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Chapter 20

OVERCOMING THE GENDER DYAD: ENGAGING MEN
AND BOYS IN DOMESTIC VIOLENCE PREVENTION

Lana Wells®, Alina Turner and Merrill Cooper
University of Calgary, Calgary, Canada

ABSTRACT

The entrenched gender dyad of female victim and male perpetrator in domestic
violence discourse influences the underlying philosophy and assumptions that guide the
design of government policies, programs and community activities and limits long-term,
systematic dismantling of socio-cultural conditions that enable violence to exist. The
promotion of positive fatherhood is offered as one useful strategy to begin to engage boys
and men in domestic violence prevention efforts and to shift broader domestic violence
narratives beyond the current gendered conception of vulnerability to domestic violence.
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INTRODUCTION

As 1 look back on what I’ve learned about shame, gender, and worthiness, the
greatest lesson is this: If we’re going to find our way out of shame and back to each
other, vulnerability is the path and courage is the light. To set down those lists of what
we 're supposed to be is brave. To love ourselves and support each other in the process of
becoming real is perhaps the greatest single act of daring greatly (Brown, 2012, p. 109).

International declarations calling for the meaningful involvement of men and boys in
promoting gender equality and preventing and ending domestic violence have emerged over
the past two decades (United Nations, 1994, 1995, 2008; United Nations Division for the
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Advancement of Women, 2004). Research confirms that ending domestic violence requires
the engagement of boys and men as allies, advocates, role models, partners, change agents,
leaders, bystanders and violence disrupters (Crooks, Goodall, Hughes, Jaffe, & Baker, 2007;
DeKeseredy, 1988; DeKeseredy & Kelly, 1995; DeKeseredy, Schwartz, & Alvi, 2000; Flood,
2011; Groth, 2001; Katz, 1995; Kaufman, 2001).

To date, efforts to engage men and boys in domestic violence reduction and prevention'?
initiatives have been limited in three primary ways: First, country- and state-wide plans led by
governments around the world rarely address the current and potential roles of men and boys
in prevention efforts. A recent review of national, provincial and state domestic violence and
violence against women (VAW) frameworks, strategies and plans completed between 2003
and 2014 (Wells, Pickup, & Esina, 2014)* found that, of the 77 plans, only 31 identified men
and boys as part of the solution in violence prevention and merely 16 of those included an
explicit strategy and/or action.

Second, a comprehensive international review of current programs, policies and
community activities from around the world found that efforts to engage men and boys in
violence prevention are few, under-evaluated and diffuse (Wells et al., 2013). These
initiatives are often small-scale and not connected to or integrated within broader gender
equality or violence prevention strategies at national, provincial or regional levels, thereby
limiting their potential to effect systemic change (Flood, 2010, 2011; Minerson et al., 2011,
Wells et al., 2013).

Third, most violence prevention plans, strategies and initiatives are grounded on the
assumption that females are more vulnerable to domestic violence than men are. It is clear
that domestic violence remains a gender asymmetrical phenomenon, with a disproportionate
impact on women. Worldwide, the prevalence rate of violence against women ranges from
15% to 71% and on average, 30% of women who have been in a relationship report that they
have experienced some form of physical or sexual violence by their partner (World Health
Organization (WHO), 2005). Further, we know that “women experience more serious,
injurious, and repeated violence than men” (Nixon & Tutty, 2010, p. 67). However, recent
research indicates that, at least in North America, girls and women now appear to perpetrate
domestic violence as often as or more often than men do (Cutbush et al., 2010; Foshee, 1996;
Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Selwyn, & Rohling, 2011; Swahn, Simon, Arias, & Bossarte, 2008).

Authors argue that the entrenched gender dyad of female victim and male perpetrator
influences the underlying philosophy and assumptions that guide the design of
country/state/provincial plans, policies, programs and community activities and limits long-
term, systematic dismantling of socio-cultural conditions that enable violence to exist. The
chapter begins with a discussion of the ways in which the feminist discourse has shaped
government and community responses to domestic violence, followed by a review of recent
evidence challenging the male abuser/female victim dyad and current view about women’s
heightened vulnerability to abuse. Drawing on research about female-perpetrated domestic

2 In this context, we are specifically targeting primary prevention defined as reducing the number of new instances
of domestic violence by intervening before any violence has occurred. Primary prevention “relies on
identification of the underlying, or ‘upstream’, risk and protective factors for [domestic violence], and acts to
address those factors” (Harvey, Garcia-Moreno, & Butchart, 2007, p.5).

