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ANGER, CONTROL, AND INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE IN YOUNG ADULTHOOD: A
SYMBOLIC INTERACTIONIST PERSPECTIVE

ABSTRACT

Drawing on a symbolic interactionist perspective, we critically evaluate the assertion that intimate partner
violence (IPV) is not about anger, but about (male) power and control. This perspective provides a basis
for expecting that: a) anger as well as control dynamics will be associated with higher odds of IPV
perpetration, and that b) women’s as well as men’s attempts to control partners or aspects of the
relationship will be associated with higher risk. To empirically evaluate these two hypotheses, we rely on
the fourth wave of interviews conducted with respondents who participated in a longitudinal study
(Toledo Adolescent Relationships Study) (n = 985). Results indicate that after controlling for traditional
predictors such as exposure to coercive parenting practices, residing in a disadvantaged neighborhood and
affiliating with violent peers (assessed at wave one), both male and female control attempts are associated
with higher risk of young adult IPV, and the index of female control contributes to model fit.
Subsequently we include two dimensions of anger (anger identity and relationship-based anger), and
results indicate that these are significant, and also add to the fit of the model. Supplemental models
explore the association between various combinations of anger and control and violence reports and

incorporate interactions of gender and the anger and control constructs.



ANGER, CONTROL, AND INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE IN YOUNG ADULTHOOD: A
SYMBOLIC INTERACTIONIST PERSPECTIVE

INTRODUCTION

A key premise of theorizing about intimate partner violence (IPV) is that such actions are not about anger
as much as about (male) power and control (Anderson, 2005; Dobash and Dobash, 1979; Komter, 1989;
Smith, White, and Moracco, 2009; Yllo, 1993). This is a very useful insight, as the emphasis on violence
as a form of control serves to highlight that IPV can be conceptualized as an extension of fundamentally
gendered, often inequitable power arrangements. Consistent with this view, prior research has
demonstrated a link between men’s controlling actions and IPV (Whitaker, 2013). Yet recent theoretical
developments in the sociology of emotions tradition stress that emotional processes are central to all but
the most routine of human actions (Massey, 2002), and more focused theories have highlighted that anger
has an intuitive connection to violent behavior and other forms of crime (Agnew, 2001; Giordano,
Schroeder, and Cernkovich, 2007). Thus, the current investigation represents an integration of these
traditions in considering the role of both anger and control as factors associated with variations in the
perpetration of intimate partner violence. We focus here on the period of young adulthood when self-
report and official statistics indicate that levels of IPV are especially high (Capaldi et al., 2012; Catalano,
2012; Rennison, 2001).

A second objective of the study is to investigate women’s own feelings of anger and actions (control
attempts) within violent and non-violent relationships. Traditional feminist theorizing has focused
primarily on men’s controlling actions, as violence against women is associated with more severe
consequences, both in terms of degree of emotional and physical harms to female victims (Reed et al,
2010; Tjaden and Thoennes, 2006). Nevertheless, our view is that a comprehensive treatment of IPV will
include attention to women’s relationship concerns and associated emotions/control attempts, as these
may also be associated with violence risk. Thus, we consider men and women’s emotions (anger) and
relationship behaviors (control attempts) associated with 1PV, recognizing that the meanings of control

attempts, sources of anger and even the use of violence may be distinctly gendered (Anderson, 2013). We



outline a symbolic interactionist perspective on anger and control within intimate relationships that
provides a conceptual basis for the following hypotheses: 1) both control attempts and anger will be
associated with reports of IPV perpetration; and 2) women’s as well as men’s control attempts will be
associated with higher odds of IPV, relative to the more frequently emphasized situation characterized
only by high levels of male control.

Analyses rely on structured interview data collected from the Toledo Adolescent Relationships Study
(TARS). The TARS is a longitudinal investigation of the intimate relationships of 1,092 respondents
interviewed four times, first as adolescents (ages 12-17), and subsequently as they have entered the phase
of young adulthood (ages 18-23 at the fourth interview). We focus primarily on perpetration, as these
actions have a more intuitive association with the respondent’s own reports of angry emotions, and
perceptions of control dynamics, relative to factors that may influence a partner’s actions. However,
supplemental analyses examine associations between the focal variables and IPV victimization. Models
assess whether anger, the individual’s own control attempts and reports of partner’s attempts to control
are associated with IPV perpetration, once sociodemographic characteristics and traditional predictors
(parental coercion, residing in a disadvantaged neighborhood, affiliation with violent peers, antisocial
behavior of respondent, antisocial behavior of partner) are taken into account. Next we consider
interactions of gender with the anger and control factors, in order to determine whether negative emotions
and control dynamics have a similar or distinct influence on men’s and women’s reports of 1PV
perpetration. Finally, we move beyond the traditional variable centered approach by considering how
anger and control coalesce at the individual level, to explore directly the idea that anger combined with
mutual control is an especially risky pattern-- relative to the traditional situation characterized by elevated

levels of male control.

BACKGROUND

Traditional risk factors



Much prior research on etiological factors associated with IPV has emphasized the role of early exposure
to violence within the family, and researchers have accordingly focused attention on risk factors such as
witnessing parents’ violence as well as being abused as a child (see also Gomez, 2011; Cui et al., 2013).
In an assessment of this research tradition, Foshee and colleagues (2011) concluded that child abuse,
relative to witnessing marital violence, has a greater influence on IPV. Although many studies rely on
retrospective reports, some longitudinal investigations have documented the impact of these family
dynamics on subsequent IPV (e.g., O’Donnell et al., 2006; Simons, Lin, and Gordon, 1998). Wolf and
Foshee (2003) explicitly suggested a role for anger as a mediator of these family experiences, concluding
that children exposed to family violence may “develop different anger expression styles than children
who are not exposed to family violence” (p. 311).

Other research studies connecting anger and IPV have documented a general association, but have not
always been explicit about the meaning of anger or its place in the etiology of IPV. Although researchers
such as Wolf and Foshee have suggested a link to family history, other studies conceptualize anger as an
individual difference/personality trait (Eckhardt, Samper, and Murphy, 2008; Follingstad et al., 1991;
Moffitt et al., 2000; Swan et al., 2005). A variant of this approach focuses on the antisocial tendencies of
the individual (e.g., delinquency involvement), which further supports the idea of a general propensity
toward violence. And indeed, prior research has consistently documented that delinquency and other
risky behaviors are significantly associated with IPV (Capaldi et al., 2012; Herrera, Wiersma, and
Cleveland, 2008; Lussier, Farrington, and Moffitt, 2009; O’Donnell et al., 2006; Theobold, and
Farrington, 2012).

