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Abstract 

Beginning with Darwin’s theory of sexual selection, evolutionary psychology has been 

dominated by the view that women are the “choosy sex” and, through intrasexual competition, 

males the “aggressive sex”. This view was supported by seminal works (e.g. Buss et al., 1990; 

Clark & Hatfield, 1989), which formed the basis of a considerable body of work. Moreover, they 

lent credence to the popular view that women are less interested in the sexual side of human 

relationships, instead being focused on protection and stability. Combined with the notion that 

males are the dominant/aggressive sex, the literature has therefore insufficiently examined female 

aggression. When female aggression does occur, it is often viewed as a retaliation against male 

aggression (i.e. self-defence), rather than an as active strategy used by a small, but not insignificant 

proportion of women. The focus on male aggression and female self-defence not only deprives 

women of agency, it also means that their victims are not taken as seriously, and rehabilitation 

programmes for female offenders are scarce. This paper will discuss evidence that women act 

aggressively, focusing on why and when women engage in sexual harassment and domestic abuse. 

It will seek to establish the underlying mechanisms for such strategies (e.g. the personality traits 

associated with increased aggression in women), which future research should explore. Moreover, 

because, historically, the evolutionary literature has taken a heteronormative approach, female 

aggression will be examined in the context of diverse human relationships.  

 

Keywords: Evolution, Women, Domestic Abuse, Sexual Harassment  

 

Summary: The evolutionary psychology literature often neglects to examine female aggression as it 

pertains to domestic abuse and sexual assault. This manuscript provides an overview of the theory 

and empirical evidence, thereby showing the importance of this largely overlooked research area.   
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The essence of Darwin’s theory of sexual selection pits males and females in competition, with 

each other (intersexual competition) and with themselves (intrasexual competition), in a way that is 

believed to have far-reaching consequences in how each sex has evolved. In combination with 

lower obligate investment (Buss & Schmitt, 1993), sexual activity has a direct fitness consequence 

for men in a way that it does not for women (Symons, 1979l; Trivers, 1972). This means that men 

have evolved a stronger libido, a desire to engage in short-term mating, and a preference for a 

variety of sexual partners (e.g. Baumeister, Catanese, & Vohs, 2001; Ellis & Symons, 1990; 

Jonason & Fisher, 2009; Mitchell et al., 2019). Research on sexual behaviour also indicates a 

propensity towards more sinister behaviour. For example, men show indications of a greater desire 

to exploit sexual partners, based on their attraction to cues of sexual exploitability (Goetz, Eason, 

Lewis, & Buss, 2012).  

Although the concept of a “choosy” female lies at the heart of evolutionary theory, female 

choice proved to be an unpopular idea for over a century after Darwin first proposed his idea of 

sexual selection (Campbell, 2015). Despite researchers embracing female choice more recently, 

evolutionary research, particularly that examining human aggression, is still largely based on the 

popular cultural belief in the passive, harmless female; this idea has far-reaching sway, affecting 

laws, criminal justice response, and ultimately victims of aggression. This paper will discuss 

evidence that, contrary to popular opinion, women do engage in aggression, including intimate 

partner violence and sexual aggression.  

 

Societal Attitudes 

An important component to our understanding of sexual behaviour is the sexual scripts that 

individuals hold. These scripts relate to how sexual encounters should progress, including who 

should initiate (e.g. Sakuluk, Todd, Milhausen, Lachowsky, & URGiS, 2014) and who should pay 
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for a date (e.g. Stirrat, Gumert, & Perrett, 2011). While recent research suggests that the current 

generation supports more egalitarian relationships (e.g. Lamont, 2014, 2015), these sexual scripts 

are still dominated by ideas of an active man, and a passive woman (Sakuluk et al., 2014). 

To state that men are more likely to initiate sexual encounters does not, however, mean that 

women cannot seduce or even victimise men, or other women. To suggest such would be to engage 

in benevolent sexism because it would imply that women are less agent and competent than men. 

The idea of the benevolent, caring female has been referred to as the “women are wonderful” effect 

(Eagly, Mladinic, & Otto, 1991). This view persists even when the woman in question is causing 

physical or psychological harm (Denov, 2001). It is also inconsistent with research suggesting that 

women commit 15% of criminally violent crime (Campbell, Muncer, Bibel, 2001). 

There is evidence that even the media provide more sympathetic accounts of female perpetrators 

(Quintero Johnson & Miller, 2016). The denial of female aggression is integral to professional 

response to sexual offences, which is often ambivalent (Denov, 2001; Finkelhor, Williams, Burns, 

& Kalinowski 1988; Hetherton & Beardsall, 1998). It explains, for example, why conviction rates 

for female perpetrators are significantly lower than for cases involving male perpetrators (Boyce, 

2013; Holmes, 2010; Traylor & Richie, 2012). As researchers cannot fail to be influenced by their 

cultural context, they are liable to hold similar attitudes. When they fail to scrutinise these attitudes 

through examination of the evidence, there is a danger of the body of knowledge being 

contaminated by false narratives. While historically the research has been dominated by 

investigations of male aggression, evolutionary psychology can form a useful basis to examine 

aggression in women.     

 

Evolutionary Perspective 

Humans are unusual among mammalian species in that they engage in biparental care 
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(Woodroff & Vincent, 1994). One proposed explanation for this anomaly is that human infants are 

much more altricial than other mammalian infants (Cartwright, 2016; Hrdy, 2011), many of whom 

can walk within minutes of birth. This means that long-term pair-bonding is adaptive in humans in a 

way that it is not for most mammalian species. This harmonious parental objective of successfully 

rearing offspring does not, however, equate to harmony within relationships. For example, it is still 

in both partners’ best interests, individually, to attempt extramarital relationships, particularly with 

those of high mate quality (Buss, 2015). Given the amount of time and resources that are required to 

successfully raise a human offspring, the consequences of cuckoldry are extremely high for men. 

These consequences provided the basis of early evolutionary explanations of gender-based 

violence: there are evolutionary pressures for men to ensure fidelity, which leads to sexual jealousy, 

the need for power, and behaviour designed to control female partners (Daly, Wilson, & Weghorst, 

1982).  

Despite the mixed evidence that patriarchal beliefs lead to violence (Stith, Smith, Penn, 

Ward & Tritt, 2004), evolutionary accounts of domestic abuse are traditionally based on patriarchal 

explanations (e.g. Dobash & Dobash, 1979). The most prevalent evolutionary explanation for 

domestic abuse is therefore that it acts as a mechanism to avoid paternity uncertainty (Daly et al., 

1982; Wilson & Daly, 1996). Evolutionary explanations are therefore, by necessity, focused on 

male-on-female aggression and are therefore hetero-normative in nature, which is common in the 

wider domestic abuse literature (see e.g. Bates et al., 2017; Dixon, Archer, & Graham-Kevan, 

2012). Given the extensive literature focusing on male aggression, it is not our intention to expand 

upon this further; instead, the focus will be on female aggression, which has received comparatively 

little attention.  

Child-reading is an equally high-stakes pursuit for women. There is evidence that women are 

evolved to be strategic in providing care and the amount of care they provide. As outlined by 
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Cosmides and Tooby (1981), even in-utero, mother and foetus are in conflict. Two third of 

infanticides that take place prior to the child’s fifth birthday, and 80% of those that occur in the first 

year of life, are committed by a woman (Fox & Fridel, 2017). A child is much more likely to be 

killed by its biological mother than its biological father (Daly & Wilson, 1988), with it being argued 

that this serves an adaptive function (Duntley & Buss, 2011). Across species, females engage in 

filicide when resources are scarce (e.g. milk supply) and when the current offspring are preventing 

future reproductive opportunities (Lukas & Huchard, 2018).  

For females, competition for resources is not restricted to parent-child conflict. Like men, 

women have a sense of proprietary rights when it comes to sexual partners (Burbank, 1994; Marsh 

& Paton, 1986; Ness, 2004). Indeed, men and women do not differ in the frequency or extent to 

which they experience jealousy (Buss, 2015). As evolutionary theory would predict, competition is 

affected by resource scarcity; in this case, scarcity of male partners through an uneven sex ratio 

(Campbell, 2015; Campbell, Muncer, & Bibel, 1998). Women also report a greater likelihood of 

verbal and physical abuse in response to infidelity (De Weerth & Kalma, 1993). Indeed, controlling 

for differential homicide rates, a review of 20 countries found that women as likely to kill out of 

jealousy (Harris, 2003). Cross-cultural research estimates that one third of spousal homicides are 

committed by women (Daly & Wilson, 1988). These facts and figures support the argument that 

women face evolutionary pressures that result in conflict. The next section will discuss to what 

extent these pressures result in female aggression within intimate relationships.  

 

Domestic Abuse 

It is important to acknowledge at the outset that the majority of reported domestic abuse cases 

involve violence against women by a male partner (Dobash, Dobash, Wilson, & Daly, 1992; ONS, 

2018; Smith & Farole, 2009; Walby & Towers, 2018). This is consistent with men being much 
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more likely to engage in other violent offences (Fox & Fridel, 2017; ONS, 2018). In the UK, 

official statistics show that between 7 and 24% of women and 4 and 14% of men report 

experiencing domestic abuse (Department of Health, 2017; Strickland & Allen, 2017). This is 

consistent with the Office for National Statistics’ (2018) assertion that one in three victims are men.  

However, the idea that men are more likely to commit domestic abuse has become increasingly 

controversial and has resulted in problematic, highly political dialogues that do not appear to be in 

the best interests of understanding the factors that cause domestic abuse to occur.  The controversy 

dates to the first study to attempt an evidence-based investigation of domestic abuse prevalence; 

that study found comparable rates for male and female-perpetration (Steinmetz, 1978). Since then, 

other self-report studies have corroborated Steinmetz’s findings (e.g. Archer, 2000; Archer, 2004; 

Schwartz & DeKeseredy, 1993; Straus & Gelles, 1986, 1990; Straus & Ramirez, 2007) or have 

found higher prevalence for female-perpetrated abuse (e.g. Archer, 2002; Magdol et al., 1997; Stets 

& Straus, 1992a, 1992b; Thornton, Graham-Kevan, Archer, 2010). In addition, when members of 

the general population are asked about the behaviours they engage in with their intimate partners, 

women are more likely to endorse engaging in behaviours that meet the definition of domestic 

abuse (Bates, Graham-Kevan, & Archer, 2014; Cross, Tee, & Campbell, 2011; Straus & Rameriez, 

2007). Certainly, studies do not universally find comparable rates of domestic abuse in men and 

women, with those that recruit participants form women’s shelters and prisons suggesting that male 

victimisation is rare. However, the fact remains that findings from self-reported victimisation and 

perpetrator studies are often inconsistent with official crime figures (Hester, Jones, Williamson, 

Fahmy, & Federer, 2017). The next section will review the various arguments that have attempted 

to explain these inconsistent findings.  

