least
physical, verbal, and sexual abuse; were least likely to have had
previous arrest records and alcohol problems; and were most
likely to apologize after the violence.

Stith, Jester, and Bird {1992) used cluster analysis to derive
subtypes of male and female college students who had used vio-
lence in their dating relationships. This study differed from the
others reviewed in two important ways. First, Stith et al. {1992)
examined dating violence among college students rather than
violence in the context of a marital-type relationship. Second,
in their sample, they included both men (7 = 69) and women (n
= 97) who had used physical aggression. Thus, their batterer
subtypes may or may not be directly comparable to those de-
rived in studies examining only male batterers involved in mar-
ital-type relationships. However, given the similarity of their de-
rived subtypes to those already reviewed, we included this study
in our review,

In their cluster analysis, Stith et al. (1992) entered question-
naire measures of relationship functioning {i.e., love, relation-
ship maintenance activities, relationship conflict, and ambiva-
lence about the relationship), relationship negotiation styles,
and general coping strategies. Four clusters of physically aggres-
sive individuals were derived. These clusters were then com-
pared on additional variables {e.g., severity of violence, level
of emotional/verbal abuse, self-esteem, mastery, and length of
relationship).

One cluster was labeled secure lovers. For these individuats,
use of physical violence and emotional abuse was rare and less
severe than that of the other subtypes. These individuals had the
highest levels of self-gsteem and mastery, suggesting a lack of
psychological problerns. They had relatively good relationships
{e.g.. the most love, least relationship conflict, and least ambiv-
alence about their relationships). Stable minimizers also re-
ported low levels of violence and emotional abuse. Whereas
they reported moderate levels of relationship functioning (e.g.,
love and conflict}, they had been in their relationships the lon-
gest of any subgroup. A third cluster, hostile pursuers, engaged
in the highest levels of emotional abuse and in moderate levels

of physical viclence. They were the most ambivalent about their
relationships; they reported a high level of involverent in rela-
tionship maintenance activities but also had the highest levels
of relationship conflict. The final group, hostile disengaged in-
dividuals, reported using the most frequent and most severe
physical violence, although they did not engage in high levels of
emotional abuse. Their relationships were the shortest and the
most troubled (i.e., high levels of conflict and low levels of Yove
and relationship maintenance activities).

Three Major Descriptive Dimensions

In summary, across existing typologies, including those de-
veloped with a rational/deductive approach and those devel-
oped with an empirical/inductive approach, three major di-
mensions have been used to distinguish among subtypes. These
dimensions are {a) the severity of marital physical violence and
related abuse, such as frequency of the violence and psycholog-
ical and sexual abuse; (b) the generality of the violence (i.e.,
family-only or extrafamilial violence} and related variables
such as criminal behavior and legal involvement; and (c) the
batterer’s psychopathology or personality disorders.

The three dimensions are primarily descriptive in nature. Al-
though it is possible to view the psychopathology/personality
disorders dimension as causally important (e.g., generally vio-
lent/antisocial men are maritally violent as part of their more
general pattern of antisociat behavior), this has generally not
been the case in previous research. Past researchers have often
used the psychopathology/personality disorders dimension de-
scriptively to distinguish among subtypes of batterers rather
than integrating this dimension into a theoretical model regard-
ing the development of maritally viclent behavior.

Proposed Typology of Male Batterers

Given this literature review, we hypothesize that researchers
using these three descriptive dimensions will usually identify
three major subtypes of batterers; we label these subtypes family
only, dysphoric/borderling, and generally violent/antisoctal.
Qur estimates regarding the percentage of batterers who will
fall into each subtype are based on our review of the previous
literature, adjusted for the fact that previous researchers have
primarily examined clinical samples, whereas we are interested
in prevalence rates among all batterers irrespective of whether
they are in treatment. For example, we hypothesize that a lower
percentage of generally violent/antisocial batterers will be
found among batterers in the community than among batterers
who have been arrested and are in court-ordered treatment. The
proposed differences between these subgroups on the three de-
scriptive dimensions are presented in Table 2 and discussed
subsequently,

First, family-only batterers should engage in the least severe
marital violence and be the least likely 1o engage in psychologi-
cal and sexual abuse. The violence of this group is generally
restricted to family members; these men are the least likety to
engage in violence outside the home or to have related legal
problems. Also, they evidence litike psychopathology and either
no perscnality disorder or a passive—dependeni personality dis-
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Table 2

FProposed Subtypes of Male Batterers: How They Differ on the Descriptive Dimensions

) ) Pysphoric/borderline Generally violent/
Dimension Family-oniy batterer batterer antisocial batterer
Severity of marital violence Low Moaderate-high Maoderate-high
Psychological and sexual abuse Low Moderate-high Moderate-high
Generality of violence
Extrafamilial violence Low Low-moderate High
Criminal behavior, legal involvernent Low Low-moderate High
Psychopathology/personality disorder
Personality disorder None or passive/dependent Borderline or schizoidal Antisocial/psychopathy
Alcohol/drug abuse Low-moderate Moderate High
Depression Low-moderate High Low
Anger Moderate High Moderate

order. They are similar to men included in the following groups
by previous researchers: hitters (Mott-McDonald Associates,
1979), infrequent batterers (Sweeney & Key, 1982), some of the
family-only batterers (e.g., Cadsky & Crawford, 1988; J. A. Fa-
gan et al., 1983; Shields et al., 1988), stable/affectionate and
dependent/ passive batterers (Faulk, 1974), approval seckers (El-
bow, 1977), nonexposed altruists (Caesar, [986), some of the
overcontrolled hostile batterers (Hershorn & Rosenbaum,
1991), normal and passive-dependent/compulsive batterers
{(Hamberger & Hastings, !986), batterers with no clinical eleva-
tions on MMPI scales (Flournoy & Wilson, 1991; Hale et al.,
1988), Saunders’s {1992) family-only batterer, Gondolf’s (1988)
sporadic typical batterer, and Stith et al.’s (1992) secure lovers
and stable minimizers. This group could constitute up 1o 50%
of batterer samples if researchers recruit violent husbands not
only from treatment programs but alse from the community
{i.e., we hypothesize that many men who are not segking ther-
apy will be found to have engaged in only less severe viclence
and only violence inside the home).

Second, dysphoric/borderline batterers should be found to
engage in moderate to severe wife abuse, including psychologi-
cal and sexual abuse, This group’s violence is primarily con-
fined to the family, although some extrafamilial violence and
criminal behavior may be evident. These men are the mosi dys-
phoric, psychologically distressed, and emotionaily volatile.
They may evidence borderline and schizoidal personality char-
acteristics and may have problems with alcohol and drug abuse.
These men parallel some of the batterers (Mott-McDonald As-
sociates, 1979) and frequently violent men (Sweeney & Key,
1982) categorized in previous studies, as well as some of the
family-only batterers (Cadsky & Crawford, 1988; J. A. Fagan
et al., 1983; Shields et al., 1988), and overcontrolled hostility
batterers {Hershorn & Rosenbaum, 1991). Also, they are sim-
ilar to Fauik’s (1974) dependent/suspicious batterers, Elbow’s
(1977} incorporaior and defender batterers, Caesar’s (1986) ex-
posed rescuers, Hamberger and Hastings’s (1986) schizoidal/
horderline batterers, Hale et al’s (1988) group of batterers with
elevations on every MMPI scale, Saunders’s (1992) emotionally
volatile batterers, Gondolf’s (1988) chronic typical batterers,
and Stith et al’s (1992) hostile pursuers. Estimnates frormn past
research indicate that this group shonid constitute approxi-
mately 25% of batterer sampiles.

We hypothesize that the third cluster of batterers, the gener-
ally violeni/antisocial batterers, engages in moderate to severe
marital violence, including psychological and sexual abuse.
These men should engage in the most extrafamilial aggression
and have the most extensive history of related criminal behavior
and legal involvement. They are likely to have problems with
alcohal and drug abuse, and they are the most likely to have
an antisocial personality disorder or psychopathy. These men
resemble some of the batterers (Mott-McDonald Associates,
1979), frequently violent men (Sweeney & Key, 1982), and gen-
erally violent men (e.g., Cadsky & Crawford, 1988; J. A. Fagan
et al., 1983; Shields et al., 1988) identified in previous research,
and they parallel Faulk’s (1974) dominating and violent/bully-
ing batierers, Elbow's (1977) controliers and Caesar’s (1986) ty-
rants, Hershorn and Rosenbaum’s {1991} undercontrolled hos-
tility batterers, Hamberger and Hastings's (1986} narcissistic/
antisocial subgroup, baiterers with MMPI Scale 2 and 4 eleva-
tions (Flournoy & Wilson, 1991; Hale ¢t al., 1988), Saunders’s
{1992) generally violent batterers, Gondolf’s (1988} antisocial
and sociopathic batterers, and Stith et al’s {1992} hostile disen-
gaged batterers. Given past research, we estimate that this group
will constitute approximately 25% of batterer samples.