Nevertheless, more general research on patterns of IPV has also shown that even when risk is
elevated (based on family history, delinquent background), individuals frequently exhibit considerable
variability in behavior across time and different relationships (Capaldi, Shortt, and Crosby, 2003). Such
findings suggest the utility of exploring more proximal, relationship-based processes that are associated
with variations in IPV perpetration. Feminist perspectives have moved theory and applied efforts forward

in this regard by extending the lens beyond general risk factors to consider uniquely gendered relationship



dynamics associated with this form of violent behavior.

Feminist perspectives on Power, Control, and IPV

Feminist perspectives have shed light on ways in which structural sources of inequality such as gender
differences in access to resources and specific cultural attitudes (e.g., beliefs about male privilege) are
directly connected to intimate partner violence (Walker, 1984). Analyses in this tradition thus theorize
about the specifics of male-female relationships rather than relying on more generic concepts. A central
theme is that violence against women is an extension of these broader structural and cultural forces, and is
best understood as a means of maintaining power and control over female partners (Boonzaier, 2008;
Jackson, 1999; Larkin and Popaleni, 1994).

Power and control issues are also central to many prevention and treatment efforts. For example,
numerous programs rely on a teaching tool, the Minnesota Power and Control Wheel, which depicts
power and control at the center of a wheel highlighting related relationship dynamics (Pence and Paymar,
2006). Various spokes describe controlling actions and other forms of abuse (e.g., emotional abuse,
isolating the partner) associated with unhealthy relationships and violence. The concept of male privilege
(defined as: “Treating her like a servant; Making all the decisions; Acting like the ‘master of the castle’;
Being the one to define men’s and women’s roles™) is one of the spokes, highlighting that traditional
gender beliefs are connected to these negative relationship dynamics.

Several empirical studies support this emphasis on male dominance assertion. For example, Lloyd
and Emery (2000), in a qualitative study, recruited respondents based on their prior experience in an
abusive relationship. Women described accounts of almost complete male dominance within their
relationships. As one young woman interviewed put it, “it was like | was his. | didn’t speak unless
spoken to... | was his property, and | had no use except making his life more easy” (p. 72). Results of
analyses of survey data have also documented an association between controlling behaviors and violence,
suggesting the need to account for such proximal features of the relationship (Stets and Pirog-Good,

1987).



Although this line of theorizing has been an important underpinning of research and applied efforts,
our view is that it is potentially useful to further problematize the relationship dynamics and emotional
processes that may be connected to male control attempts, and to focus additional attention on women’s
perspectives, emotions and actions within relationships. This emphasis is consistent with some third
wave feminist treatments of power relations, which have increasingly focused on the idea that even
subordinate groups have modes of resistance or opportunities to contest their current situation (Schippers
and Sapp, 2012). This broader focus also accords with a symbolic interactionist viewpoint, which

highlights the fundamentally interpersonal nature of the meaning construction process (Blumer, 1969).

A SYMBOLIC INTERACTIONIST PERSPECTIVE ON ANGER AND CONTROLLING
BEHAVIORS: THE ROLE OF ‘BLOCKED ACTION’

Overt control attempts and violence are appropriately viewed as dominance moves, as feminist
perspectives on IPV have previously argued. However, attempts to control the partner and violence itself
signal the presence of problematic situations or ‘blocked action,” as elaborated by Mead and other
symbolic interaction theorists (Matsueda, 2006; Reynolds and Herman-Kenney, 2003). This emphasis on
concrete situations that intimate partners confront differs from the view of IPV as a relatively
straightforward extension of male privilege, or as a reflection of a general need to demonstrate control
and dominance within the relationship. Thus, the more localized perspective favored by symbolic
interaction theorists is consistent with the notion that male partners may not be as concerned with
solidifying their own power positions as they are with moving ahead in terms of specific goals or desired
lines of action. These intentions and actions need not be lofty or prosocial, and are subjectively
experienced. For example, a young man may hope for a high degree of commitment from a partner,
while simultaneously wishing to ‘play the field” (Miller and White, 2003). A partner’s actions may
signify to the individual a lack of relationship commitment, even though objective evidence does not
support this interpretation. Some desires may appear to transcend relationship concerns, but in the long

run have implications for the state of the relationship (e.g., declaring an intention to spend the evening



with friends rather than the partner). The Sl perspective recognizes that prior socialization across
multiple levels figures heavily into what is brought into concrete situations, but does not fully constitute
them. Instead, interaction and communication within the intimate context are integral to the meaning
construction process, and the lines of action that eventually unfold.

As Mead (1934) noted, routine, habitual actions occasion little reflection or emotion. In those
situations in which actions are blocked, however, the individual cannot move forward relying solely on
previously taken-for-granted repertoires. It is within situations involving blocked action, then, that
thoughts (cognitions) and feelings (emotions) arise. Thus, in our view, the presence of control attempts
itself reflects a previous or immediate failure to control, manage, or complete action relating to specific
contested domains. These domains have been rendered problematic through the process of
communication that occurs within the relationship. Logically, if men had achieved an all-powerful
position within a given relationship, violence would not be necessary and compliance with the male
partner’s interests would always be forthcoming (see Athens, 2005; Griffiths, Yule, and Gartner, 2011;
Komter, 1989). That verbal conflict is a strong predictor of physical violence is generally supportive of a
view of power as contested terrain, not as a stable, agreed upon state reliably favoring the male partner
(Jacobson et al., 1994; Murphy and O’Leary, 1989; Schumacher and Leonard, 2005). Further, if we
accept the general notion that control attempts derive from the perception that desired actions are blocked,
then it follows that emotions should also come to the fore within these same situations. This lends
support to our first hypothesis, namely that control attempts and anger often coexist as dynamic processes
associated with IPV, and should not be opposed conceptually (i.e., the notion that it is not about anger,
but about power and control). Violence extends the control attempt to a new level, but is likely to be
understood as evolving from one or more failure (to control) experiences. Emotions are integral to this
set of experiences.

Incorporating anger into the sequences of action and reaction associated with IPV is intuitive, and
also provides a conceptual bridge between traditional predictors (e.g., violence within the family, growing

up in a disadvantaged context) and concerns that are specific to a given intimate relationship. In the



current study, we consider two manifestations of anger. First, as scholars have previously noted, the
emotional self is a recognized and relatively stable feature of one’s identity (Engdahl, 2004; Lupton,
1998). Although one’s anger identity is likely to be shaped by earlier experiences, it represents a unique
crystallization and interpretation of those experiences. In turn, emotional identity gains meaning as a
cognitive filter that influences actions into the future, as one inevitably encounters novel situations.
However, a second dimension of anger is further situated in light of the specific concerns within a given
relationship. In the current study, then, we focus not only on anger identity but also relationship-based

feelings of anger.