 

Self-Defence 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1359178911000942#bb0005
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1359178911000942#bb0005
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Findings that women are at least as aggressive as men in intimate relationships were initially 

countered with the argument that these women were acting in self-defence (Dobash et al., 1992). 

Many advocates and some feminist scholars contend that male dominance and degradation is the 

catalyst for female perpetrated domestic abuse – that it is their male partner who is the dominant 

aggressor (DeLeon-Granados, Wells, & Binsbacher, 2006; Hamel, 2011; Hamel & Russell, 2013). 

While self-defence and reactive aggression arguments continue to hold sway in rhetoric (see e.g. 

Bates, Graham-Kevan, Bolam, & Thornton, 2017), studies investigating the cause of female 

aggression find that self-defence is most frequently cited as “not the cause” of the abuse (Hettrich & 

O’Leary, 2007). This is corroborated by another study that found self-defence to be the least 

common reason for abuse (Hines & Malley-Morrison, 2001). Studies have also found no sex 

differences in reporting self-defence as the cause of domestic abuse (Follingstad, Wright, Lloyd, & 

Seastian, 1991; Harned, 2001). Indeed, the same motives are listed by male and female perpetrators 

(Medeiros & Straus, 2006; Felson & Outlaw, 2007; Stets & Hammons, 2002). This suggests that 

females do not simply engage in reactive aggression, but use domestic abuse as a means of 

controlling their male partners, thereby ensuring the continuance of the relationship, with all of the 

advantages that ensue  

 

Sex Differences in Patterns of Abuse 

A second argument (see e.g. Renzetti, 1999; Saunders, 2002) is that studies investigating 

domestic abuse are overly-simplistic in their designs, failing to differentiate between persistent, 

pervasive abuse and isolated incidents. However, studies that have attempted to investigate this 

systematically have found that female perpetrators show the same pattern of aggression, report the 

same provocations, and engage in behaviour of escalating seriousness (Entilli and Cipolletta, 2016). 

A meta-analysis also found no differences in the use of a weapon (Archer, 2002), with eight percent 
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of female-perpetrated domestic abuse involving the unprovoked use of a weapon (Saunders, 1986).  

In light of recent legal recognition of coercive control in the Serious Crime Act (CPS, 2015), it 

is worth noting that rates of male and female perpetrated coercive have also been shown to be 

equivalent (e.g. Comecanha, Basto-Pereira, & Maia, 2017; Williams et al., 2018). It is difficult to 

determine to what extent these figures are consistent with those found in homosexual relationships 

because such prevalence has not been explored extensively, hampered by low rates of reporting 

(Turrell, 2000). However, studies exploring this issue have found rates consistent with other 

relationship types (Renzetti, 1992) and suggest that such abuse is often status-oriented (McClennen, 

Summers, & Vaughan, 2008).   

The authors do not wish to minimise the seriousness of male-perpetrated aggression; they 

acknowledge that even where mutual levels of abuse occur, differences in upper body strength 

increases the likelihood and prevalence of serious outcomes for female victims, which includes the 

risk of death (Archer, 2000, 2009; Daly & Wilson, 1988; Whitaker, Haileqesus, Swahn, & 

Saltzman, 2007). However, the evidence suggests that women are capable of engaging in 

unprovoked, recurring abuse that results in substantial levels of physical and psychological harm 

(e.g. Hines, Brown, & Dunning, 2007; Hogan, Hegarty, Ward, & Dodd, 2012; Levenson & 

Gottman, 1983; Stets & Straus, 1992a, 1992b). 

 

Perceptions of Domestic Abusers 

A third explanation for the different prevalence rates centres around evolved differences 

between the sexes. Hamby and Jackson (2010) argue that because men tend to be stronger and 

bigger than women, individuals are more likely to fear them; this does not solely centre around 

gender stereotypes, but on real, physical differences between the sexes. Related to this, 

formidability has been shown to moderate the degree of moral outrage experienced by male, but not 
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female, third parties (Jensen & Petersen, 2011). This led Allen and Bradley (2017) to hypothesise 

that humans are evolved to punish and criminalise those who are deemed more of a threat. In their 

study, Allen and Bradley (2017) found that male violence is perceived to be more serious, more 

criminal, and more likely to require police intervention. While participants tended to think the male 

would inflict more harm, these differences in seriousness and criminality persisted after controlling 

for injury level. This is consistent with previous findings that, in comparison to female-perpetrated 

abuse, male-perpetrated domestic abuse is deemed to be more reprehensible by the public (e.g. 

Davidovic, Bell, Ferguson, Gorski, Campbell, 2011; Felson & Feld, 2009; Harris & Cook, 1994). 

Even where the abuse is female-on-female, people tend to blame the more “masculine” partner 

(Little & Terrance, 2010).  This may explain why male perpetrators are more likely to be convicted 

(Felson, 2008) and incarcerated (Smith & Farale, 2009), whereas women disproportionately avoid 

arrest (Felson & Pare, 2007) and criminal charges (Brown, 2004).  

While, from an evolutionary perspective, such perceptions may seem reasonable, they have 

negative consequences. Men report that the gendered view of abuse prevents them seeking 

help/reporting crime (Migliaccio, 2001). Indeed, researchers have argued that reported rates are 

likely to be skewed by police response (Barkhuizen, 2015; Dutton, 2012). It has been argued that 

men are re-victimised by a system set up to negate their victimhood (Hines et al., 2007).  There is 

evidence that such bias also affects police response to such cases, with some researchers arguing 

that gender role stereotypes may explain the lack of police response to abuse that takes place within 

a homosexual, or non-heteronormative, relationship (Island & Letellier, 1991; Letellier, 1996; 

Renzetti, 1992).  

The resistance found in the literature to the idea that domestic abuse may not be a gendered 

crime is even more extreme in the charities that have been set up to support victims and rehabilitate 

offenders. These organisations, consistent with the broader dialogue surrounding domestic abuse, 
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usually take a gendered approach; that is, it is assumed that domestic abuse crime is committed by 

men, against women, due to patriarchal ideals (see e.g. Bates et al., 2014; Bates et al., 2017; Bohall, 

Bautista, & Musson, 2016; Quintero Johnson et al., 2016). This suggests that the dialogue remains 

consistent with traditional dichotomies of men as “bad” and women as “good” categories 

(Mackinnon, 1989). Such arguments stem from a view of women as the weaker, more vulnerable 

sex, who need to be protected (Gerber, 1991). In the context of domestic abuse, this has also been 

referred to as the Norm of Chivalry (Felson, 2000). 

It has been argued that the reason domestic abuse organisations take a gendered approach is 

partly due to the significant financial and political power in feminist argument (Mederios & Straus, 

2006). It is unsurprising, therefore, that the majority of intervention programmes focus on gendered, 

patriarchal explanations. Sadly, they also tend to be ineffective (e.g. Babcock, Green, & Robie, 

2004; Bates et al., 2017; Daly & Pelowski, 2000; Davis, Taylor, & Maxwell, 2000; Feder & 

Wilson, 2005). This suggests that the gendered views held by victim services may be hampering 

efforts to prevent abuse, particularly when exacerbated by differential police response based on sex, 

as evidenced above.  

The evidence from prevalence rates and the inefficacy of gendered interventions shows suggest 

that a gendered approach is problematic. In addition, it has been used to dilute calls for financial 

and practical support for the victims of female perpetrators, from the formation of intervention 

programmes (e.g. Pleck, Pleck, Grossman, & Bart, 1978). Support for victims should not be treated 

as a zero-sum logic problem. Perhaps ironically, such explanations also neglect the complex nature 

of domestic abuse, given evidence that it is, for example, generally bi-directional in nature (Própero 

& Kim, 2009; Stets & Straus, 1992a, 1992b). In addition, abusers tend to be violent in other (i.e. 

non-intimate) relationships (Felson & Lane, 2010; Ford, 2006; Moffitt, Caspi, Rutter, & Silva, 

2001). This means that the current dialogue may not only be hampering prevention efforts but takes 
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an overly-simplistic view of domestic abuse.  

As has been seen, much of the dialogue centres around the idea of the benevolent female. The 

idea of the passive female is particularly noticeable when it comes to victim scripts, which is not 

consistent with the idea that men can be victims (Allen & Bradley, 2017; Eckstein, 2016). Despite 

the majority of violent crimes involving male victims (ONS, 2018), even when domestic abuse 

takes place within male-male relationships, society struggles to see men as victims (Brown, 2008). 

This idea is consistent with participants deeming female-perpetrated abuse as more acceptable than 

male-perpetrated abuse (Hamel, Desmarais, & Nicholls, 2007; Hilton, Harris, & Rice, 2003; Simon 

et al., 2001). The result is that men have trouble identifying as victims, fear being ridiculed for their 

abuse and, therefore, fail to disclose (Carmo, Grams, & Magalhães, 2011; Houston & McKirnan, 

2007; Migiliaccio, 2001; Möller-Leimkuhler, 2002; Morgan, Williamson, Hester, Jones and Feder, 

2014), or minimise their victimisation (Arnocky & Vaillencourt, 2014; Keeling & Mason, 2008). 