3 Countries included in the study were: Canada, United States, United Kingdom, European Union, Australia and
New Zealand. State-wide plans were from Canada, United States and Australia. For full report please go to
www.preventdomesticviolence.ca
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violence, an alternate view of boys and men as victims and perpetrators is presented.
The chapter then presents an analysis of worldwide action plans and initiatives that have
attempted to engage boys and men and their key limitations related to the dominant domestic
violence discourse and how they are limited by conventional feminist assumptions about
domestic violence. The promotion of positive fatherhood is offered as a useful strategy to
begin to engage boys and men and shift broader domestic violence narratives beyond the
current gendered conception of vulnerability.

DOMINANT FEMINIST DISCOURSE AND ITS IMPACT ON DOMESTIC
VIOLENCE RESPONSES

Feminist theory provides an essential critique of gender inequality and patriarchy
(Gardiner, 2005; hooks, 2000; Judith, 2012). Hegemonic masculinity (Connell, 1987) is a
concept used to describe men's dominant social position in relation to women and other, “less
desirable,” forms of masculinity. As a dominant discourse defining what it means to “be a
man,” hegemonic masculinity incorporates violence among a number of other social
behaviours considered to be masculine (Bowker, 1998; Hatty, 2000; Kaufman, 1999;
Kimmel, 2000, Seidler, 1996). Thus, masculinities "can be expressed or embodied through
violence" (Peralta, Callanan, Steele, & Wiley, 2011, p. 117). Hegemonic masculinity
incorporates both aggressive and violent practices, which, in turn, reaffirm gender inequality
through the ongoing construction of a hierarchy of masculinities built on the notion of inferior
femininity (Peralta, Tuttle, & Steele, 2010). The feminist critique of hegemonic masculinity
challenges patriarchal structures and deconstructs gender as a culturally and historically
power-laden practice. This destabilization of masculinity has proven to be an essential tool to
identifying and challenging oppressive gender-based policies and practices and remains
foundational to feminist efforts since the second-wave of feminism (Gardiner, 2005). This
approach has significantly shaped and influenced the violence against women/domestic
violence prevention discourse that has and continues to inform research, government and
community-based responses around the world.

The critique of patriarchy and gender hierarchy has grounded feminist efforts to redress
gender imbalance in the 1960s and 1970s, and dominates discourse about the nature, scope
and prevalence of domestic violence worldwide. Policies and programs intended to protect
victims of abuse or punish and rehabilitate abusers are common responses to the
pervasiveness of domestic violence internationally. These efforts are usually based in the
gender dyad, consisting of the masculine aggressor and his vulnerable female counterpart
(Bowker, 1998; Parrott & Zeichner, 2003; Seidler, 1996). The victim is to be protected,
sequestered and supported; the abuser is to be punished, rehabilitated and monitored.
The proliferation of batterer intervention programs and domestic violence shelters for women
around the world exemplifies this response. Wells et al.” (2014) review of 77 national and
state-wide plans reveal that the majority of government investments, legislation, policies and
programs has been directed towards a “response” to domestic violence (after the violence has
occurred) within the context of heterosexual relationships and within a broader social
construct influenced by a gender dyad paradigm.
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Though such programmatic and policy interventions are an essential part of the social
infrastructure necessary to respond to domestic violence, by failing to critically reflect on the
underlying discourse shaping these measures, the opportunity to truly challenge the
conditions that promote the permeation of violence in everyday life may be missed. The
critique of hegemonic masculinity inherently assumes gender asymmetry, yet this foundation
is being challenged by a number of new developments.

THE FEMALE PERPETRATOR

A growing body of research indicates that, at least in North America, girls and women
now perpetrate partner violence as often as, or more often than, boys and men (Cutbush et al.,
2010; Foshee, 1996; Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 2012; Zweig et al., 2013) and
bidirectional violence is the most common pattern of violence in abusive heterosexual dating
relationships (Johnson, 2011). As one example, a recent review of 50 American studies of
various types (large population samples, smaller community samples, university samples,
treatment seeking samples, and criminal justice-related samples) found that in heterosexual
and gay/lesbian/bisexual couples experiencing domestic violence, the violence was
bidirectional about half the time, and unidirectional female-to-male violence was as common
as or more common than unidirectional male-to-female counterparts (Langhinrichsen-Rohling
etal., 2012).