Incorporating women’s views and actions
Feminist perspectives on IPV and programmatic efforts have focused central attention on male controlling
behaviors as a warning sign and key relationship dynamic within violent relationships. Our first
hypothesis suggests that the emphasis is appropriate, but could be broadened to incorporate emotional
processes (anger) as well. However, the focus on ‘blocked action’ also provides a conceptual basis for
including greater attention to women’s own perspectives, feelings and relationship behaviors. Scholars
have been somewhat reluctant to explore women’s perspectives and actions to avoid ‘blaming the victim’
or otherwise suggesting that either their discourse or behaviors are related to the violence that occurs.
However, the Sl perspective suggests that meanings and lines of action are not preordained, but emergent
from interaction and communication. Thus, it may be limiting to the goal of developing a comprehensive
portrait of relationship dynamics associated with IPV to bracket off women’s own concerns and
relationship-based behaviors. This can be accomplished within a feminist framework, and without
arguing that there is ‘sexual symmetry’ in the experience and consequences of IPV (Dobash et al., 1992;
Kimmel, 2002).

Our focus on blocked action provides a general rationale for including attention to women’s feelings
and relationship behaviors. Thus, we emphasize that women are not inured to the experience of ‘blocked

action’” within intimate contexts, as partners resist their desired goals, intentions, and preferred ideas about



the direction of the relationship. This in turn suggests that women’s feelings of anger and attempts to
control their partners may also be present, heighten discord, and significantly associated with the odds of
experiencing violence. This conceptual focus leads to the second hypothesis, namely that women’s
feelings of anger and attempts to control the partner are also likely to be elevated in relationships

characterized by IPV.

Recent studies of gender and relationship dynamics

Contemporary research on dynamics within intimate relationships during adolescence and young
adulthood provides further support for the hypotheses we will examine in the current investigation. Early
studies of power and control dynamics were based largely on studies of married couples (Komter, 1989),
and portraits of violent relationships often centered on clinic or shelter populations that also included
older married or cohabiting women. Yet recent research indicates that during adolescence and early
adulthood, a majority of individuals do not report that men hold a dominant position within their intimate
relationships. In a recent study of characteristics of adolescent romantic relationships, based on a large
heterogeneous sample, male respondents on average reported higher levels of partner control attempts and
greater ‘actual’ influence of the partner than their female counterparts, and overall both male and female
adolescents were more likely to report either an egalitarian pattern or a power balance that favored the
female partner (author citation, 2006; see also Galliher et al., 1999). Importantly, at subsequent follow-
ups, similar patterns by gender were observed as respondents navigated the transition to adulthood (i.e.,
male respondents continued to report higher levels of partner control attempts across all of the ages
covered by the study, as well as a less favorable power balance—see author citation, 2012).

Because heterosexual relationships during this time bridge considerable difference and are typically
fluid and unsettled, it is perhaps inevitable that some elements of mismatch will occur. Thus, in contrast
to friendships, which proceed on the basis of considerable similarity, power, defined as the ability to get
one’s way, given a disagreement, becomes a fundamentally more important construct within the context

of dating relationships. However, within the confines of romantic relationships, particularly during



adolescence and young adulthood, the power balance is often not perfectly stable or finalized. This
notion is consistent with treatments of power favored by symbolic interaction theorists (Dennis and
Martin, 2005), and as suggested at the outset, with some third wave feminist perspectives. For example,
Schippers and Sapp (2012: 32) recently suggested that third wave treatments “conceive of power as
relational, having multiple tactics and strategies, and as available to subordinate groups and not just the
possession of dominant groups” (see also Martin, 1988). This unfinished view seems especially
appropriate as we explore behaviors such as attempts to control the partner that are taking place during
this phase of life. The period itself is characterized by much uncertainty, and the dating and cohabiting
relationships common during this period lack the clear cultural and legal weight of marriage bonds
(Manning and Smock, 2005).

During young adulthood, both women and men are in the process of changing their style of
socializing from a heavy emphasis on peers to a more concentrated focus on romantic relationships,
developing a greater level of commitment to a particular partner, and attempting to solidify their present
and future economic prospects (Arnett, 2004; Settersten and Ray, 2010; Zimmer-Gembeck, 2002).
Partners may not be on the same timetable or hold the same perspective regarding these important
transitions, suggesting that these may emerge as key contested domains within relationships during this
period. Further, if we consider that control attempts are often linked to such domains of contestation, the
relatively high scores of young men on partner control attempts and women’s own self-reports about their
controlling actions are rendered more intuitive and understandable. For example, prior research has
shown that young men are more likely to engage in problem behaviors such as drug and alcohol use, earn
lower grades, and in the contemporary economic climate may face difficulties securing steady
employment (Duckworth and Seligman, 2006; Moffitt et al., 2001; Settersten and Ray, 2010). In
addition, young men may prefer spending a significant amount of time with their friends (Weerman and
Hoeve, 2012), and also typically report higher levels of cheating or ‘concordance’ (Ford, Sohn, and
Lepkowski, 2002; Miller, 2008). Thus, it is reasonable to expect that young women may attempt to

influence intimate partners about one or more of these areas that are also having a significant influence on



their own lives (Manning et al., 2011).

Young people may try to move partners toward their own positions by engaging in control attempts.
While prior theorizing has tended to emphasize the controlling behaviors of male partners, the base rates
of female control attempts described above suggest the need to incorporate attention to women’s
behaviors within the romantic realm as well. Consistent with this view, Stets and colleagues’ research
showed that not only were men’s reports of controlling behaviors significantly related to the experience of
IPV, but that women generally reported higher levels of control attempts, which were associated with
violence inflicted and sustained (Stets, 1992; Stets and Pirog-Good, 1987). Building on this prior
research, we hypothesize that situations involving high levels of control attempts on the part of both
individual and partner may be especially risky, as this involves reciprocal and potentially escalating
negative feedback.

The feminist emphasis on patterns of male socialization is potentially important to the process of
establishing meaning, however, as the level of resentment about control may map onto traditionally
gendered beliefs and understandings. As young men are the historically favored gender, and are often
socialized to develop a more competitive interaction style, some young men may view women’s attempts
to control as aversive and something to be avoided. This dynamic is conceptually distinct from the
traditional focus on men’s general desire to control their partners that has been stressed in prior research
and in most programmatic efforts. In turn, young women may be demoralized and angry not only about
their partner’s control attempts, but about their own failure to control their partner’s actions or other
aspects of the relationship.