While disclosure rates seem to be increasing, as evidenced by recent historical abuse scandals, there 

is evidence that men are still at least three times less likely to report abuse (Bacchus, Buller, Ferrari, 

Brzank & Feder, 2018; Osbourne, Lau, Britton, & Smith, 2012; Pennington, 2014). This may help 

to explain why male, self-reported victimisation in anonymous questionnaires is much higher than 

the rate found in official records (Hester et al., 2017). Irrespective of the reasons why the 

discrepancy in rates occurs, there is a history of research focusing on the severity of outcomes, 

rather than prevalence of acts. This has meant that research often ignores female acts because the 

outcomes are not deemed to be as serious, which has hampered efforts to understand domestic 

abuse (Campbell, 2015).  

 

Why do Women Offend? 

The evidence presented above suggests that the true prevalence of female-perpetrated domestic 
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abuse is closer to the self-reported rates than to the official statistics. Considering there is clear 

evidence that testosterone is linked to aggression (e.g. Björkqvist, 2018), and evolution should 

favour higher rates of dominance and aggression in men, near-equal rates of domestic abuse in men 

and women is surprising. However, the issue is not what the real rate is, the issue is that no matter 

which statistics one attends to, women do offend. The debate over to what extent they do so is 

hampering efforts to explain why, and what can be done to prevent abuse going forward.  

Consistent with the aforementioned statistics, women appear to be more aggressive in intimate 

relationships, compared to other relationships (e.g. Cross et al., 2011; Bell & Naugle, 2007). By 

comparison, men seem to less aggressive within such relationships, compared to their behaviour 

outwith said relationships (Cross et al., 2011). The reason why women may be more aggressive in 

intimate relationships may be that women normally engage in inhibitory control due to the risk of 

retaliation, perhaps because of fear of injury (Davidovic et al., 2011; Taylor & Epstein, 1967). 

However, in intimate relationships they may feel safe from retaliation (Fiebert & Gonzalz, 1997). 

Therefore, when faced with the threat of losing their mate, through female-female competition, 

mate-poaching, infidelity, etc., females may resort to coercive, controlling, or directly aggressive 

strategies, knowing that their partner is unlikely to retaliate. Importantly, the women in this scenario 

may also feel that such behaviour will be condoned, or at least not punished, at a societal level 

(Fiebert & Gonzalez, 1997).  

This abuse most likely takes place in a cycle of mutually escalating conflict, rather than as an 

active strategy to establish dominance and gain control, which is often presumed of male 

perpetrators (Dalton, Drozd, & Wong, 2006; Dragiewicz, 2008; Hamberger, Lohr, Bonge, & Tolin, 

1997; Kimmel, 2002; Swan, Gambone, Caldwell, Sullivan, & Snow, 2008). Jealousy and sexual 

possessiveness have long been held as the dominant predictive factors of men’s violence against 

women (Wilson & Daly, 1992; 1996). Yet examinations of men’s and women’s motivations for 
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domestic abuse perpetration have found that women are more likely than men to perpetrate 

domestic abuse because of anger or jealousy towards their partner (Harned, 2001). This finding 

simultaneously conflicts with the claim that women use aggression towards their partners in a 

reactive way, and that men are the more jealous and aggressive sex (Kimmel, 2002; O’Leary, 2000; 

Studd & Gattiker, 1991; Wilson & Daly, 1992). However, it is consistent with an evolutionary 

explanation of domestic abuse as a strategy to avoid extra-marital relations and to ensure resource-

acquisition is directed to the pair’s mutual offspring, rather than offspring of extra-marital 

relationships.  

Future research is needed to unpack the motives behind domestic abuse, however, and to 

explore the extent to which such abuse is selected for evolutionarily. Such endeavours may also 

benefit from investigating proximate factors, including attachment style (see Buunk, 1997; 

Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Simpson, 1990), the link between jealousy and surveillance behaviour 

(Graham-Kevan & Archer, 2005; Guerrero, 1998; Guerrero & Afifi, 1998), the link between anger 

and female-perpetrated abuse (e.g. Caldwell, Swan, Allan, Sullivan, & Snow, 2009; Fiske, 2004; 

Kimmel, 2002; Stuart, Moore, Hellmuth, Ramsey, & Kahler, 2006), the role of personality factors 

(e.g. Thornton et al., 2010, Fowler, 2002), and the predictors of psychological aggression (e.g. 

Gormley & Lopez, 2010).   

 

Sexual Assault  

In this final section, the topic of sexual assault will be explored. As is the case with domestic 

abuse, ascertaining the prevalence of sexual assault is difficult, particularly when the abuse is 

female-perpetrated. Irrespective of perpetrator or victim sex, it is known that only a minority of 

cases are reported, with many factors combining to explain non-disclosure, including societal 

attitudes towards victims (see e.g. Khan, Hirsch, Wamboldt, & Mellins, 2018). While discussions 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4201052/#R23
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generally focus on female victims, there is also substantial disparity between the prevalence rate for 

male victims in official case statistics (1.2-8%; e.g. Faller, 1989), victim studies (4%-24.4% e.g. 

Heil, Simmons, Burton, 2010; Williams & Bierie, 2015), offender self-report studies (Denov, 

2003), and self-report child abuse cases (58%; Faller, 1989). It has been suggested that, just as with 

domestic abuse, arrest rates grossly underestimate female-perpetrated abuse (Saradjian, 2010). 

While self-report studies remain controversial (Ballinger, 1996), a broad range of samples, 

including child report and victim data suggest that approximately one third of cases involve at least 

one female perpetrator (Cortoni & Hanson, 2005; Cortoni, Hanson, & Coache, 2009; Cortoni, 

Babahishin, & Rat, 2017; Denov, 2003; NSPCC, 2007).   

As with domestic abuse, researchers have argued that our understanding of sexual abuse has 

been hampered by the idea of the nurturing non-sexual female (Denov, 2004). While the majority of 

adult victims are female (Snyder, 2000), the traditional societal view of women leads to the 

assumption that only women can be victims (Byers & O’Sullivan, 1998; Elshtain, 1993; Mendel, 

1995; Denov, 2003).Therefore, when women engage in sexual abuse, it is often claimed that they 

are engaging in misguided attempts at intimacy (Denov, 2003; Hetherton, 1999), or are disturbed, 

abnormal (Blancette & Brown, 2006; DeKeseredy, 2009). Such a dialogue interprets the offender as 

a victim (Ford, 2006). This is particularly likely if the woman has co-offenders, despite women in 

such cases generally having previous, solo offences (Heil et al., 2010), and such cases (i.e. multi-

perpetrator cases) being in the minority (Williams & Bierie, 2015). 

As was noted when discussing domestic abuse, the dialogue of the benevolent female 

negatively impacts their victims. It is acknowledged that under-reporting by male sexual abuse 

victims is a significant problem (Johnson & Shrier, 1987; Mitchell & Morse, 1998), especially if the 

perpetrator was the victim’s mother (Rosencrans, 1997). This is exacerbated by the fact that a 

significant portion of boys are abused by women (Faller, 1989). While there is growing awareness 
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of this neglect, particularly with regards to child sexual exploitation, these data stand in sharp 

contrast to the stereotypical view that female perpetrators do not exist (Freund, Heasman, Racansky, 

& Glancy 1984), or are so rare as to be insignificant (Mathis, 1972).  

According to Anderson and Struckman-Johnson (1998), traditional arguments are 

problematic in that they suggest that women are not sexually aggressive (Anderson & Struckman-

Johnson, 1998). This is based on research that, for example, university students perceive male-

perpetrated abuse as being fundamentally different from female-perpetrated sexual aggression, with 

the latter not deemed as being harmful to the victim (Broussard, Wagner, & Kazelskis, 1991). 

Indeed, even the law takes a gendered approach, being bound in gender-specific terminology 

(Keenan & Maitland, 1999). For example, the legal definition of rape in the UK means that women 

cannot be perpetrators (Sexual Offences Act, 2003). 

Despite this, sexual abuse leads to a wide range of physical and psychological issues, 

including: depression, anxiety, aggression, low self-esteem, sexual difficulties, PTSD, substance 

abuse, Borderline personality disorder, self-harm (e.g. Berliner & Elliott, 2002; Briere & Runtz, 

1993; Denov, 2004; Sgrio & Sargent, 1993). There are no known sex differences in the negative 

outcomes experienced by the victim, no interaction between the victim and perpetrator sex in 

determining outcomes, and no differences in outcomes based on perpetrator sex (Briere & Elliott, 

2003). However, there is evidence that male victims are more likely to be disbelieved (Hetherton, 

1999), particularly when abused by their mother (Denov, 2004; Eliot, 1993).  

The academic literature has debated whether such women are predisposed to offending, or 

whether childhood experiences predict future behaviours and actions. The prevailing opinion is that 

sexual offending is a consequence of adverse childhood experiences and trauma manifesting in 

actions and behaviours (Willis & Levenson, 2016). However, a counter-argument is that sexual 

offending and sexual harassment is gendered, predominantly caused by a desire to maintain sex-
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based status when threatened (Berdahl, 2007).  

 

Why Do Women Offend?  

 Apart from murder, sexual crimes are seen as the most heinous acts a human can commit, 

particularly if the victim is a child. Despite this, evolutionary psychologists have not shied away 

from explanations of why sexual assault, including rape, occurs. Two of the most prominent are that 

either rape is reproductively advantageous to the perpetrator (Thornhill & Palmer, 2000), or that it 

is a by-product of other adaptations, such as a desire for sex without investing in the copulatory 

partner (Symons, 1979). In support of the former, rapists tend to target women during their peak 

reproductive years (Felson & Cundiff, 2012). Moreover, there is evidence that pregnancy is more 

likely to occur in cases of rape than when sex is consensual (Gottschall & Gottschall, 2003). When 

the sexual assault relates to an intimate partner, evolutionary psychologists have posited similar 

arguments to those that posed to explain domestic abuse; namely, that rape acts as a means of sperm 

competition (Goetz & Shackelford, 2009). However, these arguments are gendered in their nature, 

and so cannot be easily applied to instance of female-perpetrated abuse. 