The most common form of teen dating violence is psychological aggression: Adolescent
girls now perpetrate physical violence as often as or more often than boys do, even though
girls suffer more serious physical harm than boys as a result (Swahn et al., 2008). A seminal
study by Foshee et al. (1996) found that almost twice as many adolescent girls perpetrated
dating violence compared to boys (28% versus 15%), although girls were more likely than
boys to report using physical violence in self-defence (15% versus 5%). A large American
study recently found that girls were more likely than boys to report perpetrating physical
violence (30% versus 19%) and psychological violence (40% versus 28%), but boys were
significantly more likely to physically injure their dates (Swahn et al., 2008). Although girls
are far more likely than boys to be victims of sexual cyber dating abuse, cyber dating abuse
overall appears to be perpetrated roughly equally by boys and girls (Cutbush et al., 2010;
Zweig et al., 2013). Some research indicates that teen dating violence is often a precursor to
violence in adult intimate relationships (Pepler, 2014; Sinha, 2012).

It appears that males continue to perpetrate the most common and severe forms of
domestic violence (Black et al., 2011; Dutton & Nicholls, 2005; Holtzworth-Munroe et al.,
2000; Johnson, 2008; Johnson, 2011; Sugarman & Frankel, 1996; Statistics Canada, 2011),
but research has yet to provide a clear picture of the severity of the violence perpetrated by
girls and women. In addition, it is difficult to pin down precise female perpetration rates
because they vary depending on the type of study, methodology, definition of violence,
sample size, and characteristics of the study population (Cooper & Wells, 2013).

These findings challenge the prevailing paradigm guiding research, government and
community responses to domestic violence, which implicitly and explicitly assume girls and
women to be the primary victims of violence perpetrated by males (Sinah, 2012; Statistics
Canada, 2011; VicHealth, 2007) leading many researchers to question the gender dyad
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informed by feminist discourse. Though it would be imprudent to conclude that male violence
against women is no longer relevant to the discussion, the research indicates that new
approaches to prevention are required. Further, our understanding of vulnerability to violence
requires careful reflection and study. As both genders engage in domestic violence,
identifying risk factors that are distinct and common can render a more nuanced
understanding of domestic violence perpetration and victimization (Capaldi et al., 2012;
Renner & Whitney, 2012) which can help to hone and improve prevention efforts. A number
of studies conducted over the past two decades suggest that physical acts of domestic violence
are often predictable for both girls and boys based on common risk factors and developmental
trajectories (Chiodo et al., 2012; Lussier, Farrington, & Moffitt, 2009; Raiford, Wingood, &
DiClemente, 2007; Wolfe, Crooks, Chiodo, & Jaffe, 2009). On the other hand, research
shows that these risk factors and their mechanisms of influence may be highly nuanced
according to gender, thus the ways in which they may be malleable to intervention may be
different (Cornelius & Resseguie, 2007; Shorey, Meltzer, & Cornelius, 2010). Regardless of
whether prevention approaches should be universal or targeted (Centers for Disease Control,
2008), the research certainly suggests that prevention programs specifically geared to dating
relationships are unlikely to be effective if they generally portray boys as perpetrators and
girls as victims (Archer, 2000; Capaldi, Kim, & Shortt, 2007; Ehrensaft, 2008; Whitaker et
al., 2006).

Unfortunately, considerable research gaps limit our understanding of gender-based
developmental trajectories toward violence victimization and perpetration. This is in part a
result of the paradigm of female vulnerability, which shapes research approaches resulting in
a predominant preoccupation with female victimhood at the expense of probing domestic
violence comprehensively. Few studies have followed large samples of girls over a sufficient
period of time to “better understand the association between individual, relationship, and
contextual factors that contribute to female-perpetrated interpersonal violence across the
lifespan” (Williams, Ghandour, & Kub, 2008, p. 245). Challenging the notion of the
vulnerable female victim as the norm allows for consideration of alternative solutions at the
programmatic, policy and societal levels that reach beyond the gender dyad.

MALES, VICTIMIZATION, AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF MASCULINITY

Boys and men are themselves vulnerable to violent victimization and gender and social
constructs, both of which can increase their risk of becoming perpetrators. This
reconsideration of vulnerability can significantly strengthen our understanding of domestic
violence and shape our responses accordingly.