Developmental Model of the Various Subtypes
of Male Batterers

The previous research regarding typologies of batterers has
generally been descriptive in nature, using dimenstons to distin-
guish among subtypes of violent husbands. With few exceptions
(e.g., Hershorn & Rosenbaum, 1991), previous researchers have
not examined explicit theoretical assumptions; they have not
systematically attempted 1o differentiate identified subtypes on
the basis of variables hypothesized to be related to the use of
violence by each subtype.

Although further work is needed to more firmly establish the
existence and replicability of various sabtypes of batterers (see
later discussion of methodological issues), we believe that the
ultimate purpose of such work is to provide information on the
correlates of violence within each of the identified subtypes of
batterers so that the risk factors and causes of marital violence
in each subtype can be better understood. Such an approach
was discussed by Gondoif (1988): “Each type of batterer, in this
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Figure {.  Developmental model of marital violence.

view, is liable to be distinguished by a unique set of causal fac-
tors. . . . A subtheory for each type of batterer may be con-
structed arcund these factors” (p. 198). To move toward this
goal, we propose a developmental model of marital violence.
The model is presented in Figure 1.

Before discussing our model, we should note that many
models of marital violence have been offered by previous re-
searchers (e.g., see reviews of theories in Bersani & Chen, 1988;
Gelles & Straus, {979), In general, these theories can be divided
into three groups on the basis of their level of analysis (see Mar-
golin, Sibner, & Gleberman, 1988, for a similar distinction). At
the broadest level, sociocultural theories have been offered, in-
cluding feminist (e.g., Ganley, 1989; Pence, 1989; Smith, 199()
and culture of viclence (e.g., Gelles & Straus, 1979) theories
that propose that marital violence exists because today’s violent
and patriarchal society tolerates, and even encourages, the use
of physical aggression in families and the use of violence to
dominate women. At the next level of analysis, interpersonal
theories have been offered, with dyadic and family-level vari-
ables being examined. For example, family systems models pro-
pose that the etiology of marital violence lies in family interac-
tion patterns (e.g., Lane & Russell, 1989; Madanes, 1990). Fi-
nally, a variety of models have been offered at the individual,
or intrapersonal, level. These theories attempt to explain why
particular individuals engage in physical aggression and others
do not, and they assume that some characteristic, or combina-
tion of characteristics, of the individual increases the risk that
the individual will engage in marital violence. Some examples
of theories at the intrapersonal level are social learning/sacial
skills models (e.g., Hamberger & Lohr, 1989; Holtzworth-
Munroe, 1992; O’Leary, 1988; Saunders, 1989), psychopathal-
ogy models (focusing, for example, on the role of attachment,
jealousy, and dependency fe.g., Dutton & Browning, 1988;
Holtzworth-Munroe, Hutchinson, & Stuart, 1994: Sonkin et
al., 1985]; impulse control problems [e.g., Faulk, 1974]; or low
self-esteem [e.g., Sonkin et al., 1985]), and attitudinal or cogni-
tive models (including a focus on attitudes toward women fe.g,,
Sonkin et al., 1985; Walker, 1979] and attitudes regarding the

acceptability of violence [e.g., Saunders, Lynch, Grayson, &
Linz, 1987]).

We thought it necessary to develop a model of marital vio-
lence because previous theorists have virtually ignored the ques-
tion of subtypes of marital violence; existing theories of marital
violence generally have not provided hypotheses regarding the
eticlogy of various subtypes of male baiterers. Given that we
were interested in explaining the etiology of marital violence in
various subtypes of batterers (i.e., individuals), we thought that
it was most appropriate to focus on factors at the intrapersonal,
or individual, level. We do not discuss potentially theoretically
relevant variables related to broader systems (g.g., couples’ in-
teractions) and societal/cultural influences (e.g., a patriarchal
society and violence in the media), at least directty {(e.g., an in-
dividual’s negative attitudes toward women ray reflect society’s
views of women, whereas the poor social skills of a viclent hus-
band would presumably be observed in a couple’s interactions).
Although we are interested in intrapersonal factors, we did not
directly include psychopathology (e.g., personality disorder) in
our model because we considered it to be a descriptive dimen-
sion used io differentiate the subtypes of batterers.

In developing cur model, we chose to integrate many of the
currently available intrapersonal theories; integration of exist-
ing theories rarely occurs in the marital violence literature {sce
Gelles & Straus, 1979, for an exception). Thus, we included im-
portant variables from several major intrapersonal-level theo-
ries of marital violence (e.g., family of origin violence, social
skills, attachment, and attitudes toward women and toward vi-
olence), In our model, we used time to demarcate two major
sets of proposed etiological variables. Distal variables are fac-
tors cccurring in childhood or before (e.g., genetic factors); as
revealed by our literature search {described later), these vari-
ables have rarely been examined in previous marital violence
research, Proximal variables are adult characteristics believed
to increase the risk that an individual man will engage in marital
violence. Relative to the distal variables, the proximal variables
have more frequently been discussed by previous theorists and
have received more empirical attention.

In the following sections, we introduce each etiological vari-
able praoposed in our model. When possible, we present exam-
ples of data (i.e., not an exhaustive review) linking these vari-
ables to the cccurrence of marital violence in general. Then, in
Table 3 (and briefly in the text), we present data from the previ-
ous typology studies regarding how the proposed subtypes of
batterers differ on cach of the variables in our model.

Distal, Historical Correlates of Marital Violence

As can be seen in Figure 1, we propose that certain back-
ground vartables are distal, historical correlates of marital vio-
fence. These include genetic/prenatal influences, early child-
hood family experiences, and peer experiences.

Genetic/prenatal factors are believed to include an inherited
tendency for impulsivity, an irritable temperament, or both. In-
terest in such factors comes both from behavioral genetic re-
search, suggesting that aggressive and criminal or antisocial be-
havior patterns can be inherited (e.g., Dilalla & Gottesman,
1989; Mednick & Kandel, 1988; Mednick, Pollock, Volavka, &
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Table 3
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Relationship Between Previous Tvpologies and Variables in the Developmental Model

Yariable

Batterer subtype

Family onky

Dysphoric/borderline

Generally vialent/antisocial

Genetic/prenatal factors
Eariy childhood family experiences
Witnessed parental violence
J. A, Fagan, Stewart, &
Hansen (1983)

Hershorn & Rosenbaum
(1991)

Cadsky & Crawford {1988)

Abused as chiid
Shieids, McCall, & Hanneke
(1988)

Hershorn & Rosenbaum
{19%1)

1. A.Fagan etal. {1983}

Saunders {1992}

Cadsky & Crawford (1988}

Peer expericnce
Cadsky & Crawford (1988)

Attachment

Marital relationship/dependency

Shields et al, {1988)

Cadsky & Crawford (1988}

Saunders (1992)

Family-only batterers less likely
to witness parental violence
as child

Overcontrolled batterers less
likety to have witnessed
father abusing mother

Wile assaulters tended to report
lower rates of violence
between parents

Family-only batterers more
likely 10 have fathers who
were violent toward them as
children

Overcontrolled batterers more
likely to have rejecting
mothers and parents who
were firn disciplinanans

Family-only batterers less likely
1 have been abused as a
chitd

Family-only batterers least
likely to have been abused

Wife assaulters tended to report
less viclence from parents

Wife assaulters: as juveniles,
were less likely to join a street
gang or engage in other
deviant behavior

Family-only batterers more
marilally satisfied; more
stable relatipnships; more
committed to marriage; less
likely to have extramarital
affair

Wife assaulters: more likely to
be legally married, longer
current relationship, tended
to be more satisfied with
relationship

Family-only batterers more
maritally satisfied and fess
marital conilict; lowest levels
of jealousy

Emotionally volatile batterers
least maritally satisfied and
most jealous

Generally vielent batterers mare
likely to witness parental
violence as child

Undercontrolied batterers more
likely to have witnessed father
abusing mother

Mixed assaulters tended
{nonsignificantly) to report
higher rates of violence
between parents

Generally violent batterers less
likely to have fathers who
were violent toward them as
children

Generally violent batterers more
likely to have been abused as a
child

Generzlly violent batterers most
severely physically abused

Mixed assaulters tended
{nonsignificantly) to report
more violence from parents
and were more likely to
require medical attention as a
result

Mixed assaulters: as juveniles,
were more likely to join a
street gang, more likely to skip
school, be expelled from
school, run away from hoine,
set fires, hit others, get drunk,
smash a car, be arrested; left
home at younger age

Generally violent batterers less
maritally satisfied; less stable
relationships; less committed
to marnage; more likely to
have extramarital affair

Mixed assaulters: less likely to
be marriex, shorter current
relationship, tended
{nonsignificantly) to be less
satisfied with relationship