The most profound typology to explain female sex offending was developed by Matthews, 

Matthews, and Speltz (1991). They distinguish between two types of offending (solo & co-

offending), which include variants in behaviour from victim characteristics, offending 

characteristics, and predispositions originating from childhood trauma (Zeigler-Hill, Besser, Morag, 

& Campbell, 2016). It is proposed that within each of these two types of offending behaviour there 

are two sub-types. For solo offenders, behaviour occurs independently, and the perpetrator does not 

consider her actions to be criminal – the relationship is seen as legitimate and consensual. The 

victim characteristic typically involves younger males; arguably due to the inability to form healthy 

adult relationships (Weinsheimer, Woiwod, Coburn, Chong, & Connolly, 2017). This aetiology of 
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this offending behaviour is caused by a history of physical and/or sexual abuse, and consequently 

women exert this behaviour (i.e. sexual assault) towards her own children or child 

acquaintances (Wijkman, Bijleveld, & Hendriks, 2010). Researchers have proposed that this may 

operate through a biological mechanism, as a result of overproduction of hormones (Anda, 

Butchart, Feltti, & Brown, 2010). There is some empirical support for this type of offender existing 

(Willis & Leveson, 2016).  

The second sub-type of female sexual offending behaviour is co-offending (Matthews et al., 

1991); though, as discussed earlier, the majority are solo offenders. As with the solo offenders, 

there are two sub-sets:  coerced and accompanied. For coerced offending behaviour is typically 

initiated by a romantically involved male; either a husband or boyfriend. Females who often engage 

in this behaviour demonstrate high levels of emotional dependency and desire approval and 

intimacy with their co-offender. It can be argued that the aetiology of this offending behaviour 

mirrors that of “Intergenerationally Predisposed”; where the offender struggles with social 

interactions and is inept in social situations, thereby engaging in sexual offending to gain approval 

and intimacy from their male partner (Matthews et al., 1991). This theoretical framework is 

problematic because it ignores the fact that the majority of such offenders will have previous, solo 

offences.  

Due to the nature of the relationship between the female offender and their co-offender, victim 

characteristics of this behaviour differs from that of solo offending. Within co-offending victims are 

typically of a close familial relation, often being children of the women due to exposure of 

manipulation from their mother, and the typical sexual urge from the male co-offender. It is 

believed that familial relations are at the highest victim risk due to the manipulation by the primary 

care giver, and sexual behaviour manifests from typical care giver duties like bathing, changing 

diapers, and dressing their child (Weinsheimer et al., 2017). In terms of an accompanied offender, 
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behaviour is not sexually coerced by the co-offender, rather the female may even initiate the 

offending themselves. Victim characteristics mirror that of coerced offenders, similarly due to 

manipulation of a primary care giver role. 

To support the assumptions between the differences in characteristics between solo and co-

offending, Miller and Marshall (2018) compared solo and co-offending variables of 

psychopathology, victim and offender characteristics, and victimisation history. In terms of 

psychopathology, results indicated that solo offenders demonstrated higher scores of antisocial 

personality symptoms than co-offending females; who, on the contrary, demonstrated higher levels 

of depressive symptoms (Miller & Marshall, 2018). For victim characteristics, solo offenders were 

more likely to have non-related victims, whereas co-offenders were more likely to have female 

victims of a familial relationship (Miller & Marshall, 2018). Furthermore, co-offending females 

were more likely to be victims of physical and/or sexual abuse throughout their life compared to 

solo offenders (Miller & Marshall, 2018). However, by not comparing female and male offenders, 

and by basing the typology on what may be a superficial detail (number of offenders) the research 

in this area does not allow comparisons based on the sex of the offender, nor does it provide the 

richness of detail around cause and rehabilitation as male typologies.   

Other typologies exist, though with substantial overlap in concepts. Vandiver and Kercher 

(2004) included variants of behaviour but added “homosexual criminal” and the “aggressive 

homosexual offender” types. The homosexual criminal is argued to be an older woman who 

manipulates young children and adolescent women into engaging in sexual acts, typically for 

economic gain (Vandiver & Kercher, 2004). The aggressive homosexual offender mirrors 

behaviour of the homosexual criminal, but victims are mainly adult women. While such women 

may be heterosexual in orientation, this does not reflect their victim pattern, and most victims 

appear to be younger female children and, especially, their daughters (Atkinson, 1996).  



20 
 

 

Finally, focusing on sexual harassment, Berdahl (2007) has argued the behaviour is derived 

from an urgency to protect or enhance one’s social status against threat. This concept adopts 

explanations for sexual harassment with an array of arguments for hereto and non-heteronormative 

relationships alike. To elaborate, although the discrepancies between men and women mean that 

women will less likely to threaten men due to their power imbalance, this does not mean harassment 

by women towards men does not happen. Women may feel the need to protect their sex-based 

status and in order to do so will target men and derogate him in order to threaten him based on his 

masculine abilities.  

In terms of female-male sex-based harassment, women will protect their sex-based status by 

derogating a man’s capacity associated with women skills, typically in the context of child care 

duties, and even in the context of masculine trait and skills. Furthermore, they may threaten men by 

negatively comparing them to other men, thereby suggesting incompetence, weakness, or 

insufficient masculinity (Waldo, Berdahl, & Fitzgerald, 1998). This behaviour from women is an 

attempt to overpower and dominant men in a way to demote his own status as a man. Although 

these actions are made to cause distress, it has been shown that these forms of harassment are often 

met with a neutral response (Waldo et al., 1998). 

In comparison, female-female sex-based harassment involves the undermining of women in sex-

specific ways. For example, a woman who feels that her sex-based status is in competition or at 

threat with another woman will attempt to outperform another woman in typical feminine roles. 

These include ideals such as beauty, warmth, and mothering. In attempt to demote a woman’s sex-

based status, women will resort to judging sex specific roles and behaviour and demoralise her 

using insults such as slut, ugly, and a bad mother. These insults further imply to the victim that they 

have failed at being a woman, and have no sense of feminine ideals which, therefore, carries the 

threat of social rejection.  
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While the theories and empirical results that have been discussed are informative in attempting 

to understand female aggression, they do not directly explain why such strategies may be adaptive. 

Evolutionary psychology has only recently begun to explore the potential advantages of short-term 

mating for women, but it has largely neglected why more exploitative tactics occur. Therefore, 

considerable research focus is needed in this area, if a full overview of the evolutionary 

underpinnings of sexual assault, including forced penetration, are to be understood.  

 

Conclusion  

This review of the literature shows that, contrary to previously held beliefs, women are active 

agents who proactively utilise aggression and abuse. Women who engage in abusive behaviour are 

not well-understood, with considerably more research needed. Women who perpetrate domestic 

abuse appear to be a heterogeneous group, who share multiple characteristics with males who 

perpetrate abuse. Research is needed that investigates this group and should focus on alternate 

explanations of aggression, such as the biological approach (Ali & Naylor, 2013), the 

neuroendocrinal approach, (Campbell, 2008), the non-gendered approach (George & Stith, 2014), 

or looking at domestic abuse in the context of violence in other interactions (Dutton, 2012). In terms 

of sexual assault/harassment, very little is known about the motives for female-perpetrated abuse 

and evolutionary theories of why such abuse occurs are sadly lacking. We believe that this review 

shows the problems inherent in the dialogue around the “benevolent female”. While most women 

are loving, caring, productive members of society, they can also strategize, manipulate, and abuse - 

just as men can and do. Women need to be treated as active, competent agents and, where they 

engage in such reprehensible behaviour, be called to account for their actions. We are not passively 

awaiting the actions of men. We are more than receptacles vetting male genes.  

 



22 
 

 

References 
 
Ali, P. A., & Naylor, P. B. (2013). Intimate partner violence: A narrative review of the biological 

and psychological explanations for its causation. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 18(3), 
373-382. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2013.01.003 

 
Allen, E., & Bradley, M. S. (2017). Perceptions of harm, criminality, and law enforcement 

response: Comparing violence by men against women and violence by women against men. 
Victims & Offenders, 13(3), 373-389. doi: 10.1080/15564886.2017.1340383 

 
Anda, R. F., Butchart, A., Felitti, V. J., & Brown, D. W. (2010). Building a framework for global  

surveillance of the public health implications of adverse childhood experiences. American  
Journal of Preventative Medicine, 39(1), 93-98. doi: 10.1016/j.amepre.2010.03.015 

 
Anderson, P. B., & Struckman-Johnson, C. (Eds.). (1998). Sexually aggressive women: Current  

perspectives and controversies. Guilford Press. 
 
Archer, J. (2000). Sex differences in aggression between heterosexual partners: A meta-analytic  

review. Psychological Bulletin, 126(5), 651-680. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.126.5.651 
 
Archer, J. (2002). Sex differences in physically aggressive acts between heterosexual partners: A  

meta-analytic review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 7(4), 313-351. doi: 10.1016/S1359-
1789(01)00061-1 

 
Archer, J. (2004). Sex differences in aggression in real-world settings: A meta-analytic review. 

Review of General Psychology, 8, 291-322. doi: 10.1037/1089-2680.8.4.291 
 
Archer, J. (2009). Does sexual selection explain human sex differences in aggression?. Behavioral  

and Brain Sciences, 32(3-4), 249-266. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X09990951 
 
Arnocky, S., & Vaillancourt, T. (2014). Sex differences in response to victimization by an intimate 

partner: More stigmatization and less help-seeking among males. Journal of Aggression, 
Maltreatment & Trauma, 23(7), 705-724. doi: 10.1080/10926771.2014.933465 

 
Atkinson, J. L. (1996). Female sex offenders: A literature review. Forum, 8(2), 39-42.  