First, it is well established that both direct maltreatment and indirect maltreatment
through exposure to violence in the home are predictors of emotional problems, as well as a
range of aggressive and delinquent behaviours, for both male and female children and
adolescents (Coohey, Renner, & Sabri, 2013; Evans, Davies, & DiLillo, 2008; Kitzman et al.,
2003; Moylan et al., 2010; Wolfe et al, 2003). Many studies have found that boys who have
been maltreated are more likely to develop externalizing behaviours, such as aggression,
whereas girls are more likely to develop internalizing problems, such as depression (Arata et
al., 2007; Wolfe & Scott, 2001), although some studies have concluded that maltreated
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children of both genders can develop aggressive and anti-social behaviours and attitudes
(Calvete & Orue, 2013; Maas, Herrenkohl, & Sousa, 2008). A meta-study found that any
childhood sexual abuse increased male perpetration of sexual violence towards women more
than threefold (WHO, 2010), with other studies showing that even experiencing lesser forms
of abuse (such as spanking) and hostile family relations increases risk of violent behaviour
(Wolfe et al., 2001; Russell, 2008). Experiencing or witnessing abuse and violence can lead to
the inability to regulate emotions (Cummings et al., 2009; Harding et al., 2012; Katz, Hessler,
& Annest, 2007), and teaches young people that abuse is appropriate, justifiable, and
deserved, and that aggressive behaviour can be a useful way of achieving certain goals
(Calvete, 2007, 2008; Calvete & Orue, 2013; Henry et al., 2000). Research also shows that
these problems can continue into adulthood (Ansara & Hindin, 2011; Herrenkohl et al., 2013;
Smith, Ireland, & Thomberry, 2005; Wall & Barth, 2005).

Second, some societal factors can increase the propensity of boys and men to perpetrate
domestic violence. These include traditional gender and social norms supportive of violence,
societal norms that support male superiority and sexual entitlement, weak legal sanctions
against domestic violence, and a high tolerance for crime and other violence (VicHealth,
2007; WHO, 2010). Men are more likely than women to hold attitudes that support or are
linked to the perpetration of violence, and social constructions of masculinity play a role in
some men’s perpetration of sexual assault (Kimmel, 2000; Pease, 2008; Texas Council on
Family Violence, 2012; VicHealth, 2007). In many cultures, societal norms uphold the belief
that physical strength and sexual dominance are intrinsic male qualities (WHO, 2010).
Hypermasculinity predisposes men to engage in behaviours that assert physical dominance
and power in interpersonal interactions, particularly those interactions with women (Parrott &
Zeichner, 2003). This display of sexual dominance, power and aggression “serves to ‘uphold’
the macho personality” (Parrott & Zeichner, 2003, p. 70).

CHALLENGES TO ENGAGING BOYS AND MEN IN
VIOLENCE PREVENTION

Wells et al.” (2014) review of 77 national and provincial/state domestic violence/violence
against women plans published between 2003 and 2014, along with an international scoping
review of evidence based policies and practices, suggest a dearth of policies, investments,
strategies and programs specifically geared to engaging men and boys as allies, partners,
change agents, leaders, bystanders and violence disrupters, or potentially vulnerable to
violence. Thirty-one of the government plans identified the engagement of men and boys in
violence prevention as an approach to prevent or reduce domestic violence, however, only 16
plans were explicit with strategies, actions and investment. Of those that did take this
approach, examples include working with the White Ribbon Campaign on engaging men and
boys in building awareness and working with men as allies (Greece, Council of Australia,
Tasmania, Portugal), targeting men in education campaigns (PEI, Texas) especially athletes
(New Hampshire, New York), providing a men’s resource centre (Norway), better supporting
fathers (Alberta, Australia), and a national workplace strategy (Australia) to engage men and
boys in violence prevention.
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Wells et al.” (2013) review of 67 international promising policies and practices that focus
on engaging men and boys in domestic violence prevention confirmed that much of the work
to engage men and boys in preventing violence is diffuse, small scale, and poorly funded.
Promising practices are emerging (Baobaid & Hamed, 2010; Communities and Families
Clearinghouse Australia, 2010; Dogrudz & Rogow, 2009; Fraser, 2010; Goodman & Lwin,
2008; Guedes, 2012; Men Against Violence, 2012; 1 am a Kind Man. 2011; Men Stopping
Violence, 2012; Sheehy & Allan, 2005; Supporting Father Involvement Program, 2011;
Trevethan, Moore, & Allegri, 2005; United Nations Division for the Advancement of
Women, 2004) but most efforts have not been subjected to rigorous evaluation and which
approaches are most effective has yet to be determined (Flood, 2010). The majority of
initiatives consist of programmatic efforts, rather than systematic responses at regional or
national levels. Again, the predominant view of the vulnerable female victim and her male
abuser may be limiting the adoption of comprehensive approaches to engaging boys and men
in violence prevention. Without a new discourse that moves beyond the gender dyad that
includes a strong policy base, institutional support, and long-term funding, programs and
initiatives to engage men and boys will continue to remain localized, small in scope, short-
term in duration, and under-evaluated and steeped in the paradigm that only views men as
perpetrators (Wells et al., 2013).