Generally violent batterers:
moderate marital satisfaction
and contflict

{table continues)
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Hamberger & Hastings (1985,

19856}

Stith, Jester, & Bird (1992)

Remorse/empathy
Caesar (1986)
Mott-McDonald Associates
{1979)

Elbow {1977)

Gondolf (1988)

Hamberger & Hastings {1985,

1986)
Shields et al. (1988}

Impulsivity
Anger: substance abuse and
criminal behavior
Hershorn & Rosenbaum
(1991)

Cadsky & Crawford (1988}

Hamberger & Hastings { 1985,
1986)

dependent on wife

Passive—dependent/compulsive
batterers: dependent on
significant others

Secure lovers: most love for
partners, most relationship
maintenance activities,
lowest levels of relationship
conflict and ambivalence,
long selationships; stable
minimizers; moderate lave
and relationship
maintenance, moderate
relationship conflict and
ambivalence, longest
relationships

Hitters feel more remorse, will
take responsibility for
violence and seek treatment

Approval seekers experience
guilt

Sporadic batterers most likely
to apologize and least likely
to blame wife

Family-only batterers more
likely $o seek treatment for
mantal problems

Overcontrolled batterers most
likely to explode after letting
anger simmer

Wife assaulters: lower levels of
hostility and fewer problems
with behavior control; less
likely to abuse alcohol, be
arrested for drunk driving, or
meet criteria for alcohol
abuse; first conviction for
crime at older age and fewer
criminal convictions

Passive-dependent/compuisive
batterers: mixed findings
regarding anger proneness
across two samples

dependent on them

Schizoidal/borderline
batterers: high levels of
strife in relationships

Haostile pursuers: high level of
relationship maintenance
activities and moderate
levels of love, highest levels
of relationship conflict and
high level of ambivalence
regarding relationship

Exposed rescuers feel remorse

Chronic typical batierers
blame victim

Schizoidal/borderline
batterers overreact io
trivial interpersonal
disputes, high levels of
anger, some alcohol
problems

Table 3 (continued)
Variable Batterer subtype
Family only Dyspharic/borderline Generally viclent/antisocial
Faulk {1974) Stable/affectionate batterers: Dependent/suspicious
long-standing relationship; batterers: very jealous; very
dependent/passive batterers: dependent on wife
dependent on wife
Eibow {1877} Approval seckers dependent on Incorporators and defenders Controllers view wife as an
wife; needs wife’s approval view wife as part of self; object they control;
very needy/clingy to wife; relationship lacks reciprocity
want wife to depend on
them and are jealous
Caesar (1986) Nonexposed altruists Exposed rescuers want wife Caontrollers view wife as object,

are emattonally void in close
relationships

Narcissistic/antisocial batterers:
seli-centered in relationships;
use others to meet own needs

Hostile disengaged batterers:
lowest levels of love and
relationship maintenance
activities, high levels of
relationship conflict and
ambivalence, shortest
relationships

Tyrants show little remosse

Batterers feel liitle remorse and
refuse to take responsibility
for violence

Controllers project blame for
violence onto others; believe
their vielence is justified

Sociopathic and antisocial
batterers most likely to blame
victim

Narcissistic/antisocial batterers
least likely to feel empathy

Generally violent batterers less
likely to seek treatment for
marital problems

Undercontrolled batterers
impulsive, with few controls
QVEr anger Or aggression

Mixed assauiters: higher levels
of hostility and more
symptoms of behavior
noncontrol; morg likely 10
abuse alcohol, be arrested for
drunk driving, and mest
criteria for alcohol abuse; first
conviction for crime at
younger age and more
criminal convictions

Narcissistic/antisocial batterers:
lower levels of anger,
tendency for alcohol/drug
problems

(rable continues)
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Tabie 3 {continued)
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Variable

Batterer subtype

Family only

Dysphoric/borderline

Generally violent/antisocial

Hale, Zimostrad, Duckworth,
& Nicholas (1988)

Flournoy & Wilson {1991)

J. A.Fagan et al. (1983)

Shiglds ¢t al. (1988)

Faulk (1974}

Elbow (1977}

Saunders {1992)

Gondolf {1988}

Social skills
Stith et al. (1992)

Faulk (1974}

Caesar {1986)
Atiitudes

Toward women
Saunders{1992)

Toward violence"

Family-only batterers: violence
less likely to be accompanied
by drinking

Family-only batterers less likely
to use drugs when violent;
less likely to have sought help
for aleohol/drug problem;
less likely to have been
arrested, less likely to support
seff illegally or gamble large
suras of money; higher
occupational status

Dependent/passive batterers:
violent outbursts

Approval seekers: drinking may
or may not be part of
violence

Family-only batterers: low
levels of anger; violence
associated with alcohol about
half of the time

Sporadic batterers had fewest
aleohol problems; fewest
arrests

Secure lovers: highest leve} of
direct retationship
negotiation, use nonavoidant
coping strategies; stable
minimizers: wide variety of
direct and indirect coping
strategies and relationship
negotiation styles

Naonexposed altruists
unassertive

Family-only battesers had most
liberal sex role attitudes

Family-only batterers have

De¢pendent/suspicious
batterers: violent outbursts

incorporators have public
displays of anger; are
impulsive; may heavily use
aicohol/drugs

Emotionally volatile
batterers: highest levels of
anger; least likely to have
used alcohot before/during
a violent incident

Chronic typical batterers had
moderate levels of
substance abuse; few
arrests

Hostile pursuers: wide variety
of direct and indirect
coping strategies and
relationship negotiation
styles

Emotionally votatile batterers
had refatively conservative
sex roe artitudes

Elevated on MMPI Scales 2 and
4; alcohal/drug/legal
problems

Elevated on MMPI Scales 2 and
4; alcohol/drug/legal
problems

Violence of generally violent
batterers more likely to be
accompanied by drinking

Generally violent batterers more
likely to use illegal drugs when
violent; more likely 1o have
sought help for aleohol or
drug problem; more likely to
have been arrested for any
crime; more likely to support
self through illegal means;
more likety to have gambled
large sums of money; lower
occupational status

Dominating baiterers: violent
outbursts; viotent/bullying
batteress: violence sometimes
associated with alcohol abuse

Controllers have most extensive
involvement in illegal
activities

Generally viglent batterers: low
to moderate anger levels; had
most viplent episodes when
under influence of alcohol,
most arrests for drunk driving
and violence

Sociopathic batterers had
extensive arrest records (for
violence, drug use, property
crimes) and highest tevels of
substance abuse

Hostile disengaged batterers: use
violence to resolve
relationship conflicts

Violent/bullying batterers: use
violence and intimidation to
solve many probiems

Generally violent batterers had
most rigid, conservative sex
role attitudes

Generally violent batterers have

most remorse/puilt least remorse

Shields et al. (1988) Family-only batterers least Generally violent men had
likely to believe violence is pasitive attitudes toward
justified or to have positive violence and believed that
attitndes toward violence y‘mlence ig justified )

Cadsky & Crawford {1988) Wife assaulters; less likely to Mixed assaulters: more easily
find circumstances under find circumstances pr_nder
which they believe it is which they believe 1t is
permissible to hit partner permissible to hit partaer

Note. MMPI = Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory.

* See section on empathy/remorse.
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Gabrielli, 1982; Rutter et al., 1990), and from general theories
of personality, suggesting that certain personality dimensions,
specifically impulsivity, are related to aggression and are inther-
ited and biclogically based (i.e., specific neurological substrates
for each personality dimension; see the brief review, under the
later section on impulsivity, of work conducted by Gray, Fowles,
Eysenck, Newman, Cloninger, and Zuckerman).

To our knowledge, research has not been conducted examin-
ing the relationship between genetic/prenatat influences and the
occurrence of marital violence in general, although researchers
have documented a relationship between growing up in a vio-
lent home and becoming violent oneself (e.g., see review by Ho-
taling & Sugarman, 1986} that could be based, in part, on ge-
netics. In addition, as can be seen in Table 3, researchers have
not directly examined possible links between genetic/prenatal
influences and the development of various subtypes of maritat
violence. However, as reviewed later, some attention has been
given to personality dimensions, such as impulsivity, that may
result from genetic/prenatal influences.

The second distal factor, early childhood family experiences
(e.g., witnessing parental violence, experiencing child abuse,
and methods of child discipline), has been examined more €x-
tensively in the general marital violence literature. First, re-
searchers have repeatedly documented a general Jink between
growing up in a violent home and using physical aggression
against one’s spouse in adulthood (see review by Hotaling &
Sugarman, 1986). Although such a link may be genetic, other
theoretical explanations are possible, including social learning
theory {i.e., violent men observed the use and reinforcement of
marital violence in their family of origin, learning to use vio-
lence and failing to Jearn nonviolent methods for resolving mar-
ital disputes) and attachment theory (i.e., viclent men were un-
able to form trusting relationships with an abusive parent and
thus have relationship difficulties as adults).