Thus, control attempts are likely to be associated with negative emotions, but our intent is to highlight
further the localized nature of these dynamic processes. For example, the partner who searches the
other’s cell phone is engaging in a behavior that is ‘controlling,” but this encompasses the individual’s
own view of the seriousness of the relationship and attempt to control the level of commitment that
characterizes it. These are relationship specific concerns that may be experienced by women as well as

men, and arguably have more felt impact as individuals begin to mature into adulthood. Increasingly,
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one’s romantic partner becomes a reflection on one’s own identity in ways that friends and even the
family of origin do not. In addition, it may be difficult to carry out one’s life plans and impossible to
construct one’s ideal intimate relationship without the partner’s cooperation. But while the relationship
stakes may be higher than during adolescence, and thus disappointments to weigh more heavily, the
strength of the angry reaction is also likely to have been shaped by previous social exposure, as described
in investigations emphasizing social learning mechanisms (e.g., violence within the family of origin).
Thus, both processes emphasized by traditional criminological/family violence scholars and relationship
specific dynamics are important to a comprehensive treatment of this form of violent behavior. And
gender socialization inevitably comes into play, as the male partner’s generally greater size, strength and
socialization in the use of violence often combine to upend what may have been an earlier pattern of
mutual control attempts and even a balance of power that in some respects favored the female partner.
Thus, the endpoint of violence is aptly described in prior feminist treatments of the subject, but as
currently developed may not offer a comprehensive view of the progression of relationship dynamics that

eventuate in violent episodes.

The Current Study

We draw on structured interview data from young adults who participated in a longitudinal study, to
explore the linkages between the respondent’s own attempts to control/change the partner, the
respondent’s report of partner’s control attempts, feelings of anger, and odds of IPV perpetration. We
move beyond prior work by including measures of emotional processes as well as control attempts of
male and female partners. A further contribution is that models focus on proximal relationship dynamics,
but control for traditional predictors of IPV, including parental coercion, association with violent peers
and residing in a disadvantaged neighborhood (Cunradi et al., 2000; Foster and Brooks-Gunn, 2009;
Haynie and Payne, 2006). In addition, analyses incorporate indices tapping early and contemporaneous
reports of criminal involvement, in order to control for a general propensity toward antisocial behavior.

To account for similar effects of the partner’s antisocial orientation, we include a measure of the partner’s
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criminal involvement (Herrera, Wiersma, and Cleveland, 2008). Our goal is to determine whether
relationship dynamics and emotional processes make a difference for understanding variations in IPV
perpetration, once early social exposure and the delinquency profiles of the partners have been taken into
account. Our analyses focus principally upon IPV perpetration, as feelings of anger and resentment about
control dynamics may be related more directly to the individual’s own actions, relative to those of the
partner. However, supplemental models explore these relationships relying on a measure of victimization
and subsequently reports of ‘any violence’ (whether as perpetrator or victim) as the dependent variable.
Next, we explore whether gender influences the nature of the association between the focal variables and
IPV. This makes a contribution by exploring whether the traditional focus on male control is appropriate,
or requires expansion to include a role for women’s control attempts. Finally, in contrast the tendency of
prior research to treat emotions and control dynamics as independent elements, we estimate a model that
includes a range of combinations of anger and control. This will allow us to examine more directly the
hypothesis that relationships characterized by anger and mutual control are an especially risky pattern,

relative to other combinations.

DATA AND METHODS

This research draws on data from the TARS, which is based on a stratified random sample of 1,321
adolescents and their parents/guardians. The TARS data were collected in the years 2001, 2002, 2004,
and 2006. The analyses rely on structured interviews conducted at waves 1 and 4. A majority of
responses were entered directly by respondents on preloaded laptops. Wave 1 also included the
administration of a questionnaire to a parent/guardian (typically the mother), and these responses were
used to assess parental coercion, neighborhood disadvantage and other sociodemographic information
described in more detail below. The sampling frame of the TARS study encompassed 62 schools across
seven school districts. The initial sample was drawn from enrollment records for 7th, 9th, and 11"
grades, but school attendance was not a requirement for inclusion in the study. The stratified, random

sample was devised by the National Opinion Research Center and includes over-samples of black and
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Hispanic adolescents. The initial sample included 1,321 respondents and wave 4 retained 1,092 valid
respondents, or 83% of wave 1." The respondents’ average age is 15 years in wave 1, 16 in wave 2, 18 in
wave 3, and 21 years in wave 4. The analytic sample includes all those who participated in the wave 4
interview, but individuals who were not identified as black, white or Hispanic were excluded (n = 22), as
were those respondents who did not report about a current or most recent relationship (n = 85). The final
analytic sample thus consists of 985 respondents (460 males and 525 females), of which 701 were dating,

218 were cohabiting, and 66 were married.

Measures
Appendix Table Al presents descriptive statistics for all study variables by gender and IPV status

(whether or not the respondent self-reported IPV perpetration).

Dependent Variables
Our analyses explore variations in self-reported IPV perpetration. However, we also estimate all models
focusing on similar items indexing victimization, a measure of “any violence” (whether as perpetrator or
victim), and various measures of severity.? Results are similar, regardless of the form of the dependent
variable. However, we recognize the limitations of the CTS measure for capturing important contextual
variations in the experience of IPV. Accordingly, we also conducted extensive open-ended qualitative
interviews with a subset of the TARS respondents who had reported IPV (n = 102), as well as additional
couple-level interviews (46 partners of core respondents). Although it is beyond the scope of the current
analysis to analyze these materials in depth, the in-depth interview data provided additional context for
developing our theoretical discussion, hypotheses, and the manner in which we structured the quantitative
analyses.

Relationship violence perpetration is measured at wave 4 and is based on responses to four items
from the revised Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS) (Straus and Gelles, 1990), including whether the

respondent had “thrown something at,” “pushed, shoved, or grabbed,” “slapped in the face or head with
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an open hand,” and “hit,” in reference to experiences with the current/most recent partner (alpha = .88).

Key Independent Variables

We note that while traditional predictors and other sociodemographic factors are all measured at wave 1,
control, anger, and IPV are all assessed at wave 4. This approach is appropriate within the context of the
current study, as our goal is to provide a descriptive portrait of dynamics within these relatively fluid
dating and cohabiting relationships. It is thus critical that the reports about relationship dynamics and
emotional reactions reference the same partner who is the focus of the IPV reports. However, this limits
our ability to firmly establish a causal order in relation to what may be best characterized as a package of
interrelated and dynamic relationship processes.

Control attempts are derived from two measures. The first measure consisting of two items asking
how much the respondent agreed with the following statements: “X sometimes wants to control what |
do” and “X always tries to change me” (alpha=.79). In addition two items index the respondent’s attempt
to control their partners (alpha = .78) and asks how strongly respondents agree with the following two
statements: “I sometimes try to control what X does” and “I always try to change X.” In order to capture
men and women’s control attempts within these relationships, a measure of female control attempts was
constructed that includes reports from women about their own behavior and those of male respondents
referencing female partners. Similarly, male control attempts includes reports from male respondents and
from women reporting about male partner behavior. We also estimated more gender neutral models
retaining the focus on respondent reports about their controlling actions and reports regarding partners,
and results do not differ significantly from those presented in Table 1.