Interestingly, the fundamental challenges associated with engaging men and boys in
violence prevention arise from the dominant feminist paradigm permeating domestic violence
advocacy and response. The critique of fully embracing prevention work with boys and men
includes the fear that it may divert resources and attention away from women’s campaigns
and services; that the feminist orientation to this complex social issue may be excluded in
strategy development; and that men could potentially “co-opt” the anti-violence movement
and gain a disproportionate amount of media attention, underscoring their position of
privilege (Pease, 2008; Texas Council on Family Violence, 2012). Notably, the underlying
gender dyad paradigm is evident in these arguments whereby women are the oppressed and
vulnerable, requiring protection, while men are violent aggressors who must be curbed from
doing harm. It is strongly agreed that being mindful of these challenges is warranted,
however, including men as partners, allies, change makers, leaders, bystanders, and violence
disrupters, as well as potential victims in prevention work, is a critical step to building long-
lasting solutions to domestic violence.

BEGINNING WITH FATHERS

Wells et al.” (2013) recent paper, Engaging Men and Boys in Domestic Violence
Prevention: Opportunities and Promising Approaches, identified a number of “entry points™*

 Engaging Men and Boys in Domestic Violence Prevention: Opportunities and Promising Approaches was
developed in partnership with White Ribbon Canada and consists of a scoping study of the relevant
international literature in the area of violence prevention work with men and boys. In this report, we identify
seven entry points as critical areas of focus for violence prevention. These are: 1) Build and promote positive
fatherhood; 2) Support men’s health and mental wellbeing; 3) Leverage sports and recreation settings to
influence norms and behaviours; 4) Engage men in the workplace to build parenting and healthy relationship
skills; 5) Support healthy male peer relationships and networks; 6) Engage men as allies in violence
prevention; and 7) Support Aboriginal healing. If interested in the report, please go to
www.preventdomesticviolence.ca
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to engage boys and men in domestic violence prevention that emerged from the review.
Fatherhood is proposed as an essential first area of focus from a research, policy and
programmatic perspective to move prevention efforts beyond the traditional view of
vulnerability.

The engagement of fathers as key participants in family strengthening and support can
improve the lives of men, women, and children (Shapiro, Krysik, & Pennar, 2011; Barker &
Verani, 2008; Pruett, 2000). By normalizing the role of caring for children, the restrictions of
traditional definitions of masculinity are replaced with a broader vision of men’s capacity in
family life and society (MenCare, 2011). Caring for children and being engaged in the lives
of young people can increase men’s emotional well-being and capacity to express emotions
and experience empathy (Horn, Blankenhorn, & Pearlstein, 1999; Allen & Daly, 2007). This
can lower levels of family conflict and violence and increase opportunities for children to
grow up in emotionally and physically safe environments (Shapiro et al., 2011; Barker &
Verani, 2008).

Until recently, the vast majority of the parenting research and interventions focused on
mother-child relationships. Research pertaining to fathers as parents has largely been limited
to the ways in which fathers’ economic and other contributions foster family stability and
support mothers’ ability to parent well (Coley & Schindler, 2008; Greene & Moore, 2000;
Kalil, Ziol-Guest, & Coley, 2005; Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2004). Research is now confirming
and clarifying the vital and distinct role that fathers play in child development (Coley &
Schindler, 2008). New studies indicate that, for better and for worse, fathers influence their
children independently from mothers and as strongly as mothers (Zanoni et al., 2013). In
addition, fathers are increasingly involved in childrearing in two-parent families, particularly
in North American contexts, and there has been a clear trend toward shared custody and
shared parenting in families in which the parents are separated or divorced (Beaupré,
Dryburgh, & Wendt, 2010).