 
Babcock, J. C., Green, C. E., & Robie, C. (2004). Does batterers' treatment work? A meta-analytic 

review of domestic violence treatment. Clinical Psychology Review, 23(8), 1023-1053. 
doi:10.1016/j.cpr.2002.07.001 

 
Bacchus, L. J., Buller, A. M., Ferrari, G., Brzank, P., & Feder, G. (2018). “It’s always good to  

ask”:  A mixed methods study on the perceived role of sexual health practitioners asking  
gay and bisexual men about experiences of domestic violence and abuse. Journal of  
Mixed Methods Research, 12(2), 221-243. doi: 10.1177/1558689816651808 

 
Ballinger, A. (1996). The guilt of the innocent and the innocence of the guilty: The cases of Marie  

Fahmy and Ruth Ellis. No Angels. London: Pandora, 1-28. 
 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2013.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2010.03.015


23 
 

 

Barkhuizen, M. (2015). Police reaction to the male victim of domestic violence in South Africa:  
case study analysis. Police practice and research, 16(4), 291-302. doi: 
10.1080/15614263.2015.1038025 

 
Bates, E. A., Graham-Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2014). Testing predictions from the male control 

theory of men’s partner violence. Aggressive Behavior, 40(1), 42-55. Doi:10.1002/ab.21499 
 
Bates, E. A., Graham-Kevan, N., Bolam, L. T., & Thornton, A. J. (2017). A review of domestic 

violence perpetrator programs in the United Kingdom. Partner Abuse, 8(1), 3-46. doi:  
10.1891/1946-6560.8.1.3 

 
Baumeister, R. F., Catanese, K. R., & Vohs, K. D. (2001). Is there a gender difference in strength of  

sex drive? Theoretical views, conceptual distinctions, and a review of relevant evidence 
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 5(3), 242-273. doi: 
10.1207/S15327957PSPR0503_5 

 
Bell, K. M., & Naugle, A. E. (2007). Effects of social desirability on students' self-reporting of 

partner abuse perpetration and victimization. Violence and Victims, 22(2), 243 – 256.  
 
Berdahl, J, L. (2007). Harassment based on sex: Protecting social status in the context of gender  

hierarchy. Academy of Management Review, 32(2), 641-658. doi:  
10.5465/amr.2007.24351879 

 
Berliner, L., & Elliott, D. M. (2002). Sexual abuse of children. The APSAC Handbook on Child  

Maltreatment, 2, 55-78. 
 
Björkqvist, K. (2018). Gender Differences in Aggression. Current Opinion in  

Psychology, 19, 39-42. doi: 10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.030 
 
Blanchette, K., & Brown, S. L. (2006). The assessment and treatment of women offenders: An  

integrated perspective. Chichester, UK: John Wiley & Sons. 
 
Bohall, G., Bautista, M. J., & Musson, S. (2016). Intimate partner violence and the Duluth  

model: an examination of the model and recommendations for future research and  
practice. Journal of family violence, 31(8), 1029-1033. doi: 10.1007/s10896-016- 
9888-x 

 
Boyce, J. (2013). Adult criminal court statistics in Canada. Ottawa:  Statistics Canada.  
 
Broussard, S., Wagner, W. G., & Kazelskis, R. (1991). Undergraduate students' perceptions of child  

sexual abuse: The impact of victim sex, perpetrator sex, respondent sex, and victim  
response. Journal of Family Violence, 6(3), 267-278. doi: 10.1007/BF00980533 
 

Briere, J., & Elliott, D. M. (2003). Prevalence and psychological sequelae of self-reported  
childhood physical and sexual abuse in a general population sample of men and  
women. Child Abuse & Neglect, 27(10), 1205-1222. Doi:10.1016/j.chiabu.2003.09.008 

 
Briere, J., & Runtz, M. (1993). Childhood sexual abuse: Long-term sequelae and implications for  

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351879


24 
 

 

psychological assessment. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 8(3), 312-330.  
doi:10.11772F088626093008003002 

 
Brown, C. (2008). Gender-role implications on same-sex intimate partner abuse. Journal of Family  

Violence, 23(6), 457-462. doi: 10.1007/s10896-008-9172-9 
 
Brown, G. A. (2004). Gender as a factor in the response of the law-enforcement system to violence  

against partners. Sexuality and Culture, 8, 3-139. doi: 10.1007/s12119-004-1000-7 
 
Burbank, V. (1994). Fighting women:  Anger and aggression in Aboriginal Australia. Berkeley,  

CA:  University of California Press.  
 
Buss, D. M. (2015). Evolutionary psychology: The new science of the mind (5 ed.). New York, NY:  

Pearson Education, Inc. 
 
Buss, D. M., Abbott, M., Angleitner, A., Asherian, A., Biaggio, A., Blanco-Villasenor, A., ... &  

Ekehammar, B. (1990). International preferences in selecting mates: A study of 37  
cultures. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 21, 5-47. doi: 10.1177/0022022190211001 

 
Buss, D. M., & Schmitt, D. P. (1993). Sexual strategies theory: An evolutionary perspective on  

human mating. Psychological Review, 100(2), 204–232. Doi:10.1037/0033-295X.100.2.204 
 
Buunk, B. P. (1997). Personality, birth order and attachment styles as related to various types of  

jealousy. Personality and Individual Differences, 23(6), 997-1006. doi: 10.1016/S0191-
8869(97)00136-0 

 
Byers, E. S., & O'Sullivan, L. F. (1998). Similar but different: Men's and women's experiences of  

sexual coercion. Sexually aggressive women: Current perspectives and controversies, 144- 
168. 

 
Caldwell, J. E., Swan, S. C., Allen, C. T., Sullivan, T.P, & Snow, D. L. (2009). Why I hit him:   

Women’s reasons for intimate partner violence. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment &  
Trauma, 18(7), 672-697. doi: 10.1080/10926770903231783 

 
Campbell, A. (2008). Attachment, aggression and affiliation: the role of oxytocin in female social  

behavior. Biological psychology, 77(1), 1-10. doi: 10.1016/j.biopsycho.2007.09.001 
 
Campbell, A. (2015). A mind of her own:  The evolutionary psychology of women (2nd ed.). Oxford:   

Oxford University Press.  
 
Campbell, A., Muncer, S., & Bibel, D. (1998). Female-female criminal assault: An evolutionary  

perspective. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 35(4), 413-428. doi: 
10.1177/0022427898035004003 

 
Campbell, A., Muncer, S., & Bibel, D. (2001). Women and crime:  An evolutionary  

approach. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 6(5), 481-497. doi:10.1016/S1359- 
1789(00)00019-7 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0022022190211001
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080%2F10926770903231783
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2007.09.001


25 
 

 

Carmo, R., Grams, A., & Magalhães, T. (2011). Men as victims of intimate partner violence. 
Journal of Forensic and Legal Medicine, 18(8), 355-359. doi: 10.1016/j.jflm.2011.07.006. 

 
Cartwright, J. (2016). Evolution and Human Behaviour: Darwinian Perspectives on the Human  

Condition. London, UK:  Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Clark, R. D., & Hatfield, E. (1989). Gender differences in receptivity to sexual offers. Journal of  

Psychology & Human Sexuality, 2, 39-55. doi: 10.1300/J056v02n01_04 
 
Comecanha, R., Basto-Pereira, M., & Maia, Ȃ. (2017). Clinically speaking, psychological abuse 

matters. Comprehensive Psychiatry, 73, 120-126. doi:10.1016/j.comppsych.2016.11.015 
 
Cortoni, F., Babchishin, K. M., & Rat, C. (2017). The proportion of sexual offenders who are  

female is higher than thought: A meta-analysis. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 44, 145-162.  
doi:10.11772F0093854816658923. 

 
Cortoni, F., & Hanson, K. R. (2005). A review of the recidivism rates of adult female sexual  

offenders. Ottawa: Correctional Service Canada. 
 
Cortoni, F., Hanson, K. R., & Coache, M. È. (2009). Female sexual offenders: Prevalence and  

recidivism. Revue Internationale de Criminologie et de Police Technique et Scientifique, 62,  
319. doi:10.11772F1079063210372142 

 
Cosmides, L. M., & Tooby, J. (1981). Cytoplasmic inheritance and intragenomic conflict. Journal  

of Theoretical Biology, 89, 83-129.  
 
Cross, C. P., Tee, W., & Campbell, A. (2011). Gender symmetry in intimate aggression: an effect of 

intimacy or target sex? Aggressive Behaviours, 37(3), 268-277. doi:10.1002/ab.20388 
 
Crown Prosecution Service (2017).Controlling or coercive behaviour in an intimate or family 

relationship. Retrieved 29 January 2018, from https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-
guidance/controlling-or-coercive-behaviour-intimate-or-family-relationship.   

 
Dalton, C., Drozd, L., & Wong, F. (2006). Navigating custody & visitation evaluations in cases  

with domestic violence: A judge’s guide. Reno, NV: University of Nevada: NCJFCJ. 
 
Daly, J.E., & Pelowski, S. (2000). Predictors of dropout among men who batter: A review of studies 

with implications for research and practice. Violence and Victims, 15(2), 137-160. 
 
Daly, M., & Wilson, M. (1988). Homicide. New York: Aldine de Cruyter. 
 
Daly, M., Wilson, M., & Weghorst, S. J. (1982). Male sexual jealousy. Ethology and  

Sociobiology, 3(1), 11-27. doi:10.1016/0162-3095(82)90027-9 
 
Davidovic, A., Bell, K., Ferguson, C., Gorski, E., & Campbell, A. (2011). Impelling and inhibitory  

forces in aggression: Sex-of-target and relationship effects. Journal of Interpersonal  
Violence, 26(15), 3098-3126. doi:10.1177/0886260510390953 

 

https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/controlling-or-coercive-behaviour-intimate-or-family-relationship
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/controlling-or-coercive-behaviour-intimate-or-family-relationship


26 
 

 

Davis, R. C., Taylor, B. G., & Maxwell, C. (2000). Does Batterer Treatment Reduce Violence?:  A 
Randomized Experiment in Brooklyn. Victim Services Research. 

 
DeLeon-Granados, W., Wells, W., & Binsbacher, R. (2006). Arresting developments: Trends in  

female arrests for domestic violence and proposed explanations. Violence Against  
Women, 12(4), 355-371. doi: 10.1177/107780126287315 

 
DeKeseredy, W. S. (2009). Canadian crime control in the new millennium: the influence of neo‐ 

conservative US policies and practices. Police Practice and Research: An International  
Journal, 10(4), 305-316. doi:10.1080/15614260802586301 

 
De Weerth, C., & Kalma, A. P. (1993). Female aggression as a response to sexual jealousy: A sex  

role reversal?. Aggressive Behavior, 19(4), 265-279. doi:10.1002/1098- 
2337(1993)19:4%3C265::AID-AB2480190403%3E3.0.CO;2-P 

 
Denov, M. S. (2001). A culture of denial: Exploring professional perspectives on female sex  

offending. Canadian Journal of Criminology, 43(3), 303-329.  
 