Anger. Anger is conceptualized as including an identity component as well as being an emotion
potentially linked to interactions with the romantic partner. Anger identity is based on a question from a
roster of various descriptors and includes the instruction to indicate the level of agreement or
disagreement that others would describe you as (e.g., studious, troubled, sexy, angry). Thus,

anger identity reflects the respondent’s level of agreement that others would describe them as angry (see
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Matsueda, 1992). Relationship-based anger includes 3 items from a larger list of emotions experienced
“the last time you were with your partner.” Of the possible responses (e.g., excited, afraid, comforted,

etc.), we included in this index respondents’ levels of agreement that they had felt “hostile,” “frustrated,”
and “upset” the last item they were with the partner (alpha = .81). In the interest of parsimony,
supplemental models that construct dummy variables referencing a large number of anger and control

combinations rely on a composite index of anger that includes both of these dimensions (alpha = .75).

Traditional Predictors
Coercive Parenting is measured using a six-item scale (alpha = .80) from the wave 1 parent questionnaire

asking parents to indicate, during the past month, how often they have: “gotten angry at their child,”

“criticized their child,” “shouted or yelled at their child,” “argued with their child,” “threatened to
physically hurt their child,” and “pushed, grabbed, slapped, or hit their child” (responses range from
“never” to “very often”).

Disadvantaged Neighborhood is a ten-item scale (alpha = .91) from the wave 1 parent questionnaire
in which parents were asked about ten potential problems in their neighborhoods (e.g., rundown
buildings, fights, unemployment). Responses were first dichotomized to indicate whether these items
posed a problem (1 = yes),

Violent Peers is a single wave 1 item asking respondents: “In the last 12 months, how often have your
friends attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting them?” Responses range from 1 (never) to 9
(more than once a day).

Respondent Delinquency is measured at wave 1 (alpha = .81) and criminal involvement at wave 4
(alpha = .68) using a ten-item self-report scale composed of the mean of reported frequencies of items
such as: stolen (or tried to steal) things worth $5 or less, worth more than $50; “carried a hidden weapon
other than a plain pocket knife”; “damaged or destroyed property on purpose”; “attacked someone with

the idea of seriously hurting him/her”. Partner’s Criminal Involvement (alpha = .71) is measured at wave

4 using a ten-item scale identical to the delinquency scale described above, as reported by the respondent.
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Sociodemographic Variables, Adult Status Characteristics and Basic Relationship Indices

We include a series of sociodemographic indicators: gender (male is the contrast category), and age,
measured in years using a continuous variable reported from respondent’s age at wave 4, as well as three
dummy variables to measure race/ethnicity including non-Hispanic white (contrast category), non-
Hispanic black, and Hispanic. Family structure (wave 1) includes the following categories: two
biological parents (contrast category), step-family, single-parent family, and any “other” family type. To
control for socioeconomic status, we use the highest level of education reported in the wave 1 parent
questionnaire. Because the parental sample consists primarily of women, this measure is referred to as
“mother’s education” and is represented by the following indicators: less than high school, high school
(contrast category), some college, and college or more. Additionally, we include measures of the
respondent’s adult status characteristics. A dichotomous measure from wave 4, in school, indicates
whether the respondent was attending school at the time of the interview. Three dummy indicators, full-
time, part-time, and unemployed (contrast category) are used to account for respondent’s employment
status at wave 4, and status as a parent is determined by a question asking whether the respondent has any
children.

We include a series of basic relationship variables in the models. To control for relationship status,
three dummy indicators indicate whether the relationship of interest is dating (contrast category),
cohabiting, or married. Additionally, a dummy variable is used to denote whether responses reference a
current relationship or their most recent romantic relationship (1 = current).® Relationship duration is
measured by asking how long respondents have/had been with their current or most recent partners. The

range is from less than a week (1) to a year or more (8).

Analytic Strategy
We estimate zero-order logistic regression models predicting IPV perpetration. Next we estimate a model

that includes all of the traditional predictors of IPV (parental coercion, disadvantage neighborhood,
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violent peers, early and current delinquency/criminal involvement and current partner’s criminal
involvement along with other relevant controls. Subsequently, models examine the associations between
the two indices of control (male and female) followed by a model that introduces the two anger indices
(anger identity, relationship-based anger). In addition to the violence predictors and sociodemographic
characteristics, these models also include controls for basic characteristics of the relationship (duration of
the relationship, cohabitation/marital status, whether the report references a current or most recent
relationship), as well as adult status characteristics indicators (marital and employment status). Similar
models are estimated focusing on victimization or ‘any violence’ as the dependent variable, and OLS
models explore a range of seriousness levels (see methods above). Next we estimate models that include
interactions of gender and each of the focal relationship variables. Finally, we include dummy variables
indexing various combinations of control dynamics and anger, to explore whether, as predicted in the
above discussion, anger and mutual control attempts are associated with especially high levels of risk for

IPV.

RESULTS

Descriptive results included in Appendix A indicate that approximately 24% of the sample report IPV
perpetration within the context of their current/most recent relationship. This includes 17.25% of males
and 30.67% of female respondents. Table 1 presents the zero order associations between the focal
variables (indices tapping anger and control), the traditional violence predictors and other covariates. As
shown in the first column, the zero order models indicate significant associations for each of the focal
variables (men’s control attempts, women’s control attempts, anger identity, relationship-based anger),
and other traditional predictors. Of the traditional predictors assessed, coercive parenting, residing in a
disadvantaged neighborhood, and affiliation with violent peers (all wave 1 predictors) were significantly
related to later IPV perpetration as reported at wave 4. Further, the respondent’s initial (wave 1) self-
report of delinquency involvement, and partner’s (wave 4) criminal involvement were significantly

related to reports of IPV perpetration.
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Of the sociodemographic and other control variables, gender (female) is positively related to self-
reports of IPV perpetration, as is single parent, stepparent, or ‘other’ household family background
relative to two-parent family background. Mother’s education (less than high school) is related to higher
risk, while having a mother with college or greater is associated with reduced odds. Among the adult
status characteristics, being in school or employed part-time are also related at the zero order in the
expected directions. Having one or more children is associated with higher odds of IPV perpetration.
Finally, respondents who are married or cohabiting, relative to dating, and those in longer relationships
are also significantly more likely to report IPV perpetration.