Supporting fathers to become more positively engaged in the lives of their children is a
promising strategy to prevent violence in the next generation among both girls and boys.
Fathers who are positively engaged take an active role in caring for their child’s social,
emotional, cognitive and physical health, and they promote their child’s well-being and
security. Positive father involvement also means taking on nurturing and caretaking roles, and
modeling behaviours that promote gender equity and peaceful ways of resolving conflicts.
There are two primary components of healthy or positive fathering: being positively involved
in the child’s life and having an authoritative parenting style (Asmussen & Weizel, 2010).
Family conditions that help fathers to parent well include having a respectful, equitable
relationship with the child’s mother (or co-parent), even if the parents no longer live together.
Positive father involvement means interacting with children in loving and consistent ways,
and taking an active role in looking after them to ensure that they are safe and their emotional,
social, cognitive, and physical needs are addressed (Lamb et al., 1985; Pleck, 2010).

A systematic focus on positive fatherhood can be a significant leverage point in reducing
vulnerability to domestic violence for both girls and boys, thereby challenging the notion of
exclusive female wvulnerability. Comprehensive fatherhood initiatives require a
reconsideration of the gender dyad as they address boys as both the potential victims of abuse
but also at risk for becoming perpetrators. Such measures can further decrease the risk for
girls to become victims and abusers in adulthood. Examples of supporting positive father
involvement include governments and organizations offering progressive parental leave
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policies for men, replicating evidence-based fatherhood programs, creating father friendly
organizations within both the private and social sector, social media campaigns to change
norms and behaviours, and educational and networking programs to help fathers enhance
their roles in the family. The Fatherhood Institute in the UK submits that shared parenting
results in a greater overall satisfaction reported by both parents, an increased likelihood of
family stability, and generally favourable developmental and social outcomes for children
(2011).

CONCLUSION

This critique of the normative gender dyad permeating domestic violence discourse aims
to broaden the work of feminist advocates rather than diminish it. An exclusive focus on
women as victims and men as perpetrators of domestic violence serves to exclude boys and
men as potential partners in domestic violence prevention efforts. Our understanding of
vulnerability to violence and violence prevention must be broadened, all the while paying
heed to the global reality of persistent and pervasive gender-based violence (DeKeseredy and
Schwartz, 2011) and the disproportionate harm suffered by girls and women who are victims
of domestic violence. The intersection of individuals' experiences of domestic violence as it
relates to class, race, gender and sexual orientation, age, and ability must be a further critical
consideration (Collins Hill, 2012; hooks, 2000; Misra, 2012). Initiatives developed to prevent
and address violence need to acknowledge the socio-cultural and historical context of men
and women’s experiences in their communities (Casey et al., 2013), particularly in light of the
impacts of racism, homophobia, and other forms of oppression (Mitchell, 2013; Ruxton &
van der Gaag, 2013).

In addition, domestic violence cannot be solely conceptualized as a family or
interpersonal problem; the structural inequities that reproduce this violence are intimately
interconnected and both underpin and reinforce other forms of violence. Strategically tackling
domestic violence from this perspective requires a multi-level systemic approach tailored for
population groups across the lifecycle, with a simultaneous focus at varying social levels.
While paying heed to gender effects, such approaches must include boys and men in domestic
violence prevention efforts to create a society where domestic violence is no longer viewed as
inevitable.

REFERENCES

Allen, S. & Daly, K. (2007). The effects of father involvement an updated research summary
of the evidence. Retrieved from: http://www.fira.ca/cms/documents/29/ Effects_of
Father_Involvement.pdf

Ansara, D. L. & Hindin, M. J. (2011). Psychosocial consequences of intimate partner violence
for women and men in Canada. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 26(8), 1628-1645.

Arata, C. M., Langhinrichsen-Rohling, J., Bowers, D., & O’Brien, N. (2007). Differential
correlates of multi-type maltreatment among urban youth. Child Abuse & Neglect, 31(4),
393-415.



340 Lana Wells, Alina Turner and Merrill Cooper

Archer, J. (2000). Sex differences in aggression between heterosexual partners: A meta-
analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 126(5), 651-680.

Asmussen, K. & Weizel, K. (2010). Evaluating the evidence: Fathers, families and children.
London, EN: National Academy for Parenting Research, King’s College London.