Regarding previous typologies of male batterers, several re-
searchers have gathered retrospective reports of childhood fam-
ily experiences (see Table 3). In studies of whether or not a man
witnessed his parents engaged in marital violence, the data con-
sistently demonstrate that generally violent batterers are the
most likely to have witnessed physical violence between their
parents, whereas family-only batterers are the least likely to
have been exposed to parental violence (Cadsky & Crawford,
1988; J. A. Fagan et al., 1983; Hershorn & Rosenbaum, 1991).
Thus, we propose that the more parenial violence a man wit-
nessed as a child, the more violent he will end up being himself
as an adult (i.e., a generally violent/antisocial batterer).

In contrast, data regarding the relaticnship of childhood
abuse of the batterer himselfto the various batterer subtypes are
contradictory. Two research groups have found evidence that
family-only batterers are more likely than generally violent bat-
terers to have abusive or rejecting parents {Hershorn & Rosen-
baum, 1991; Shields et al., 1988). In direct contrast, other re-
searchers have found that generally violent batterers are more
likely than family-only batterers to have experienced child
abuse (Cadsky & Crawford, 1988;J. A. Fagan etal., 1983; Saun-
ders, 1992). For theoretical reasons (discussed later), we would
argue that child abuse is also a risk factor for dysphoric/border-
line batterers.

The third distal variable we have proposed is peer experi-
ences, specifically involvement with delinquent and deviant
peers. This factor is discussed extensively in general theories of
criminal and antisocial behavior, such as theories of differential
association {(c.g., Burgess & Akers, 1966; Sutherland, 1947) and
social interaction models (e.g., Elliott, Huizinga, & Ageton,
1985; Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). Research also sup-
ports the notion that association with deviant peers is related to
antisocial behavior and substance use or abuse in adolescents
(e.g., Elliott & Huizinga, 1985; Huba & Bentler, 1983; Patter-
son, Reid, & Dishion, 1992) and to adult criminality {e.g., West
& Farrington, 1977), Similarly, involvement with delinquent
peers has been related to the development of male sexual aggres-
sion toward women (Malamuth, Sockloskie, Koss, & Tanaka,
1991).

Few rvesearchers have, to date, examined the role of delin-
quent peer relationships in the development of marital violence
in peneral. In one of the few studies of this issue, wives of abusive
husbands were more likely than wives of nonabusive husbands
to report that their husbands’ friends approved of violence
against women and believed that men should be in control in
the marital relationship (Smith, 1991}, Similarly, on the basis
of interviews with baitered wives, Bowker (1983) found that
husbands who spent more time with male peers (e.g., daily con-
tact) were more likely fo engage in frequent and severe marital
violence and were less likely to make efforts to end their marital
violence; he suggested that such men were immersed in a sub-
culture of violence, with peers who encouraged their use of
vialence,

As shown in Table 3, previous batterer typology researchers
generally have not examined this variable. In the one exception,
Cadsky and Crawford (1988) found that generally violent bat-
terers were more likely than family-only batterers to have joined
a street gang in their youth. In addition, generally violent bat-
terers were more likely than family-only batterers to have en-
gaged in a wide variety of delinquent behaviors during child-
hood and adolescence; such activities might reflect involvement
with deviant peers,

On the basis of previous work, we propose that association
with deviant peers is related {0 maore deviant and delinguent
behavior. Thus, it should be a factor related 1o violence, partic-
ularly among the generally violent/antisocial group of batterers,

Proximal Correlates of Marital Violence

As shown in Figure |, we propose that the three distal vari-
abies influence the development of five more proximal corre-
lates of marital aggression. These correlates are attachment to
others, impulsivity, social skills, attitudes toward women, and
attitudes toward violence.

The first proxima) variable, attachment to other individuals
(inctuding dependency on others and empathy for others, par-
ticularly the wife), is generally viewed as resulting from child-
hood experiences with caregivers. These experiences lead to se-
cure or insecure cognitive representation of relationships, or
“working models” of attachment, that influence one’s attitudes
toward later adubt relationships {e.g., Bowlby, 1973, 1938).
Along with others (¢.g., Bowlby, 1988), we have proposed that



488 AMY HOLTZWORTH-MUNROE AND GREGORY L. STUART

men who are ambivalently attached to, and preoccupied with,
their wives (e.g., experiencing pathological levels of dependency,
jealousy, and fear of rejection) are at risk to engage in marital
violence when threatened with the loss of their relationships
{Holtzworth-Munroe, Hutchinson, & Stuart, 1994).

Although few researchers have examined the role of attach-
ment in marital violence in general, emerging findings support
our proposed link between these variables. For example, when
maritally violent men are presented with conflicts involving is-
sues of wife abandonment, rejeciion from their wives, or jeal-
ousy {i.e., situations that can be conceptualized as threats to the
retationship, eliciting attachment behaviors), they report more
anger and provide less competent responses than nonviolent
men (Dutton & Browning, 1988; Hollzworth-Munroe & An-
glin, 1991}. In a recent study using measures of attachment pat-
terns, batterers were more preoccupied with and more depen-
dent on their wives and had morc unresolved attachment strat-
cgies than nonviolent husbands (Holtzworth-Munroe et al.,
1994).

Similarly, childhood experiences are assumed to teach, or fail
o teach, children to empathize with others. We assume that the
more empathy a man feels for others, the less likely he is to
engage in aggression,

As seen in Table 3, previous typology researchers have not
directly examined attachment. However, some have measured
related constructs, such as marital satisfaction and dependency
on the wife, and others have gathered indirect measures of em-
pathy {e.g., remorse for violence), A review of these related vari-
ables suggests that, in contrast to the limited data linking one
particular type of attachment (i.e., ambivalent/preoccupied) to
marital violence in general, each subtype of male batterer may
be characterized by a different pattern of attachment.

In examining marital functioning, previous researchers have
found that, relative to other subgroups of batterers, family-only
batterers have better marriages; they are more maritally satis-
fied, have more stable and less conflictual marriages, and are
more committed to their marriage and less likely to have extra-
marital affairs (Cadsky & Crawford, 1988; Faulk, 1974; Saun-
ders, 1992; Shields et al., 1988, Stith et al., 1992). However, they
may be overly dependent on their wives (Caesar, 1986; Elhow,
1977, Faulk, 1974; Hamberger & Hastings, 1983, 1986). These
findings suggest that family-only batterers will have the fowest
artachment problems, although they may show evidence of a
preoccupied attachment style.

In contrast, previous researchers have usually portraved gen-
erally violent/antisocial batterers as experiencing marital prob-
lems (Cadsky & Crawford, 1988; Saunders, 1992; Shields et al.,
1988; Stith e1 al., 1992) and as viewing their wives as objects,
because these men are narcissistic and self-centered in close re-
Jationships (Caesar, 1986; Elbow, 1977; Hamberger & Hastings,
1985, 1986); such factors might be reflected in a dismissing at-
tachment style. Regarding dysphoric/borderline batterers, re-
searchers have generally hypothesized that these men are patho-
logically dependent on their wives, viewing their wives as part of
themselves (Caesar, 1986; Elbow, 1977; Faulk, 1974) and expe-
riencing high levels of jealousy, marital dissatisfaction, relation-
ship strife, and ambivalence about their relationships {Faulk,
1974: Hamberger & Hastings, 1985, 1986; Saunders, 1992,

Stith ct al.. 1992); this would be reflected in a preoccupied at-
tachment style.

Previous typology researchers have also gathered indirect
measures of empathy (see Table 3), examining feelings of re-
morse and attributions of blame for violence. Researchers have
found that the generally violent/antisocial batterer feels littie
remorse and is the most likely to blame his victim (Caesar, 1986;
Elbow, 1977; Gondolf, 1988; Hamberger & Hastings, 1985,
1986; Mott-McDonald Associates, 1979}, In contrast, family-
only batterers are the most likely to feel remorse and the most
tikely to admit having marital problems and to seek help for
such problems (Elbow, 1977; Gondolf, 1988; Mott-McDonald
Associates, 1979; Shields et al.. 1988). Less information is avail-
able regarding the dysphoric/borderline batterer, and the avail-
able data are contradictory (i.e., Caesar, 1986, found that the
exposed rescuer feels remorse, but Gondolf, 1988, found that
the chronic typical batterer blames his victim). In surnmary,
consistent with their atiachment patterns, generally violent/an-
tisocial batterers feel the least empathy for their wives, whereas
family-only battercrs are the most empathetic toward their
wives; dysphoric/borderline batterers may experience an infer-
mediate level of empathy.