Model 2 presents results of a logistic regression model that includes traditional predictors and other
covariates. In this model, parental coercion and the partner’s criminal involvement remain significant
predictors. Model 3 introduces the variable indexing male control attempts. Results indicate that higher
levels of male control are associated with greater odds of IPV perpetration. Model 4 adds the measure of
female control, which is also significantly related to IPV, and contributes to model fit. Results are thus
consistent with our hypothesis that both male and female control attempts are significantly related to IPV
perpetration, after taking into account traditional violence predictors and other relevant covariates.
Parallel multivariate models are tested that rely on the more straightforward measures of respondent and
partner control attempts and we observe similar findings. In these models, respondent and partner control
attempts are related to higher odds of IPV perpetration (results not shown). In Model 4, of the traditional
predictors, only partner’s criminal involvement remains significantly related to perpetration. Parental
coercion is no longer significant, which suggests that some of the effects of parental coercion are indirect,
through an increased likelihood of being in relationships characterized by higher levels of control, as well
as greater likelihood of involvement with an antisocial partner. Model 5 adds the two anger indices.
Results reveal that both forms of anger are significantly associated with IPV perpetration, net of the other
covariates, including male and female control. Adding the anger indices contributes to model fit, when
contrasted with models including only the traditional predictors and measures of control attempts. These

results suggest that, consistent with our hypothesis, both anger and control processes are significantly
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related to self-reports of IPV perpetration. In addition, that relationship-based anger is significantly tied
to IPV net of the “characterological” measure (i.e. anger identity) supports the Sl perspective on the
situated nature of emotional experiences.

To determine whether gender influences the significant associations described above, we also
estimated a series of interactions. These interactions are not significant, indicating that both male and
female respondents’ reports about control dynamics are similarly linked with self-reports of IPV
perpetration. We also find that anger is similarly associated with IPV perpetration for male and female
respondents. The lack of gender interactions across multiple predictors, including the relationship
dynamics and anger indices, suggests that while the problem of IPV is appropriately viewed as a gendered
phenomenon, some processes may operate similarly across gender as influences on violent actions within
the relationship. Supplemental analyses indicate that results shown in Table 2 and those including gender
interactions are similar when models are estimated focusing on victimization rather than perpetration, a
composite index that reflects “any violence” (whether as perpetrator, victim, or both) or in OLS models,
on variations in the severity of violence.

The results of analyses show similar effects across gender in the influence of the traditional violence
predictors on IPV (results not shown). While not the primary focus of our analyses, these findings are
potentially important as they indicate that each of these forms of early social exposure (coercive parents,
residing in a disadvantaged neighborhood, and affiliation with violent peers) are similarly linked to
variations in female and male respondents’ reports of IPV perpetration. In addition, interactions of
gender and the individual’s own and partner’s criminal involvement are not significant, suggesting the
general importance of taking into account the individual and partner’s antisocial histories (Herrera,
Wiersma, and Cleveland, 2008).

The above findings suggest generally that controlling behaviors and anger are associated with 1PV
perpetration reported by male and female respondents. Yet the traditional variable-centered approach
does not provide a window on how these factors combine within the life course experiences of particular

individuals. Theoretically, we hypothesized that where both male and female partners are engaged in
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high levels of control attempts and respondents experience feelings of anger, this combination may pose a
particularly high level of risk. We explore this notion more directly via analyses that include dummy
variables indexing the various combinations.* As shown in Table 2, the combination of mutual control
and higher than average scores on the composite anger index is associated with 826% greater odds of
violence as a contrast to individuals reporting lower levels of each of the control dimensions and lower
agreement with the items comprising the anger index. These analyses control for variations in early
exposure to violence and coercive parenting, suggesting the utility of including attention to more

localized relationship and emotional processes, consistent with the symbolic interactionist perspective we
outlined. Further, in a model changing the reference category, results show that anger with mutual
control is tied to greater relationship violence relative to respondents who report mutual control but do not
agree with the angry self-descriptions (results not shown). However, as the results of Table 2 reveal,
other combinations of control and anger are also significantly associated with reports of violence. These
results suggest that neither the ideal type emphasized in many theoretical discussions and prevention
programs (high levels of male control, limited attention to feelings of anger) nor our own emphasis here
(mutual control attempts accompanied by anger) are comprehensive as portraits of all of the scenarios that
may be linked to elevated IPV risk. Supplemental models (not shown) examine interactions of these

combinations with gender, and none of these interactions are statistically significant.

CONCLUSION

The results of our analyses indicate that for many of the respondents who participated in this study,
emotional processes and relationship dynamics ‘matter’ for understanding variations in the likelihood of
reporting IPV perpetration in a current/most recent relationship. Relying on a large, heterogeneous
sample of young adult respondents, logistic regression analyses showed that higher levels of reported
anger and male and female partners’ control attempts were significantly related to greater odds of IPV.
The supplemental analyses indicate that various combinations of control and anger were observed and

linked to heightened risk, relative to relationships that were characterized by low anger and control. Such
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findings suggest the need to temper the general assertion that “it’s not about anger,” as well as to broaden
the discussion of control attempts to include attention to women’s as well as men’s attempts to control the
partner’s behavior or aspects of the relationship.

These findings challenge some key emphases of traditional theoretical perspectives. The focus on
relationship dynamics adds to prior treatments based on social learning arguments, which have
necessarily emphasized what is brought into the relationship by virtue of early modeling/social exposure.
And while traditional feminist theorizing has drawn attention to the unique dynamics involved in male-
female relationships, the current findings add a layer of complexity to the prior emphasis on male
controlling actions and the tendency to bracket off emotional processes. In some respects, the feminist
perspective shares the tendency of social learning arguments to focus on what is imported into the
relationship based on earlier socialization, although the emphasis is on gender socialization rather than on
family, peer or neighborhood effects. Yet the symbolic interactionist perspective further highlights the
situated or ‘grounded’ nature of human behavior, and the role of blocked action in defining and reacting
to situations as problematic based on interaction within the immediate social setting.

The need to incorporate relationship-specific influences is also suggested by variability in responses
across the various waves of interviews in patterns of reported IPV. For example, of those who scored
higher than average on the self-reported delinquency index at wave 1 (used here as an index of general
propensity toward antisocial behavior), only 3.72% reported IPV at all four waves of the study. Relying
on the Add Health data, Herrera et al. (2008) documented that the delinquency of both respondents and
their partners contributed to variance in IPV risk. This is an important finding, but nevertheless retains
the focus on general propensities and what both members of the couple bring with them to their
relationship. The current results show that reports of control attempts and anger (including relationship-
based anger) are significantly associated with IPV, net of partner and respondent levels of criminal
involvement and other relevant covariates (e.g., parental coercion). The symbolic interactionist lens and
our findings highlight that one’s background experiences or broad-based conceptions of gender role

requirements are incomplete as guides to action. Instead, situational elements (that is, dynamics within
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the intimate relationship context) are a more immediate site of social influence and the process of ‘doing
gender’ (Simon and Gangon, 1986).