Denov, M. S. (2003). To a safer place? Victims of sexual abuse by females and their disclosures to  

professionals. Child abuse & neglect, 27(1), 47-61. doi 10.1016/S0145-2134(02)00509-4 
 
Denov, M. S. (2004). The long-term effects of child sexual abuse by female perpetrators: A  

qualitative study of male & female victims. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 19(10),  
1137-1156. doi:10.1177/0886260504269093 

 
Dixon, L., Archer, J., & Graham-Kevan, N. (2012). Perpetrator programmes for partner violence: 

Are they based on ideology or evidence? Legal and Criminological Psychology, 17(2), 196-
215. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8333.2011.02029 

 
Dobash, R. E., & Dobash, R. (1979). Violence against wives: A case against the patriarchy (pp.  

179-206). New York: Free Press. 
 
Dobash, R. P., Dobash, R. E., Wilson, M., & Daly, M. (1992). The myth of sexual symmetry in  

marital violence. Social Problems, 39(1), 71-91. doi:10.2307/3096914 
 
Dragiewicz, M. (2008). Patriarchy reasserted: Fathers' rights and anti-VAWA activism. Feminist  

Criminology, 3(2), 121-144. doi: 10.1177/1557085108316731 
 
Duntley, J. D., & Buss, D. M. (2011). Homicide adaptations. Aggression and Violent  

Behavior, 16(5), 399-410. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2011.04.016 
 
Dutton, D. G. (2012). The case against the role of gender in intimate partner violence. Aggression 

and Violent Behavior, 17(3), 99-104. doi:10.1108/JACPR-01-2013-0005 
 
Eagly, A. H., Mladinic, A., & Otto, S. (1991). Are women evaluated more favorably than men? An  

analysis of attitudes, beliefs, and emotions. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 15(2), 203- 
216. doi: 10.1111/j.1471-6402.1991.tb00792.x 

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(02)00509-4
https://doi-org.yorksj.idm.oclc.org/10.1016/j.avb.2011.04.016


27 
 

 

Eckstein, J. J. (2016). IPV stigma and its social management: The roles of relationship-type, abuse-
type, and victims’ sex. Journal of Family Violence, 31, 215-225. doi:10.1007/s10896-015-
9752-4 

Ellis, B. J., & Symons, D. (1990). Sex differences in sexual fantasy: An evolutionary psychological  
approach. Journal of Sex Research, 27(4), 527-555. doi:10.1080/00224499009551579 

 
Elshtain, J. B. (1993). Public man, private woman: Women in social and political thought.  

Princeton University Press. 
 
Faller, K. C. (1989). Characteristics of a clinical sample of sexually abused children: How boy and 

girl victims differ. Child Abuse & Neglect, 13(2), 281-291. doi:  
 
Feder, L., & Wilson, D.B. (2005). A meta-analytic review of court mandated batterer intervention 

programs: Can courts affect abusers’ behavior? Journal of Experimental Criminology, 1(2), 
239-262. doi:10.1007/s11292-005-1179-0 

 
Felson, R. B. (2000). The normative protection of women from violence. Sociology Forum, 15(1), 

91-116. 
 
Felson, R. B. (2008). The legal consequences of intimate partner violence for men and 

women. Children and Youth Services Review, 30(6), 639-646. 
doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2008.01.005 

 
Felson, R. B., & Cundiff, P. R. (2014). Sexual assault as a crime against young people. Archives of 

sexual behavior, 43(2), 273-284. doi: 10.1007/s10508-013-0127-8 
 
Felson, R. B., & Feld, S. L. (2009). When a man hits a woman: Moral evaluations and reporting 

violence to the police. Aggressive Behavior: Official Journal of the International Society for 
Research on Aggression, 35(6), 477-488. doi:10.1002/ab.20323 

 
Felson, R. B., & Lane, K. J. (2010). Does violence involving women and intimate partners have a 

special etiology? Criminology, 48(1), 321-338. doi:10.1111/j.1745-9125.2010.00186.x 
 
Felson, R. B., & Outlaw, M. C. (2007). The control motive and marital violence. Violence and  

Victims, 22(4), 387. 
 
Felson, R. B., & Pare, P. P. (2007). Does the criminal justice system treat domestic violence and  

sexual assault offenders leniently?. Justice Quarterly, 24(3), 435-459. doi: 
10.1080/07418820701485601 

 
Fiebert, M. S., & Gonzalez, D. M. (1997). College women who initiate assaults on their male  

partners and the reasons offered for such behavior. Psychological Reports, 80(2), 583-590.  
doi: 10.2466/pr0.1997.80.2.583 

 
Finkelhor, D., Williams, L. M., Burns, N., & Kalinowski, M. (1988). Nursery crimes: Sexual abuse  

in day care. Sage Publications, Inc. 
 
Fiske, S. T. (2004). Social beings:  A core motives approach to social psychology. Hoboken, NJ:   



28 
 

 

John Wiley & Sons. 
 
Follingstad, D., Wright, S., Lloyd, S., Sebastian, J. A. (1991). Sex differences in motivations and  

effects in dating violence. Family Relations, 40(1), 51-57. doi: 10.2307/585658 
 
Ford, H. (2006). Women who sexually abuse children. Chichester, UK: John Wiley 
 
Fox, J. A., & Fridel, E. E. (2017). Gender differences in patterns and trends in US homicide,  

1976–2015. Violence and Gender, 4(2), 37-43. doi: 10.1089/vio.2017.0016 
 
Fowler, C. R. (2002). Intimate Violence: A Comparison of Female and Male Court-mandated  

Batterers (Doctoral dissertation, Alliant International University, California School of  
Professional Psychology, Fresno). 

 
Freund, K., Heasman, G., Racansky, I. G., & Glancy, G. (1984). Pedophilia and heterosexuality vs.  

homosexuality. Journal of Sex & Marital therapy, 10(3), 193-200. doi:  
10.1080/00926238408405945 

 
George, J., & Stith, S. M. (2014). An updated feminist view of intimate partner violence. Family  

Process, 53(2), 179-193. doi: 10.1111/famp.12073 
 
Gerber, G. L. (1991). Gender stereotypes and power: Perceptions of the roles in 

violent marriages. Sex Roles 24(7-8), 439–458. doi: 10.1007/BF00289333 
 
Goetz, C. D., Easton, J. A., Lewis, D. M., & Buss, D. M. (2012). Sexual exploitability: Observable  

cues and their link to sexual attraction. Evolution and Human Behavior, 33(4), 417-426. doi: 
10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2011.12.00 

 
Goetz, A. T., & Shackelford, T. K. (2009). Sexual coercion in intimate relationships: A comparative  

analysis of the effects of women’s infidelity and men’s dominance and control. Archives of  
Sexual Behavior, 38(2), 226-234. doi: 10.1007/s10508-008-9353-x 

 
Gottschall, J. A., & Gottschall, T. A. (2003). Are per-incident rape-pregnancy rates higher than per- 

incident consensual pregnancy rates?. Human Nature, 14(1), 1-20.  
 
Gormley, B., & Lopez, F. G. (2010). Psychological abuse perpetration in college dating  

relationships: Contributions of gender, stress, and adult attachment orientations. Journal of  
interpersonal violence, 25(2), 204-218. doi: 10.1177/0886260509334404  

 
Graham-Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2005). Investigating three explanations of women's relationship  

aggression. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 29(3), 270-277. doi: 10.1111/j.1471-
6402.2005.00221.x  

 
Guerrero, L. K. (1998). Attachment‐style differences in the experience and expression of romantic  

jealousy. Personal Relationships, 5(3), 273-291. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-6811.1998.tb00172.x  
 
Guerrero, L. K., & Afifi, W. A. (1998). Communicative responses to jealousy as a function of self‐ 

esteem and relationship maintenance goals: A test of Bryson's dual motivation  



29 
 

 

model. Communication Reports, 11(2), 111-122. doi: 10.1080/08934219809367693 
 
Hamberger, K. L., Lohr, J. M., Bonge, D., & Tolin, D. F. (1997). An empirical classification of  

motivations for domestic violence. Violence Against Women, 3, 401–423. doi: 
10.1177/77801297003004005 

 
Hamby, S., & Jackson, A. (2010). Size does matter: The effects of gender on perceptions of dating  

violence. Sex Roles, 63, 324–331. doi:10.1007/s11199-010-9816-0 
 
Hamel, J. (2011). In dubious battle: The politics of mandatory arrest and dominant aggressor laws.  

Partner Abuse, 2, 224–245. doi: 10.1891/1946-6560.2.2.224 
 
Hamel, J., Desmarais, S. L., & Nicholls, T. L. (2007). Perceptions of motives in intimate partner  

violence: Expressive versus coercive violence. Violence and Victims, 22(5), 563-576. 
 
Hamel, J., & Russell, B. (2013). The partner abuse State of knowledge project: Implications for law  

enforcement responses to domestic violence. In B. Russell (Ed.), Perceptions of female  
offenders: How stereotypes and social norms affect criminal justice responses (pp. 157– 
180). New York, NY:  Springer. doi: 10.1007/978-1-4614-5871-5_10 

 
Harned, M. S. (2001). Abused women or abused men? An examination of the context and outcomes  

of dating violence. Violence and victims, 16(3), 269-285. doi: 10.1891/0886- 
6708.16.3.269  

 
Harris, C. R. (2003). A review of sex differences in sexual jealousy, including self-report data, 

psychophysiological responses, interpersonal violence, and morbid jealousy. Personality 
and Social Psychology Review, 7(2), 102-128. doi: 10.1207/S15327957PSPR0702_102-128 

 
Harris, R. J., & Cook, C. A. (1994). Attributions about spouse abuse: It matters who the batterers 

and victims are. Sex Roles: A Journal of Research, 30(7-8), 553-566. 
doi:10.1007/BF01420802 

 
Heil, P., Simons, D., & Burton, D. (2010). Using the polygraph with female sexual offenders. In  

Gannon, T. A. & Cortoni, F. (Eds), Female sexual offenders: Theory, assessment, &  
practice (pp. 143-160). Chichester, UK: Wiley-Blackwell. 