As mentioned earlier, the second proximal variable, impui-
sivity, is presumably an inherited, biologically based personality
dimension related to temperament, physiological reactivity, and
neurologically based behavioral control systems. Of particular
interest, personality theorists have related impulsivity to ageres-
siveness and psychopathy, or antisocial personality disorder.

H.J. Evsenck {1967;S. B. G. Eysenck & Evsenck, 1978} iden-
tified three personality dimensions: neuroticism, introversion—
extraversion, and psychoticism (1.¢., tough-mindedness). Vari-
ous combinations of these traits presumably predispose an in-
dividual to engage in impulsive or aggressive behavior; specifi-
cally, primary {low-anxiety) psychopaths tend to score tow on
the neuroticism dimension but high on the extraversion and
psychoticism dimensions {Eysenck & Eysenck, 1976, cited in
Gray, 1981). Similarly focusing on personality dimensions,
Gray {e.g., Gray, 1981, 1987. Gray, Owen, Davis, & Tsaltas,
1983) rotated Eysenck’s neuroticism and introversion-gxtra-
version dimensions 45 degrees to form dimensions of anxiety
and impulsivity. Although the relationship between these per-
sonality dimensions and underlying emotional systems is com-
plex, Gray (e.g., 1987) suggested that there arc threc interacting
systems governing the control of emotional behavior: The be-
havioral activation system (BAS) regulates behavior in response
to unconditioned rewards or nonpunishment {e.g., Il activates
behavior in response to cues for reward); the behavioral inhibi-
tion system (BIS) regulates appetitively motivated behavior in
responsc to stimuli indicating that punishment will occur if the
response 15 made {e.g., ii inhibits behaviors that would other-
wise occur when cues for response-contingent punishment are
present): and the fight/flight system regulates behavior in re-
sponse to unconditioned punishment or unconditioned nonre-
ward. Presumably, individuals who have either high activity in
the BAS or low activity in the BIS may be impulsive {Gray et al.,
1983): for example, Gray (1987) suggested that primary psy-
chopaths are more sensitive to stimuli related to rewards than
to stimuili related 1o punishment. Although both systems may
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be involved in producing antisocial behavior, researchers have
generally focused more attention on activity in the BIS than on
activity in the BAS (Fowles, 1987). Indeed, numerous research-
ers have demonstrated that primary psychopaths manifest pas-
sive-avoidance learning deficits. For example, Newman's work
(e.g.. 1987) suggests that psychopaths, once focused on obtain-
ing rewards through certain responses, continue to respond de-
spite cues that punishment may occur if they continue with
their responses; thus, in approach-avoidance situations, they
are unable 1o modify their dominant response set, and they are
less likely to inhibit punished responses.

In addition to the personality dimensions and underlying be-
havioral control systems outlined earlier, other theorists have
suggested that another personality dimension {e.g., novelty
seeking or sensation seeking) may be important in understand-
ing impulsive, aggressive behavior, For example, Cloninger
{1986, 1987) identified novelty seeking, harm avoidance, and
reward dependence as heritable dimensions that can be used to
describe personality. Harm avoidance parallels Gray’s BIS, and
reward dependence parallels Gray’s BAS (Fowles, 1987); Clon-
inger’s novelty-seeking dimension does not directiy correspond
10 Gray's model {Fowles, 1987), vet is proposed to be related o
aggressive, impulsive behavior. Cloninger (1987) predicted that
individuals at high risk for aggression tend to be high in novelty
seeking and low in harm avoidance; primary psychopaths were
predicted to be high in novelty seeking, low in harm avoidance,
and low in reward dependence. Similar to Cloninger’s dimen-
sions of novelty seeking and reward dependence, Zuckermarn
(1991a, 1991b) has focused on sensation seeking as a trait, pro-
posing that impulsive and aggressive behaviors are related to
high levels of sensation seeking.

In summary, personality theorists have focused on how vari-
ous personality dimensions may interact to produce impulsive,
aggressive, and antisocial behavior. These personality traits are
presumably inherited and biologically based. Across the theo-
ries, impulsive individuals have been hypothesized to be overly
sensitive to rewards, deficient in their ability to inhibit responses
despite potential punishment, and likely to engage io novelty-
and sensation-seeking experiences. These hypotheses are poten-
tially relevant to marital violence, particularty 1o the violence
of generally viotent/antisocial batterers, who {as discussed later)
are presumed to have problems with impulsivity and 1o be at
risk for engaging in antisocial, psychopathic behavior.

Impulsivity has rarefy been directly studied in general inves-
tigations of marital violence, However, potentially related vari-
abies have been given some attention, For example, anger prob-
lems {e.g., explosive, uncontrolled anger) may reflect problems
with impulsivity. Researchers comparing violent and nonvie-
lent husbands have demonstrated that violent husbands experi-
ence more anger, both in general (e.g., Maiuro, Cahn, Vitaliano,
Wagner, & Zegree, 1988) and during marital conflicts (e.g., Dut-
ton & Browning, 1988; Margolin, John, & Gleberman, 1988).
Similarly, substance abuse, criminal behavior, and the use of
violence when under the influence of alcohol or drugs may re-
flect impulsivity. For example, in studies of marital viclence in
general, violent husbands have been found to have more prob-
lems with substance abuse than nonviolent men {e.g., R. W.
Fagan, Barnett, & Patton, 1988; Kantor & Straus, 1987; Leo-

nard & Blane, 1992; Leonard, Bromet, Parkinson, Day, &
Ryvan, 1985; Van Hasselt, Morrison, & Bellack, 1985).

As shown in Table 3, previous typology researchers have also
often indirectly assessed impulsivity. Researchers have studied
differences in the anger experienced by various subtypes of male
batterers. Findings regarding levels and expression of anger
among family-only batterers are mixed. In two studies, this
group reported lower levels of anger (Saunders, 1992} and hos-
tility (Cadsky & Crawford, 1988} than the other batterer sub-
groups; in two other studies, family-only batierers were hypoth-
esized to express their anger in a volatile fashion (Faulk, 1974;
Hershorn & Rosenbaum, 1991); and, across their two samples,
Hamberger and Hastings {1985, 1986} found contradictory ev-
idence regarding the level of anger experienced by this group. In
contrast, dysphoric/borderline batterers are consistently found
to be volatile in their expression of anger, experiencing high lev-
els of anger in peneral (Saunders, 1992) and having difficulty
controlling their expression of anger; they are likely to overreact
to trivial interpersonal disputes and to explode afier letting an-
ger summate (Elbow, 1977; Faulk, 1974; Hamberger & Has-
tings, 1985, 1986; Hershorn & Rosenbaum, 1991}, Interest-
ingly, although some researchers have found that generally vio-
lent/antisoctal bavierers have high levels of anger or problems
controlling their anger {Cadsky & Crawford, 1988; Faulk, 1974;
Hershorn & Rosenbaum, 1991), others have found that this
group reports only low to moderate levels of anger (Hamberger
& Hastings, 1983, 1986; Saunders, 1992},

As another indirect measure of impulsivity, variables such as
substance abuse, criminal behavior, and the use of alcohol and
drugs when engaged in violence have proven to be powerful dis-
criminators among subtypes of male batterers, These problems
are consistently found to characterize generally violent/antiso-
cial batterers more than the other subgroups (Cadsky & Craw-
ford, 1988; Elbow, 1977, J. A, Fagan et al., 1983; Faulk, 1974;
Gondolf, 1988; Saunders, 1992; Shields et al., 1988). Indeed,
the fact that researchers have hypothesized that generally vio-
leni/antisocial batterers have an antisocial personality disorder
{Cadsky & Crawford, 1988; Flournoy & Wilson, 1591; Hale et
al.,, 1988; Hamberger & Hastings, 1985, 1986} is relevant be-
cause such disorders are theoretically linked to impulsive be-
bavicr. In contrast, family-only batterers are consistently found
to have fewer substance abuse or legal problems than the other
subtypes (Cadsky & Crawford, 1988; Elbow, 1977; J. A. Fagan
et al., 1983; Gondolf, 1988; Saunders, 1992; Shields et al.,
1988). Although dysphoric/borderline batterers generally do
not have as many legal problems as generally violent/antisociat
batterers, findings regarding substance abuse for dysphoric/bor-
derline baterers are mixed. Some researchers have suggested
that they abuse alcohol and drugs (Elbow, 1977), others have
found only moderate levels of substance abuse in this group
(Gondolf, 1988; Hamberger & Hastings, 1985, 1986), and still
others have found that this subgroup is the least likely to have
used alcohol before or during a violent incident {Saunders,
1992).

Thus, across the previous typology studies, the data consis-
tently suggest that the generally violent/antisocial batterer is the
moast impulsive batterer, whereas the family-only batterer is the
least impulsive. Fewer data are available regarding dysphoric/
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borderting batterers, but the data suggest that they will have an
intermediate level of problems with impulsive behavior: Al-
though they may not have severe problems with substance abuse
or criminal behavior, they experience problems controlling
their volatile anger.