Baobaid, M. & Hamed, G. (2010). Addressing domestic violence in Canadian Muslim
communities: A training manual for Muslim communities and Ontario service providers.
Retrieved from http://www.lfcc.on.ca/MFSP_Manual_2010.pdf

Barker, G. (2001). Peace Boys in a War Zone: Identifying and coping among adolescent men
in a Favela in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest
Dissertations and Theses database. (3015499)

Barker, G. & Verani, F. (2008). Men’s participation as fathers in the Latin American and
Caribbean region: A critical literature review with policy considerations. Retrieved from
http://www.promundo.org.br/wp-content/uploads/2010/03/Mens%?20Participation%
20as%20Fathers%20in%20the%20Latin%20American(2008)-ING.pdf

Beaupré, P., Dryburgh, H. & Wendt, M. (2010). Making fathers ‘count.” Canadian Social
Trends [Online serial], 90.

Black, M. C., Basile, K. C., Breiding, M. J., Smith, S. G., Walters, M. L., Merrick, M. T., &
Stevens, M. R. (2011). The national intimate partner and sexual violence survey
(NISVS): 2010 summary report. Atlanta, GA: National Center for Injury Prevention and
Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

Bowker, L. H. (1998). Masculinities and violence. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

Brown, B. (2012). Daring greatly: How the courage to be vulnerable transforms the way we
live, love, parent, and lead. New York, NY: Gotham Books.

Calvete, E. (2007). Justification of violence beliefs and social problem-solving as mediators
between maltreatment and behavior problems in adolescents. The Spanish Journal of
Psychology, 10(1), 131-140.

Calvete, E. (2008). Justification of violence and grandiosity schemas as predictors of
antisocial behavior in adolescents. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 36(7), 1083-
1095.

Calvete, E. & Orue, I. (2013). Cognitive mechanisms of the transmission of violence:
Exploring gender differences among adolescents exposed to family violence. Journal of
Family Violence, 28, 73-84.

Capaldi, D. M., Kim, H. K. & Shortt, J. W. (2007). Observed initiation and reciprocity of
physical aggression in young, at-risk couples. Journal of Family Violence, 22(2), 101-
111

Capaldi, D. M., Knoble, N. B., Shortt, J. W. & Kim, H. K. (2012). A systematic review of
risk factors for intimate partner violence. Partner Abuse, 3(2), 231-280.

Casey, E. A., Carlson, J., Fraguela-Rios, C., Kimball, E., Neugut, T. B., Tolman, R. M. &
Edelson, J. L. (2013). Context, challenges, and tensions in global efforts to engage men in
the prevention of violence against women: An ecological analysis. Men and
Masculinities, 16(2), 228-251.

Centers for Disease Control. (2008). Strategic direction for intimate partner violence
prevention: Promoting respectful, nonviolent intimate partner relationships through
individual, community, and societal change. Retrieved from http://www.cdc.gov/
violenceprevention/pdf/IPV_Strategic_Direction_Full-Doc-a.pdf.



Overcoming the Gender Dyad 341

Chiodo, D., Crooks, C. V., Wolfe, D. A., Mclsaac, C., Hughes, R. & Jaffe, P. G. (2012).
Longitudinal prediction and concurrent functioning of adolescent girls demonstrating
various profiles of dating violence and victimization. Prevention Science, 13(4), 350-359.

Coley, R. L. & Schindler, H. S. (2008). Biological fathers’ contributions ot maternal and
family functioning. Parenting: Science and Practice, 8(4), 294-318.

Collins Hill, P. (2012). Looking back, moving ahead: Scholarship in service to social justice.
Gender and Society, 26, 14-22.

Communities and Families Clearinghouse Australia (2010). Promising practice profiles:
Aboriginal dads program. Retrieved from http://www.aifs.gov.au/cafca/ppp/profiles/
pppdocs/cfc_aboriginal_dads.pdf

Connell, R. (1987). Gender and power: Society, the person, and sexual politics. Redwood
City, CA: Stanford University Press.

Coohey, C., Renner, L. M. & Sabri, B. (2013). Victimization, parenting, and externalizing
behavior among Latino and White adolescents. Journal of Family Violence, 28, 359-368.

Cooper, M. & Wells, L. (2013). Is a new approach to violence prevention needed?
Discussing the implications of emerging research for intimate partner violence
prevention among adolescent girls. Calgary, AB: The University of Calgary, Shift: The
Project to End Domestic Violence.

Cornelius, T. L. & Resseguie, N. (2007). Primary and secondary prevention programs for
dating violence: A review of the literature. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 12(3), 364-
375.

Crooks, C. V., Goodall, G. R., Hughes, R., Jaffe, P. G. & Baker, L. (2007). Engaging men
and boys in preventing violence against women: Applying a cognitive-behaviour model.
Violence Against Women, 13(3), 217-239.