A significant caveat about these results is that they may well be life-course specific, and relate
directly to our focus on the relatively fluid dating and cohabiting relationships that characterize the young
adult phase of the life course. We suggested that key transitions that often take place during this time
(such as moving away from a heavy emphasis on peer socializing, becoming more seriously committed to
a given partner, and solidifying career prospects) may become contested domains within relationships
during this life course stage. The idea that issues of power and control tend to be localized around such
contested terrain further situates control attempts within the period, and highlights concerns that are likely
to be recognizable to the individuals involved. Some men’s actions can best be understood in light of a
generalized desire to dominate and control their partners, but others may be interested in control that
relates to specific contested areas within the relationship. This situated approach also allows us to
interpret the relatively high scores of young women on attempts to control their partners observed across
the sample as a whole, and within relationships characterized by IPV. This emphasis on interactive
elements within the relationship is thus consistent with a general symbolic interactionist perspective on
interpersonal violence (Athens, 2005), but highlights that the specific locus of the conflict may vary--
based on unique concerns of different stages of the life course, the character of the relationship, as well as
gendered socialization processes.

A limitation of the study is that reports about relationship characteristics, anger, and IPV were
assessed contemporaneously. Thus, it is not possible to establish a precise causal order regarding
processes that are undoubtedly reciprocally related. Although we posited a particular theoretical
sequence, to an unknown degree control attempts and anger may follow from the experience of IPV.
Young adult relationships are often quite fluid, and IPV itself is associated with relationship ‘churning’
(breaking up, or breaking up and getting back together (Halpern-Meekin et al., 2013)). Thus, it would be
difficult to capture a sufficiently large number of intact couples across waves of interviews who report

high levels of anger and control but no violence at the initial wave (the pure condition that would enable
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us to predict IPV from anger and control reports). Yet the content of the in-depth qualitative interviews
we also conducted with a subset of these respondents provide an additional level of confidence regarding
the hypothesized sequencing of the focal relationship and emotional processes. In addition, even if it
were to be established, for example, that angry emotions emerge only as a consequence of IPV, it would
be inappropriate to conclude that anger is not associated with these experiences. It is even less intuitive to
theorize that control attempts only appear within relationships after acts of violence. Nevertheless, it
would be useful in future research to experiment with methods that permit a more fine-grained assessment
of sequencing (e.g., using diary methods, more frequent assessment periods). Future research could also
examine other potentially important relationships in more detail, such as the association between coercive
parenting and reports of control attempts, or negative cases for intergenerational theories (e.g., individuals
who experience coercive parenting but do not develop an angry identity or experience feelings of anger in
their own intimate relationships—see e.g., Stith et al., 2000).

As research on IPV has developed, researchers have noted differences in approach and findings based
on population-based surveys as contrasted with targeted samples, such as those focused on victims in
shelters and perpetrators identified by criminal justice agencies. Johnson and Leone (2005) have
proposed that a way to reconcile the two different portraits is to consider that these may be different forms
of IPV, which likely have different precursors and characteristics. Accordingly, we recognize that the
theoretical discussion and analysis developed may not generalize to the experiences of victims or
perpetrators of severe violence. As we focused on young adults in dating and cohabiting relationships,
these respondents often do not face as many economic and social dependence issues as married older men
and women.® Nevertheless, the sampling strategy and follow-up procedures we relied upon (e.g., school
attendance was not a requirement for inclusion; those in jail or prison were thoroughly pursued) were
designed to capture a large, heterogeneous sample of young adults. Further, as research indicates that
adolescence and especially young adulthood represent peak periods of risk, our theoretical framework and
findings may be useful in the development of prevention efforts whose objectives are to interrupt these

processes before violence patterns become more firmly entrenched. In addition, it would be useful to
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explore in future research the degree to which these portraits reflect points in a sequence of relationship
processes, rather than two discrete patterns or subgroups. Research designs that use common
measurement across population-based and criminal justice or victim-services samples would serve to
highlight similar and distinctive processes across the full spectrum of IPV experiences.

In spite of these limitations, the current study provides a descriptive portrait that complicates
traditional theorizing, and has implications for prevention and intervention efforts targeting IPV within
younger populations. Curricula directed at young people may benefit from increased attention to the
variability in relational processes that appear to be associated with heightened risk of experiencing IPV
(Capaldi and Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 2012). Thus, prevention messages that ignore female partners’
attempts to control their partners or aspects of the relationship may be limited to the extent that they lead
women and men to dismiss prevention messages as not matching the realities of their own relationship
circumstances. In addition, further connecting violence to feelings of vulnerability and a lack of control
of specific contested domains may serve to construct more uniformly negative meaning(s) around the
resort to violence within the context of one’s intimate relationships.

It may also be useful to bring anger and other emotions into such discussions, even while delivering
messages that clearly communicate that emotions in themselves don’t “cause” an action and cannot be
used to justify or explain an action away. There is also a need for additional research on cognitive
processes and attitudes that connect to these angry reactions and in turn amplify risk. For example, prior
studies of attitudes supporting IPV have often relied on global items (it’s ok to hit a partner), and
accordingly rates of endorsement of such attitudes are very low (see e.g., Price et al., 1999). Yet
consistent with our theoretical discussion, emotional experiences occur in tandem with certain
understandings (cognitions) that support the use of violence under what are viewed as extreme
circumstances. For example, several of the in-depth interviews suggested that high levels of anger and
associated violence were related to a partner cheating and then lying about it (see also Miller and White,
2003). Recognizing that there are several areas that challenge the view of gender as a set of “binary

oppositions” (Thorne, 1993) could provide a basis for subsequently underscoring that some precursors
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and consequences (feelings of fear and intimidation; injury; emotional distress) nevertheless remain

highly gendered phenomena.
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NOTES

1.

Attrition analyses indicate that participation at wave 4 is not related to most characteristics assessed at
wave 1 (mother’s education, race/ethnicity, age, parent’s report of coercive parenting, or relationship
dynamics). However, the follow-up sample is more likely to be female (53% as contrasted with 51%
at wave 1), and less likely to report an ‘other” family structure.