Social skifls, the third proximal variable in our developmen-
tal model, are generally viewed as learned behaviors shaped by
the environment (g.g., family of origin and peers), although bi-
ological influences are possible (e.g., overarcusal may interfere
with the ability to process social information). Included in this
category are a wide variety of communication, assertion, and
relationship skills that are theoretically necessary to maintain a
nonviolent, happy marriage.

The available data regarding the social skills of violent versus
nonviolent men were recently reviewed by Holtzworth-Munroe
{1992); this review led to the conclusion that, relative to nonvi-
olent men, violent husbands have a variety of social skills defi-
cits, For example, violent husbands interpret negative wife be-
haviors as involving hostile intent {e.g., Holtzworth-Munroe &
Hutchinson, 1993) and are unable 10 generate competent re-
sponses in marital conflict situations {e.g., Holtzworth-Munroe
& Anglin, 1991}. Similarly, researchers have consistently dem-
onstrated that violent men are more likely than nonviolent men
10 have difficulty being assertive with their wives {e.g., Rasen-
baum & O’'Leary, 1981). Also, in research directly observing
the marital interactions of couples, violent men have been
found to engage in more negative behavior than nonviolent men
(e.g., Margolin, John, & Gleberman, 1988). Thus, in general,
violent men have been found to lack social skills in marital sit-
uations, suggesting that they will be unable to successfully re-
solve marital conflicts nonviolently. Recently, Anglin and
Holtzworth-Munroe (1994) documented that violent men also
provide less competent responses than nonviolent men in re-
sponse to problematic nonmarital situations.

Although the findings regarding the general lack of social
skills among maritally violent men are consistent, this variable
has received little attention, and has been only indirectly ad-
dressed, in the previous typology research (as revealed in Table
3). In general, subtypes proposed to be like the generally violent/
antisocial batterer have been assumed to be relatively incompe-
tent, using violence to resolve conflicts and solve problems
(Fautk, 1974; Stith et al., 1992), whereas subtypes proposed 1o
be like the family-only batterer have been assumed to have rela-
tively good or mixed problem-solving skills (Stith et al., 1992)
and some problems with assertiveness (Caesar, 1986).

On the basis of our review of the data, we suggest that all
violent husbands have some social skills deficits. However, we
expect that the skills deficits of family-only men are primarily
restricted to marital situations; as a result, their violence is re-
stricted to the family. Similarly, the skills deficits of dysphoric/
borderline batterers would be most evident in marital situa-
tions. In contrast, generally violent batterers should have skills
deficits in both marital and nonmarital situations.

The fourth and fifth proximal variables involve attituces that
may influence one’s use of marital violence, namely attitudes,
particulariy hostile or adversarial attitudes, toward women and
attitudes supporting violence. Such attitudes may be learned in
the home or from peers or society. Both types of attitudes have

been related to sexual aggression against women (e.g., Mala-
muth et al,, 1921).

Researchers have demonstrated that, in general, violent hus-
bands are more likely than nonviclent men to have positive at-
titudes toward violence and are more likely to endorse the use
of marital violence (Saunders et al., 1987). In contrast, daia
comparing viclent and nonviolent hushands’ attitudes toward
women have been mixed. In summarizing research using ques-
tionnaire measures that directly assess attitudes toward women
and traditional sex roles, Arias and O’Leary {1988) concluded
that research “has failed to confirm” the hypothesis that “hav-
ing conservative attitudes about appropriate role behavior for
women . . . would be related to men’s use of physical aggres-
sion against their spouses™ (p. 121). However, researchers using
other measures have gathered data suggesting that violent hus-
bands belteve that they should have control or power over their
wives (e.g., Dutton & Strachan, 1987; Smith, 990).

As shown in Table 3, previous typology researchers have
rarely examined attitudes toward women in general. In one ex-
ception, Saunders (1992} found that family-only batterers had
the most liberal attitudes; generally violent men had the most
rigid, conservative attitudes; and emotionally volatile batterers
(propased to be like dysphoric/borderline batterers) had rela-
tively conservative sex role attitudes. Other researchers have
suggested that the subgroups of batterers differ in their attitudes
toward their wives {e.g., generally violent/antisocial batterers
view their wives as objects to control; see earlier discussion of
attachment).

Findings regarding remorse, blame, and apologies {reviewed
eatlier) may be related to attitudes toward violence. As summa--
rized earlier, generatly violent batterers appear to have the most
positive attitudes toward violence, reflected in their lack of re-
morse, whereas family-only men have the least positive attitudes
(e.g., they experience the most remorse and guilt). Directly as-
sessing this variabie, Shields et al. {1988) found that generally
violent men had positive attitudes toward violence and believed
that violence is justified, whereas family-only batterers were the
least likely to view violence as justified or to have positive atti-
tudes toward violence. Similarly, Cadsky and Crawford (1988)
found that generally violent batterers were more likely than
family-only batterers to identify a wide variety of circumstances
in which they believed that it was acceptable to use violence
toward their partner.

In summary, the data across studies suggest that, relative to
the other subtypes, the family-only batterer generally has liberal
attitudes toward women and the least positive attitudes toward
violence. In contrast, the generally violent/antisocial batterer
has conservative attitudes toward women and the most positive
attitudes toward violence. The dysphoric/bordertine batterer
has conservative attitudes toward women; his attitudes toward
violence are less clear.

Applying the Developmental Model to the Proposed
Subtypes of Batterers

We developed our model to form hypotheses regarding the
etiology and maintenance of marital violence, both in general
and across the various subtypes of male batterers. In doing so,
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we assumed that the variables proposed in our model interact
to increase the risk of various forms of marital violence.

For example, we view the distal variables (1.c., a genetic/pre-
natal loading for impulsive/aggressive behavior, exposure to vi-
olence in the family of origin, and involvement with deviant
peers} as early risk factors for marital violence. The more of
these risk factors an individual experiences, the more likely he
is to engage in marital violence as an adult. More specifically,
the frequency of exposure to, and the severity of, these distal
risk factors should be directly related to the use of more severe
violence as an adult. In other words, the cumulative effect of
these factors, and the increasing severity of each, increases the
risk for more general and rore severe violence {i.e., generally
violent/antisocial batterers).

However, we are not proposing that the distal risk factors di-
rectly cause a man to engage in marital violence but, rather, that
they influence the development of the proximal risk factorsina
series of multifaceted and complex interactions. To illustrate
this point in regard to the development of marital violence in
general, we consider one of the distal risk factors: growing up in
a violent home. Exposure to violence in one’s family of origin
may lead to marital viclence through several pathways, affecting
each of the proposed proximal variables. For example, being
abused by one’s parents would presumably lead to problems in
attachment. In addition, a child exposed to parental violence
may have difficulty learning to regulate his negative emotional
reactions to such interactions and may thus fail to develop
mechanisms for regulating anger (e.g., impulsivity). Through
social learning and modeling, a child in an aggressive home
would see the use of violence being reinforced and would fail to
learn more constructive ways of resolving marital conflicts. As
a final example, such experiences might lead to the formation of
positive attitudes toward violence and negative attitudes toward
women.

Comntinuing our example, we would propose that, through all
of these pathways, children growing up in violent homes would
be at risk to engage in physical aggression themselves. Initiaily
this aggression might be directed at peers; this proposed con-
nection is supported by several recent research findings. For ex-
ample, Dodge, Bates, and Pettit {1 99() demonstrated that chil-
dren who had been physically harmed (i.e., abused) by an aduit
evidenced social skilis deficits in peer interactions {¢.g., relative
1o nonabused children, they were more likely to attribute hos-
tile intent to a peer and were Jess likely 1o generate competent
responses 10 peer conflict situations); 6 months later, these chil-
dren engaged in more aggressive behavior toward their peers
than did nonabused children. As another example, research by
Cummings and colleagues indicates that children exposed to
adult {e.g., parental) physical conflict exhibit distress (e.g.,
Cummings, Vogel, Cummings, & Ei-Sheikh, 1989) and are at
increased risk to behave aggressively toward playmates (e.g.,
Cummings, lannotti, & Zahn-Waxler, 198%),

Further developing this exampile, a child who engages in phys-
ical aggression toward his peers would, in turn, be at risk to
enter a deviant peer group (i.e., another distal risk factor). In-
volvement in such a group would also influence the develop-
ment of proximal risk factors for marital violence. For example,
the child/adolescent’s involvement with deviant peers would

further foster his positive attitudes toward violence, inhibit his
development of social skills, and increase the risk of engaging in
deviant behavior. All of these proximal risk factors would then
increase the probability of engaging in marital violence.