 
Hester, M., Jones, C., Williamson, E., Fahmy, E., & Feder, G. (2017). Is it coercive controlling  

violence? A cross-sectional domestic violence and abuse survey of men attending 
general practice in England. Psychology of violence, 7(3), 417. doi:10.1037/vio0000107 

 
Hetherton, J. (1999). The idealization of women: Its role in the minimization of child sexual abuse  

by females. Child Abuse & Neglect, 23(2), 161-174. doi: 10.1016/S0145-2134(98)00119-7 
 
Hetherton, J., & Beardsall, L. (1998). Decisions and attitudes concerning child sexual abuse: does  

the gender of the perpetrator make a difference to child protection professionals? Child  
Abuse & Neglect, 22(12), 1265-1283. doi:10.1016/S0145-2134(98)00101-X 

 
Hettrich, E. L., & O'Leary, K. D. (2007). Females' reasons for their physical aggression in dating  



30 
 

 

relationships. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 22(9), 1131-1143. doi:  
10.1177/088620507303729 

 
Hilton, N. Z., Harris, G. T., & Rice, M. E. (2003). Adolescents’ perceptions of the seriousness of 

sexual aggression: Influence of gender, traditional attitudes, and self-reported experience. 
Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 15(3), 201-214. doi: 
10.1177/107906320301500304 

 
Hines, D. A., Brown, J., & Dunning, E. (2007). Characteristics of callers to the domestic abuse  

helpline for men. Journal of Family Violence, 22(2), 63-72. doi: 10.1007/s10896-006-9052- 
0 

 
Hines, D. A., & Malley-Morrison, K. (2001). Psychological effects of partner abuse against men: A 

neglected research area. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 2(2), 75-85. Doi:10.1037/1524-
9220.2.2.75 

 
Hogan, K. F., Hegarty, J. R., Ward, T., & Dodd, L. J. (2012). Counsellors’ experiences of working 

with male victims of female-perpetrated domestic abuse. Counselling and Psychotherapy 
Research, 12(1), 44–52. Doi:10.1080/14733145.2011.630479 

 
Holmes, J. (2010). Female offending: has there been an increase?. Sydney:  NSW Bureau of Crime  

Statistics and Research. 
 
Houston, E., & McKirnan, D. J. (2007). Intimate partner abuse among gay and bisexual men: Risk  

correlates and health outcomes. Journal of Urban Health, 84(5), 681-690. doi: 
10.1007/s11524-007-9188-0 

 
Hrdy, S. B. (2011). Mothers and others: The evolutionary origins of mutual understanding.  

London: Harvard University Press. 
 
Island, D., & Letellier, P. (1991). Men who beat the men who love them: Battered gay 

men and domestic violence. Binghamton, NY: Haworth. 
 
Jensen, N. H. & Petersen, M. B. (2011). To defer or to stand up? How offender formidability  

affects third party moral outrage. Evolutionary Psychology, 9, 118-136. doi:  
10.1177/147470491100900113 
 

Johnson, R. L., & Shrier, D. (1987). Past sexual victimization by females of male patients in an  
adolescent medicine clinic population. The American Journal of Psychiatry, 7(5), 650-652.  
doi: 10.1176/ajp.144.5.650 

 
Jonason, P. K., & Fisher, T. D. (2009). The power of prestige: Why young men report having more  

sex partners than young women. Sex Roles, 60(3-4), 151-159. doi:  
10.1080/00224499.2018.1481193 

 
Keeling, J., & Mason, T. (2008). Domestic violence: A multi-professional approach for healthcare  

practitioners. McGraw-Hill Education.  
 



31 
 

 

Keenan, C., & Maitland, L. (1999). Literature review of research into the law on sexual offences  
against children and vulnerable people. Development and Statistics Directorate of the Home  
Office for the Review of Sexual Offences (HMSO). 

 
Khan, S. R., Hirsch, J. S., Wambold, A., & Mellins, C. A. (2018). 'I didn't want to be that girl'':  

The social risks of labelling, telling, and reporting sexual assault. Sociological Science, 5,  
432-460. doi:  10.15195/v5.a19 

 
Kimmel, M. S. (2002). “Gender symmetry” in domestic violence: A substantive and methodological  

research review. Violence Against Women, 8(11), 1332-1363. doi: 
10.1177/107780102762478037 

 
Kirkpatrick, L. A., & Davis, K. E. (1994). Attachment style, gender, and relationship stability: A  

longitudinal analysis. Journal of personality and Social Psychology, 66(3), 502. doi: 
10.1037/0022-3514.66.3.502 

 
Lamont, E. (2014). Negotiating courtship: Reconciling egalitarian ideals with traditional gender 

norms. Gender & Society, 28(2), 189-211. doi: 10.1177/0891243213503899 
 
Lamont, E. (2015). The limited construction of an egalitarian masculinity: College-educated men’s 

dating and relationship narratives. Men and Masculinities, 18(3), 271-292. doi: 
10.1177/1097184X14557495 

 
Letellier, P. (1996). Twin epidemics: Domestic violence and HIV infection among gay and bisexual  

men. Journal of Gay & Lesbian Social Services, 4(1), 69-81. doi:10.1300/J041v04n01_08 
 
Levenson, R. W., & Gottman, J. M. (1983). Marital interaction: physiological linkage 

and affective exchange. Journal of personality and social psychology, 45(3), 
587. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.45.3.587 

 
Little, B., & Terrance, C. (2010). Perceptions of domestic violence in lesbian  

relationships: Stereotypes and gender role expectations. Journal of  
Homosexuality, 57(3), 429-440. doi:10.1080/00918360903543170 

 
Lukas, D., & Huchard, E. (2018). The evolution of infanticide by females in mammals. BioRxiv,  

405688. 
  
McClennen, J. C., Summers, A. B., & Vaughan, C. (2008). Gay men’s domestic violence. Journal 

of Gay and Lesbian Social Services, 14(1), 23-49.  
 
MacKinnon, C. (1989). Toward a feminist theory of state. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
 Press.  
 
Magdol, L., Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Newman, D. L., Fagan, J., & Silva, P. A. (1997). Gender  

differences in partner violence in a birth cohort of 21-year-olds: Bridging the gap between  
clinical and epidemiological approaches. Journal of Consulting and Clinical  
Psychology, 65(1), 68. Doi:10.1037/0022-006X.65.1.68 

 
Marsh, P., & Paton, R. (1986). Gender, social class and conceptual schemas of aggression. Violent  



32 
 

 

transactions: The Limits of Personality, 59-85. 
 
Matthews, J. K., Mathews, R., & Speltz, K. (1991). Female sexual offenders: A typology. In M. Q.  

Patton (Ed.), Family sexual abuse: Frontline research and evaluation (pp. 199–219).  
Newbury Park, CA:  Sage. 

 
Mathis, J. L. (1972). Clear thinking about sexual deviations. Burnham Incorporated Pub. 
 
Medeiros, R. A., & Straus, M. A. (2006). Risk factors for physical violence between dating  

partners: Implications for gender-inclusive prevention and treatment of family  
violence. Family interventions in domestic violence: A handbook of gender-inclusive theory  
and treatment, 59-85. doi: 10.11772F1077801206293335 

 
Migliaccio, T. A. (2001). Marginalizing the battered male. The Journal of Men’s Studies, 9(2), 205- 

226. doi: 10.31492Fjms.0902.205 
 
Miller, H, A., & Marshall, E, A. (2018). Comparing Solo-Offending Female Sex Offenders on  

Variables of Pathology, Offence Characteristics, and Recidivism. Sexual Abuse, 1-19. doi:  
10.1177/1079063218791179 

 
Mitchell, K. R., Mercer, C. H., Prah, P., Clifton, S., Tanton, C., Wellings, K., & Copas, A. (2019).  

Why do men report more opposite-sex sexual partners than women? Analysis of the gender  
discrepancy in a British national probability survey. The Journal of Sex Research, 56(1), 1-
8. doi: 10.1080/00224499.2018.1481193%20 

 
Mitchell, J., & Morse, J. (1998). From victims to survivors: Reclaimed voices of women sexually  

abused in childhood by females. New York:  Accelerated Development. 
 
Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Rutter, M., & Silva, P. A. (2001). Sex differences in antisocial behaviour:  

Conduct disorder, delinquency, and violence in the Dunedin Longitudinal Study.  
Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press. 

 
Möller-Leimkühler, A. M. (2002). Barriers to help-seeking by men: a review of sociocultural and  

clinical literature with particular reference to depression. Journal of affective disorders, 71,  
1-9. Doi:10.11772F1557988314550194 

 
Morgan, K., Williamson, E., Hester, M., Jones, S., & Feder, G. (2014). Asking men about domestic  

violence and abuse in a family medicine context: Help seeking and views on the general  
practitioner role. Aggression and Violent Behaviour, 19(6), 637-642. doi:  
10.1016/j.avb.2014.09.008. 

 
National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children. (2007). ChildLine casenotes: Calls to  

ChildLine about sexual abuse. London, England: Author. 
 
Ness, C. D. (2004). Why girls fight: Female youth violence in the inner city. The Annals of the  

American Academy of Political and Social Science, 595, 32-48. doi: 
10.1177/0002716204267176 

 



33 
 

 

Office for National Statistics. (2018). Domestic abuse: Findings from the Crime Survey for England  
and Wales: Year ending March 2017. Retrieved from  
http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/bulletins/ 
domesticabuseinenglandandwales/yearendingmarch2017 

 
Osborne, S., Lau, I., Britton, A., & Smith, K. (2012). Homicides, firearm offences and intimate  

violence 2010/11: supplementary volume 2 to crime in England and Wales 
2010/11. London: Home Office. 

 
Pennington, L. (2014). Everyday victim blaming. London: EVB Press.  
 
Pleck, E., Pleck, J. H., Grossman, M., & Bart, P. B. (1978). The battered data syndrome: A  

comment on Steinmetz’s article. Victimology, 2(3/4), 680-683. 
 