We relied on: (1) a weighted frequency scale (alpha = .89) of perpetration and victimization items
(ranging from 0-25), (2) a composite, or variety score (alpha = .88) constructed by adding the number
of acts perpetrated or received with equal weight (ranging from 0-8), (3) a dichotomous measure of
relationship violence based on perpetration, victimization, and mutual violence, (4) a dichotomous
measure of perpetration based on respondents’ reports of their own use of violence, and (5) an ordinal
measure of relationship violence based on the level of severity (0 = no IPV, 1 = less severe IPV, 2 =
more severe IPV). We found that measuring violence using continuous, ordinal, or dichotomous
variables yielded similar results. This is consistent with recent research examining measurement
issues associated with IPV, such as Kwong et al.’s (2003) conclusion that whether or not violence is
present may be most pivotal for distinguishing these relationships.

In addition to including this dummy variable in the analyses, we estimated all models relying only on
the sample of respondents reporting on a current relationship. Results do not differ.

The interview schedule did not include a measure of partner anger. Thus the combinations focus on
respondents’ reports about their own feelings of anger, along with assessments of their own and
partner’s attempts to control.

The small number of respondents in the study who were married at wave 4 precludes a more

systematic examination of the impact of marriage on these relationship dynamics.
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Table 1. Odds Ratios for the Association between Control, Anger, IPV, and Reports of Perpetration (n = 985)

Zero Order Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Control Dynamics

Male control 1.43%** 1.40%** 1.24%** 1.17%*

Female control 1.46%** 1.29%*** 1.23***
Anger

Anger identity 1.55%** 1.23*

Relationship-based anger 2.05%** 1.57%**
Traditional Predictors

Coercive parenting 1.07** 1.07** 1.06* 1.05 1.04

Disadvantaged neighborhood 1.11%** 1.02 1.03 1.03 1.03

Violent peers 1.22%** 111 1.10 1.09 1.10
Respondent and Partner Characteristics

Respondent’s delinquency (Wave 1) 1.26% 1.02 0.95 0.96 0.91

Respondent’s delinquency (Wave 4) 1.19 0.90 0.91 0.93 0.92

Partner’s delinquency (Wave 4) 1.80*** 1.96%** 1.79%** 1.72%** 1.60***
Sociodemographic Characteristics

Gender

(Male)
Female 2.09*** 1.65** 2.06*** 2.23%** 2.47x**

Age 1.01 091 0.94 0.93 0.94

Race

(White)
Black 2.07 1.92*%* 1.54 1.54 1.37
Hispanic 2.64 1.78* 1.56 1.67 1.76*
Family Factors
Family structure
(Two biological parents)
Single parent 1.81** 1.14 1.18 1.21 1.18
Step-parent 2.52%** 1.89** 1.71* 1.72* 1.73*
Other 2.18*** 1.35 1.49 1.54 1.58
Mother’s education
Less than HS 1.82%* 1.45 1.43 141 1.45
(HS)
Some college 1.03 0.98 1.06 1.07 1.10
College or more 0.55** 0.82 0.82 0.88 0.92
Adult Status Characteristics
Education
In school 0.57*** 091 1.03 1.03 1.07
(Not in school)
Employment Status
Part-time 0.63* 0.89 0.87 0.92 0.99
Full-time 0.88 1.16 1.23 1.32 1.38
(Unemployed)
Parent
(No)
Yes 2.33%** 1.02 0.91 0.90 0.84
Relationship Characteristics
Relationship status
(Dating)
Married 2.12** 1.88 1.97 2.02* 2.13*
Cohabiting 2.40%** 1.48 1.63* 1.48 1.52

Current relationship 1.51* 1.08 1.26 1.34 1.69*

(Most recent relationship)

Duration 1.27%** 1.20** 1.17* 1.14* 1.13*
R%wz 0.23 0.31 0.35 0.38
Model %2 155.90%*** 208.01*** 233.89*** 259.65***
Nested 52.11%** 25.88*** 25.76***

* p<.05;** p<.0L; ** p<.001
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Table 2. The Association Between Specific Combinations of Anger and
Controlling Behaviors and Reports of IPV Perpetration (n=985)?

Angry, both control 9.29%**
Not angry, both control 5.76***
Angry, male control 4,07***
Not angry, male control 234
Angry, female control 4,59***
Not angry, female control 2.89**
Angry, neither control 3.81***

(Not angry, neither control)

Model 32 237.97%**

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

#Model includes controls for traditional violence predictors, early and current
delinquency/criminal involvement and current partner’s criminal involvement,
sociodemographic characteristics, family factors, adult status characteristics, and
relationship characteristics.
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Appendix 1A:Table Descriptive Statistics by Gender and IPV Status

Male

Female

Dependent Variable

Yes

No

Yes

No

Perpetration

17.25%

82.75%

30.67%

69.33%

Independent Variables

Perpetration

No Perpetration

Perpetration

No Perpetration

Control Dynamics
Male control
Female control
Anger
Anger identity
Relationship-based anger
Traditional Predictors
Coercive parenting
Disadvantaged neighborhood
Violent peers
Sociodemographic Characteristics
Age
Race
(White)
Black
Hispanic
Family Factors
Family structure
(Two biological parents)
Single parent
Step-parent
Other
Mother’s education
Less than HS
(HS)
Some college
College or more
Adult Status Characteristics
Education
In school
(Not in school)
Employment Status
Part-time
Full-time
(Unemployed)
Parent
(No)
Yes
Relationship Characteristics
Relationship status
(Dating)
Married
Cohabiting
Current relationship
(Most recent relationship)
Duration

5.43
5.70

2.58
2.36

12.07
2.77
2.02

20.42

56.92%
30.21%
12.87%

37.68%
19.83%
25.67%
16.81%

11.34%
30.96%
43.47%
14.23%

42.66%
57.34%

20.17%
39.22%
40.61%

67.04%
32.96%

62.53%
10.91%
26.56%
71.82%
28.18%
6.63

4.07
4.25

2.16
1.74

10.75
1.69
1.65

20.41

68.17%
25.31%
5.90%

57.63%
20.90%
11.46%
10.00%

10.04%
30.76%
33.60%
25.60%

53.53%
46.47%

27.75%
38.74%
33.51%

81.17%
18.83%

81.97%
3.43%
14.60%
61.20%
38.80%
6.27

4.74
5.25

2.44
2.18

11.38
2.64
1.85

20.36

54.68%
34.95%
10.37%

37.49%
27.42%
18.31%
16.78%

19.48%
33.61%
32.35%
14.55%

44.44%
55.56%

27.71%
32.82%
39.47%

51.25%
48.75%

55.89%
8.51%
35.61%
80.39%
19.61%
7.38

3.45
3.76

1.87
1.50

10.85
1.66
1.34

20.26

76.66%
17.55%
5.50%

52.94%
21.91%
12.08%
13.07%

7.28%
32.57%
34.77%
25.37%

66.04%
33.96%

40.83%
26.40%
32.77%

72.33%
27.67%

71.91%
6.82%
21.27%
78.52%
21.48%
6.71

# All means and standard deviations are weighted
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