In addition to helping to explain the development of marital
violence in general, we assume that the variables included in
our model will help to differentiate the subtypes of maritally
violent men—irom one another and from nonviolent compari-
son samples—as outlined in Table 4 and discussed later. In this
section, for each of the batterer subtypes, we first outhine the
distal and proximal risk factors that are relevant to that subtype
and then provide examples of how these relevant risk factors
could interact to produce and maintain the marital violence of
men in that subgroup.

As shown in Table 4, we hypothesize that family-only batter-
ers will most closely resemble nonviolent comparison groups,
being the least deviant on the variables outlined in our model.
Regarding distal variables, they will be at low genetic risk for
aggression and impulsivity and will report only low to moderate
levels of aggression in their family of origin and little involve-
ment in deviant peer activities. On measures of the proximal
variables, they will be able to empathize with others but will
evidence some preoccupation with, or dependency on, their
wives, They will experience low to moderate problems with im-
pulsivity. They will have low to moderate levels of social skills
i marital situations but adeguate social skills in nonmarital
situations. They generally will not report hostile attitudes to-
ward women or attitudes supportive of viclence.

Overall, these men are well functioning relative to the other
batterer subgroups. However, several factors differentiating this
group from the nonvioleni comparison groups are hypothesized
to be related to their use of marital violence. For example, al-
though their exposure to distal risk factors is low relative to the
other batterer subtypes, exposure to family of origin aggression
should be higher for this group than for nonviolent men.
Through their exposure to low levels of distal risk factors, these
men would develop limited problems with more proximal varti-
ables, including insecure (i.e., dependent and preoccupied) at-
tachment patterns, mild social skills deficits, and low levels of
impulsivity. Specifically, we hypothesize that the use of physical
aggression emerges in this group as a result of a combination of
poor spouse-specific communication skills, dependence on and
preoccupation with their partners, and mild problems with im-
pulsivity. Given their lack of maritai skills and impulsivity, mar-
ital conflicts escalate. In such conflicts, their fear of rejection
and abandonment {i.e., preoccupied attachment and depen-
dency) reduces the probability that withdrawal from the marital
conflict will be seen as an acceptable option, further escalating
a negative, destructive argument. On occasion, physical aggres-
sion is introduced as an extreme negative behavior in marital
arguments. However, guilt and remorse, generally negative atti-
tudes about violence, generally positive attitudes toward
women, empathy for their wives, and a lack of psychopathology
combine to limit the extensive or regular use of violence among
this group.

In contrast, as shown in Table 4, we propose that dysphoric/
borderline batterers may have some genetic loading for psycho-
pathology, impulsivity, and aggression. We propose that they
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Table 4
How the Proposed Subtypes Differ on Theoretical Variables From the Developmenial Mode!
Violent subtype
Nonviolent/ Nonviolent/ Dysphoric/ Generally violent/
Variable nondistressed distressed Family only borderline antisocial

Genetic influnces Low Low Low Moderate High
Childhood family experiences

Parental violence Low Low Low-moderate Moderate Moderate-high

Child abuse/rejection Low Low Low-moderate Moderate-high High
Association with deviant peers Low Low Low Low-moderate High
Attachment Secure Secure Secure or preoccupied Preoccupied Dismissing

Dependency Moderate Low Moderate High Low

Empathy High Moderate Moderate Low-moderate Low
Impulsivity Low Low Low-moderate Maoderate High
Sacial skiils

Marital High Moderate Low-moderate Low Low

Nonmarital High High Moderate-high Moderate Low
Attitudes

Hostile attitudes toward

WOMmen No No No Moderate-high High
Attitudes supporting
violence No No Low Moderate High

have experienced parental rejection and child abuse and will
have some involvement in peer deviant activities. Regarding
proximal variables, we hypothesize that these batterers will ex-
perience very high levels of dependency on, and preoccupation
with, their wives. They will have moderate problems with im-
pulsivity and be generally unskilled in marital relationships.
They will report hostile attitudes toward women and moder-
ately positive attitudes toward violence.

As a result of family of origin violence, particularly parental
rejection and child abuse, these men develop attachment prob-
lems and hostile aititudes toward women. They have difficulty
trusting others and easily feel rejected, abandoned, or slighted,
as reflected in their preoccupation with and overdependence on
their wives and their oversensitivity to trivial interpersonal dis-
putes. As discussed by Bowlby (1988), when men with such pat-
terns of attachment perceive threats to their relationship or pos-
sible abandonment by their wives, they may use desperate
means, including violence, to prevent their wives from leaving,
We hypothesize that this is a particular risk given these men’s
low tevel of mariial skills and moderate levels of impulsivity,
Confronted with marital conflicts, which they perceive as
threats of abandonment, and lacking the skills to resolve such
conflicts, these men may impulsively use physical aggression to
express their distress and intense anger. Given their negative at-
titudes toward women, their low to moderate empathy levels,
and their relatively positive attitudes toward violence, they may
feel little remorse for their actions and may thus be willing to
escalate their violence in future interactions. This group is con-
sistent with a description of some batterers provided by Dutton
and Browning (1988):

We might expect sons who were verbally or physically abused by
their mothers to feel quite powerless in adult rejationships. Male
sex-role socialization, however, teaches men that powerlessness and
vulnerability arz unacceptable feelings and behaviors, . . . Asa

consequence we might expect exaggerated power concerns in such
men, along with mistrust of females and anxiety about intimacy
with a female. {p. 115}

As shown in Table 4, we propose that, on measures of the
distal variables, generally violent/antisocial batterers will have
the highest genetic loading for aggressive, impulsive, antisocial
behavior; will have experienced the most violence {i.e., both wit-
nessing parental violence and being abused as a child) in their
family of origin: and will have had the most extensive involve-
ment with deviant and delinquent peers. On the proximal vari-
ables, these batterers will be dismissing of relationships, have
little empathy for others, and hold rigid, conservative attitudes
toward women. They will report attitudes that are supportive
of violence. Whereas the other two subgroups of batterers are
hypothesized to have skills deficits in marital situations, gener-
ally violent/antisocial batterers are hypothesized to lack conflict
resolution skills in a wide variety of situations, both marital and
nonmarital. They are hypothesized to be impulsive and narcis-
sistic; when angered, they view violence as an appropriate retal-
iation against a provocation.

For the generally violent/antisocial batterer, the combination
of multiple and severe distal risk factors influences the develop-
ment of proximal risk factors that increase not onty the risk of
marital violence but the risk of severe and generalized violence,
For example, genetic loading will lead to the development of
impuisivity in these men, increasing the risk that they will be-
come involved in deviant behaviors with peers and will engage
in aggressive behavior. Growing up in an abusive home and in-
teracting with deviant peers results in the development of dis-
missing attachment patterns and a lack of empathy for others,
These early experiences increase the risk that a man will develop
positive attitudes toward violence and negative attitudes toward
women while failing 1o develop social skills in marital or non-
marital situations. As a combination of multiple risk factors,
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these men become generally violent and engage in a variety of
antisocial behaviors, For such men, marital violence is simply a
part of their general pattern of violent and criminat behavior,

Methodological Limitations of Past Research and
Suggestions for Future Work

The past research identifying subtypes of maritally viclent
men suffers from a variety of methodological limitations, as
outlined in the following sections.

Need to Validate Existing and Proposed Typologies

Several steps are necessary to validate existing typologies or
the proposed typology. First, none of the previous typologies
were based on a systematic examination of all three of the de-
scriptive dimensions found to differentiate the groups. Thus,
whereas some researchers included onty measures of severity of
violence (e.g., Sweeney & Key, 1982) or generality of violence
{e.g., Shields et al., 1988), or both (e.g., Gondolf, 1988), others
included only measures of personality disorder and psychopa-
thology {e.g., Hale et al., 1988; Hamberger & Hastings, 1986).
In an apparent exception, Saunders {1992) included measures
relevant to ali three dimensions, but his psychopathology mea-
sures did not assess personality disorders, which have proven
jmportant in other typologics. We recommend that future re-
searchers include measures of all three dimensions found to
differentiate batterer subtypes in previous work. Inclusion of
such measures will build ont previous research and allow more
direct comparisons of dertved subtypes across studies.

Second, with two exceptions (Gondolf, 1988; Hamberger &
Hastings, 1985, 1986}, previous researchers have not replicated
their findings by gathering data from two or more samples, Fu-
ture researchers should do so, developing an initial typology
based on data from one sample of violent men and then at-
tempting to replicate the typology with a second sample of such
men.

Third, no previous resecarchers have examined the stability,
or test-retest reliability, of their typologies; thus, it is unknown
whether the identified clusters are stable over time. Saunders
{1992} and Gondolf {1988) have suggested that each subtype of
viotent husband could exeraplify different phases of violence
rather than a stable subtype. This hypothesis has vet to be em-
pirically investigated because data in the previous studies were
gathered at only one point in time. Future researchers should
assess batterers at two or more points in time to examine the
stability of their typologies.