Próspero, M., & Kim, M. (2009). Mutual partner violence: Mental health symptoms among female  

and male victims in four racial/ethnic groups. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 24(12),  
2039-2056. 

 
Quintero Johnson, J. M., & Miller, B. (2016). When women “snap”:  The use of mental illness to  

contextualize women's acts of violence in contemporary popular media. Women's Studies in  
Communication, 39(2), 211-227. doi: 10.1080/07491409.2016.1172530 

 
Renzetti, C. M. (1992). Violent Betrayal: Partner Abuse in Lesbian Relationships, Sage,  

Newbury Park, CA. 
 
Renzetti, C. M. (1999). The challenge to feminism posed by women’s use of violence in intimate  

relationships. In S. Lamb (Ed.), New versions of victims (pp. 42-56). New York:  New York  
University Press.  

 
Rosencrans, B. (1997). The last secret: Daughters sexually abused by mothers. Brandon, VT: Safer  

Society Press. 
 
Sakaluk, J. K., Todd, L. M., Milhausen, R., Lachowsky, N. J., & Undergraduate Research Group in  

Sexuality (URGiS). (2014). Dominant heterosexual sexual scripts in emerging adulthood:  
Concepualization and measurement. The Journal of Sex Research, 51(5), 516-531. doi: 
10.1080/00224499.2012.745473 

 
Saradjian, J. (2010). Understanding the prevalence of female-perpetrated sexual abuse and the  

impact of that abuse on victims. Female sexual offenders: Theory, Assessment and  
Treatment, 9-30. doi: 10.1002/9780470666715.ch2 

 
Saunders, D. G. (1986). When battered women use violence: Husband-abuse or self-defense?  

Victims and Violence, 1(1), 47-60. 
 
Saunders, D. G. (2002). Are physical assaults by wives and girlfriends a major social problem? A  

review of the literature. Violence Against Women, 8(12), 1424-1448. doi:  
10.1177/107780102237964 

 

http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/bulletins/


34 
 

 

Schwartz, M. D., & DeKeseredy, W. S. (1993). The return of the “battered husband syndrome”  
through the typification of women as violent. Crime, Law and Social Change, 20(3), 249- 
265. 

 
Sexual Offences Act (2003) c.42, London: The Stationary Office. 
 
Sgroi, S. M., & Sargent, N. M. (1993). Impact and treatment issues for victims of childhood sexual  
             abuse by female perpetrators. In M. Elliott (Ed.), Female sexual abuse of  
             children: The ultimate taboo (pp. 15-38). Chichester, UK: John Wiley. 
 
Simon, T. R., Anderson, M., Thompson, M. P., Crosby, A. E., Shelley, G., & Sacks, J. J. (2001). 

Attitudinal acceptance of intimate partner violence among US adults. Violence and Victims, 
16, 115-126. 

 
Simpson, J. A. (1990). Influence of attachment styles on romantic relationships. Journal of  

Personality and Social Psychology, 59(5), 971-980. Doi10.1037/0022-3514.59.5.971 
 
Smith, E. L., & Farole Jr, D. J. (2009). Profile of intimate partner violence cases in large urban 

counties. US Department of Justice Publications and Materials.  
 
Snyder, H. N. (2000). Sexual Assault of Young Children as Reported to Law Enforcement: Victim,  

Incident, and Offender Characteristics. A NIBRS Statistical Report. 
 
Steinmetz, S. K. (1977). The battered husband syndrome. Victimology, 2(3-4), 499-509. 
 
Stets, J. E., & Hammons, S. A. (2002). Gender, control, and marital commitment. Journal of Family  

Issues, 23(1), 3-25. doi:10.11772F0192513X02023001001 
 
Stets, J., & Straus, M. (1992a). Gender differences in reporting marital violence. Physical violence  

in American families (pp. 151–166). New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction. 
 
Stets, J., & Straus, M. A. (1992b). The marriage license as a hitting license: Physical violence in  

American families. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction. 
 
Stirrat, M., Gumert, M., & Perrett, D. (2011). The effect of attractiveness on food sharing  

preferences in human mating markets. Evolutionary Psychology, 9, 79-91. doi:  
10.1177/147470491100900110 

 
Stith, S. M., Smith, D. B., Penn, C. E., Ward, D. B., & Tritt, D. (2004). Intimate partner physical  

abuse perpetration and victimization risk factors: A meta-analytic review. Aggression and 
Violent Behavior, 10(1), 65-98. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2003.09.001 

 
Straus, M. A., & Gelles, R. J. (1986). Societal change and change in family violence from 1975 to  

1985 as revealed by two national surveys. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 48(3), 465- 
479. doi: 10.2307/352033 

 
Straus, M. A., & Gelles, R. J. (1990). How violent are American families? Estimates from the  

National Family Violence Resurvey and other studies. Physical violence in American  

http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.avb.2003.09.001
http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.2307/352033


35 
 

 

families: Risk factors and Adaptations to Violence in, 8(145), 95-112. 
 
Straus, M. A., & Ramirez, I. L. (2007). Gender symmetry in prevalence, severity, and chronicity of  

physical aggression against dating partners by university students in Mexico and 
USA. Aggressive Behavior: Official Journal of the International Society for Research on 
Aggression, 33(4), 281-290. doi:10.1002/ab.20199 

 
Studd, M, V., & Gattiker, U. E. (1991). The evolutionary psychology of sexual harassment in  

organisations. Ethology and Sociobiology, 12(4), 249-290. doi: 10.1016/0162-
3095(91)90021-H 

 
Swan, S. C., Gambone, L. J., Caldwell, J. E., Sullivan, T. P., & Snow, D. L. (2008). A review of  

research on women’s use of violence with male intimate partners. Violence and  
Victims, 23(3), 301–314. 

 
Symons, D. (1979). The evolution of human sexuality. Oxford:  Oxford University Press.  

of Personality and Social Psychology, 59(5), 971. doi: 10.1037%2F0022-3514.59.5.971 
 
Taylor, S. P., & Epstein, S. (1967). Aggression as a function of the interaction of the sex of the  

aggressor and the sex of the victim. Journal of Personality, 35(3), 474-486.  
doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6494.1967.tb01441.x 

 
Thornton, A. J. V., Graham‐Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2010). Adaptive and maladaptive  

      personality traits as predictors of violent and nonviolent offending behavior in men and  
      women. Aggressive Behavior: Official Journal of the International Society for Research on  
     Aggression, 36(3), 177-186. doi: 10.1177/00886260511425789 

 
Thornhill, R., & Palmer, C. T. (2001). A natural history of rape: Biological bases of sexual  

coercion. MIT press. 
 
Traylor, L., & Richie, B. (2012). Female offenders and women in prison. In The Oxford handbook  

of sentencing and corrections. Oxford University Press. 
 
Trivers, R. (1972). Parental investment and sexual selection (Vol. 136, p. 179). Cambridge:  

Biological Laboratories, Harvard University. 
 
Turrell, S. C. (2000). A descriptive analysis of same-sex relationship violence for a diverse sample.  

Journal of Family Violence, 15, 281–293.  
 
Vandiver, D. M., & Kercher, G. (2004). Offender and victim characteristics of registered females  

who sexually offend in Texas: A proposed typology of female sexual offenders. Sexual  
Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 16, 121-137. doi: 
10.1023/B:SEBU.0000023061.77061.17 

 
Walby, S., & Towers, J. (2018). Untangling the concept of coercive control: Theorizing domestic  

violent crime. Criminology & Criminal Justice, 18(1), 7-28. doi: 
10.1177/1748895817743541 

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095(91)90021-H
https://doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095(91)90021-H


36 
 

 

Waldo, C. R., Berdahl, J. L., & Fitzgerald, L., F. (1998). Are men sexually harassed? If so, by  
whom? Law and Human Behaviour, 22(1), 59-79. doi: 10.1023/A:1025776705629 

 
Weinsheimer, C. C., Woiwod, D. M., Coburn, P. I., Chong, K., & Connolly, D. A. (2017). The  

unusual suspects: Female versus male accused in child sexual abuse cases. Child abuse &  
neglect, 72, 446-455. doi: 10/1016/j.chiabu.2017.09.003 

 
Whitaker, D. J., Haileyesus, T., Swahn, M., & Saltzman, L. S. (2007). Differences in frequency of  

violence and reported injury between relationships with reciprocal and nonreciprocal  
intimate partner violence. American Journal of Public Health, 97(5), 941-947. doi:  
10.2105/AJPH.2005.079020 

 
Wijkman, M., Bijleveld, C., & Hendriks, J. (2010). Women Don’t Do Such Things! Characteristics  

of Female Sex Offenders and Offender Types. Sexual Abuse, 22(2), 135-156. doi: 
10.1177/1079063210363826 

 
Willis, G, M., & Levenson, J, S. (2016). The relationship between childhood adversity and adult  

psychological outcomes in females who have sexually offended: implications for treatment. 
Journal of Sexual Aggression, 22(3), 355-367. doi: 10/1080/13552600/2015/1131341 

 
Williams, K. S., & Bierie, D. M. (2015). An incident-based comparison of female and male sexual  

offenders. Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 27(3), 235-257.  
doi:10.1177/1079063214544333 

 
Wilson, M., & Daly, M. (1992). The man who mistook his wife for a chattel. In J. H. Barkow, L.  

Cosmides, & J. Tooby (Eds.), The adapted mind: Evolutionary psychology and the  
generation of culture (pp. 289-322). New York, NY, US:  Oxford University Press. 

 
Wilson, M. I., & Daly, M. (1996). Male sexual proprietariness and violence against wives. Current  

Directions in Psychological Science, 5(1), 2-7. doi: 10.1111/1467-8721.ep10772668  
 
Woodruff, R. & Vincent, A. (1994). Mother’s little helpers:  Patterns of male care in mammals.  

Trends of Ecology and Evolution, 9, 294-297. doi: 10.1016/0169-5347(94)90033-7 
 
Zeigler-Hill, V., Besser, A., Morag, J., & Campbell, W, K. (2016). The Dark Triad and sexual  

harassment proclivity. Personality and Individual Differences, 89, 47-54. doi:  
10.1016/j.paid/2015.09.048 

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0169-5347(94)90033-7