Fourth, previous researchers have generally not presented
causal models of aggression or attempted to explain why each
subtype of batterer develops the observed patiern of marital vi-
olence. Ultimately, typologies of batterers will prove refatively
useless if they remain descriptive; their potential fruitfulness
comes from the ability to use them to better understand the
causes and functions of various types of marital violence. For
example, in future research, we hope to test the many hypothe-
ses presented in our developmental model about the proposed
differences between various subtypes of batterers.

Finally, it should be noted that the previous research and the

proposed typology are based on a categorical approach to clas-
sifying male batterers. In previous studies, the decision of at
what point, along each descriptive dimension, to make a dis-
tinction between subtypes of batterers has been made either on
an a priori, theoretical basis or by using statistical techniques
such as cluster analysis, a deterministic method of assigning
subjects to clusters without consideration of the probability that
a subject belongs in one cluster versus another. However, there
has been considerable debate over the relative merits of a cate-
gorical versus a dimensional approach to the classification of
psychopathology {e.g., Blashfield, 1984; Kendell, 1975). These
two approaches are not necessarily incompatible. For example,
Kendell (1973) noted that dimensional systems often must be
converted into categories before the information included in
them can be used. Whereas previous male batterer typology re-
searchers have not grappled with these classification issues, we
suggest that future researchers do so by considering alternative
strategies. One possibility is to use hybrid models {Skinner,
1981) that combine both dimensional and categorical systems.
Anather approach would be to use mixture analysis, which isa
multivariate approach to cluster analysis (Everitt & Hand,
1981; McLachlan & Basford, 1988; Titterington, Smith, & Ma-
kov, 1985). Mixture analysis allows a researcher to assign a pos-
terior probability for each man regarding the probability that
he belongs in the cluster to which he is assigned, thus assessing
the uncertainty problem inherent in classification. We suggest
that future researchers consider the use of such approaches.

Sampling Issues

Several sampling issues also need to be addressed in future
batterer typology research. One important limitation of the pre-
vious studies of subtypes of batterers is that they have included
only clinical samples: men entering treatment for wife assault
(e.g., Flournoy & Wilson, 1991; Hale et al., 1988; Hamberger &
Hastings, 1985, 1986; Hershorn & Rosenbaum, 199]; Saun-
ders, 1992} or battered women in shelters {e.g., Gondolf, 1988;
one exception is the Stith et al., 1992, study of college students
engaged in dating violence), Many violent husbands have not
vet been publically identified as violent (e.g., they have not been
arrested or sought treatment); indeed, many marital viotence
researchers have studied violent men from the community (e.g.,
Margotin, John, & Gleberman, 1988; Q'Learyetal., 1989). The
previous subtypes, identified with clinical samples, may not re-
flect the full range of variability, on variables of interest, among
a broader sample of violent husbands. For example, Hamberger
and Hastings (1986) noted that

one potentially limiting factor . . . is the source of subject selec-
teon. Subjects consisted of individuals who had been arrested and
ordered to assessment. As a resitlt, the findings are based on those
who were “caught™ and may not represent abusers who go unde-
tected. (pp. 339-340)

Future researchers should recruit violent men from a wide va-
riety of sources, including both the community and domestic
violence treatment programs.

Similarly, an important limitation of the previous research is
that researchers generally have not compared their subtypes of
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violent men with samples of nonviolent men. Such compari-
sons are essential if one is to understand how each type of vio-
lent man differs from nonviolent men, and they may be partic-
ularly useful for distinguishing men who are not severely violent
(i.e., family-only batterers) firom nonviolent men. Failure to in-
clude nonviolent comparison groups may lead to descriptions
of the violent subgroups that are confusing because they are not
based on comparisons with a normative sample, For example,
when comparing the subtypes of batterers, researchers often de-
scribe one subtype of violent men {usually family-only batter-
ers) as being relatively maritally satished cr as having few drink-
ing problems; however, relative to a nonviolent sample, even
this subgroup may be pathological. Summarizing this point,
Gondolf (1988} stated that “sampling of the larger population is
needed to assure a more diverse cross-section of men—batterers
and nonbatterers” (p. 199). Similarly, Hershorn and Rosen-
baum (19%91) suggested that “{uture research might usefully
compare maritally violent to maritally discordant and satisfac-
torily married men . . . to assess the theoretical utility of the
construct in understanding marital viotence™ (p. 156}

In future work, we recommend that researchers recruit two
comparison groups of nonviclent married men. One should be
maritaily distressed, given the overlap of marital violence and
marital distress (e.g., Holtzworth-Munroe et al.,, 1992; Rosen-
baum, §988), and the other should be nondistressed to repre-
sent a “normative,” or well-functioning, comparison group.
Each subtype of vioient men could be compared with these non-
violent samples on variables hypothesized to differentiate vio-
lent from nonviolent men.

Practical Applications of Typologies

Several steps will be necessary if the findings of typology re-
searchers are to be translated into practical applications. First,
previous researchers have not developed short assessment pro-
cedures for identifying subtypes of violent men. Indeed, in most
of the previous work, researchers have gathered information on
a large number of measures and have included all of the gath-
ered information in their typology. Such lengihy assessment
procedures must be shortened if future researchers and clini-
cians are 1o begin identifying subtypes of violent men within
their own samples. To increase the usefulness of their work to
others, typology researchers should identify the smallest subset
of measures needed to reliably distingnish among batterer
subtypes.

In addition, to our knowledge, no previous researchers have
empirically examined the relationship between batterer typolo-
gies and the efficacy of various treatment options, although they
have speculated about such relationships {e.g., Cadsky & Craw-
ford, 1988; Gondolf, 1988; Saunders, 1992). For example, it
could be postulated that generally violent/antisocial batterers,
like other criminals with antisocial personality disorder, are un-
likely to benefit from the currently available psychoeducational
treatmenis {Cadsky & Crawford, 1988). Once typologies of bat-
terers are identified and replicated (and, ideally, once shortened
assessment procedures to identify the subtypes are developed),
future researchers should begin to empirically examine how the

various subtypes of violent men respond to different treatment
programs.

Conclusion and Discussion

This article is based on the premise that maritatly violent
men constitute a heterogeneous group. Although all violent
husbands share a commeon behavioral problem (i.e., marital vi-
olence), previous research suggests that the shape and form of
that problematic behavior differ across subgroups of maritaily
viplent men. Qur assumption is that these differences in behav-
ioral topography reflect differences in the function and the
causes of the behavior. Although our premise does not rule out
the possibility that all maritally violent men share similar fea-
tures (e.g., an acceptance of violence, skills deficits, and negative
attitudes toward women), it does suggest that the relative impot-
tance of the common features will vary across the subtypes of
batterers. Perhaps an appropriate analogy from the field of med-
icine is that of cancer; All cancer patients share a common un-
derlying pathology; however, the features of each type of cancer
vary tremendously, each having its own causes, risk factors, and
treatments. Given this viewpoint, it may no longer make sense
to conduct studies that invelve comparisons between violent
and nonviolent husbands. Rather, future researchers should
identify subtypes of batterers and then compare ¢ach subtype
with the others and with nonviolent comparison groups.

We must end by noting the hypothetical nature of our pro-
posed batterer typology and our developmental model of mari-
tal violence. Given the current lack of data, we cannot offer our
typology and mode] as empiricatly validated truths. Rather, we
hope that they will provide others with a theory-driven frame-
work for future research.
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P&C Board Appoints Editor for New Journal:
Psychological Methods

The Publications and Communications Board of the American Psychological Association
has appointed an editor for a new journat. In 1996, APA will begin publishing Psychological
Methods. Mark I. Appelbaum, PhD, has been appointed as editor. Starting January 1, 1995,
manuscripts should be directed to

Mark I. Appelbaumn, PhD

Editor, Psychological Methods

Department of Psychology and Human Development
Box 159 Peabody

Vanderbilt University

Nashville, TN 37203

Psychological Methods will be devoted to the development and dissemination of methods
for collecting, understanding, and interpreting psychological data, Its purpose is the
dissemination of innovations in research design, measurement, methodology, and statistical
analysis to the psychological community; its further purpose is to promote effective
communication aboutrelated substantive and methodological issues. The audience isdiverse
and includes those who develop new procedures, those who are responstble for undergradu-
ate and graduate training in design, measurement, and statistics, as well as those who employ
those procedures in research, The journal solicits original theoretical, quantitative empirical,
and methodological articles; reviews of important methodological issues; tutorials; articles
illustrating innovative applications of new precedures to psychological problems,; articles on
theteaching of quantitative methods; and reviews of statistical software. Submissions should
illusirate through concrete example how the procedures described or developed can enhance
the quality of psychologicat research. The journal welcomes submissions that show the
relevance to psychology of procedures developed in other fields. Empirical and theoretical
articles on specific tests or test construction should have a broad thrust; otherwise, they may
be more appropriate for Psychological Assessment.