Cummings, E. M., ElI-Sheikh, M., Kouros, C. D. & Buckhalt, J. A. (2009). Children and
violence: The role of children’s regulation in the marital aggression-child adjustment
link. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 12, 3-15.

Cutbush, S., Ashley, O. S., Kan, M. L., Hampton, J. & Hall D. M. (2010). Electronic
aggression among adolescent dating partners: Demographic correlates and associations
with other types of violence. Retrieved from http://www.rti.org/pubs/aphalO_
cutbush_poster.pdf.

de Keijzer, F. B. (2004). Masculinities: Resistance and change. In S. Ruxton (Ed.), Gender
equality and men: Learning from practice (pp. 28-49). United Kingdom: Oxfam.

DeKeseredy, W. S. (1988). Premarital woman abuse: The multidimensional influence of male
peer support. Sociological Viewpoints, 4(2), 44-60.

DeKeseredy, W. S. & Kelly, K. (1995). Sexual abuse in Canadian university and college
dating relationships: The contribution of male peer support. Journal of Family Violence,
10(1), 41-53.

DeKeseredy, W. S., Schwartz, M. D. & Alvi, S. (2000). The role of profeminist men in
dealing with woman abuse on the Canadian college campus. Violence Against Women,
6(9), 918-935.

DeKeseredy, W. S. & Schwartz, M. D. (2011). Theoretical and definitional issues in violence
against women. In C. M. Renzetti, J. L. Edleson, & R. K. Bergen (Eds.), Sourcebook on
violence against women, 2nd ed. (3-20). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Dogruéz, D. & Rogow, D. (2009). And how will you remember me, my child? Redefining
fatherhood in Turkey. Quality/Calidad/Qualité [Online serial], 19.



342 Lana Wells, Alina Turner and Merrill Cooper

Dutton, D. G. & Nicholls, T. L. (2005). The gender paradigm in domestic violence theory:
Part 1 — The conflict of theory. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 10(6), 680-713.

Ehrensaft, M. K. (2008). Intimate partner violence: Persistence of myths and implications for
intervention. Children and Youth Services Review, 30(3), 276-286.

Esplen, E. (2006). Engaging men in gender equality: Positive strategies and approaches.
Retrieved from http://www.ids.ac.uk/idspublication/engaging-men-in-gender-equality-
positive-strategies-and-approaches-overview-and-annotated-bibliography.

Evans, S. E., Davies, C. & DiLillo, D. (2008). Exposure to domestic violence: A meta-
analysis of child and adolescent outcomes. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 13,
131-140.

Fatherhood Institute. (2011). The fatherhood report: The fairness in families index. Retrieved
from http://www.cite.gov.pt/pt/destaques/complementosDestqs/FI-FiFI-Report-2010
FINAL.pdf

Finkelhor, D., Moore, D., Hamby, S. L. & Straus, M. A. (1997). Sexually abused children in a
national survey of parents: Methodological issues. Child Abuse and Neglect, 21(1), 1-9.

Flood, M. (2010). Where men stand: Men’s roles in ending violence against women.
Retrieved from http://www.whiteribbon.org.au/uploads/media/WR-PR-Series-Flood-
Report-No-2-Nov 2010 full-report-final.pdf

Flood, M. (2011). Involving men in efforts to end violence against women. Men and
Masculinities, 14(3), 358-377.

Foshee, V. (1996). Gender differences in adolescent dating abuse prevalence, types, and
injuries. Health Education Research, 11(13), 275-286.

Foumbi, J. & Lovich, R. (1997). Role of men in the lives of children: A study of how
improving knowledge about men in families helps strengthen programming for children

and women. Retrieved from http://www.xyonline.net/sites/default/files/
UNICEF,%20R0le%200f%20Men%20in%20the%20L ives%200f%20Children%201997.
pdf

Fraser, C. (2010). Supporting the transition to fatherhood: An evaluation of ‘hit the ground
crawling’ in Staffordshire. Retrieved from http://www.fatherhoodinstitute.org/wp-
content/uploads/2010/07/Supporting-the-transition-to-fatherhood-Hit-the-Ground-
Crawling-in-Staffordshire.pdf

Gardiner, J. K. (2005). Men, masculinities, and feminist theory. In M. S. Kimmel, J. Hearn, &
R. W. Connell (Eds.), Handbook of studies on men & masculinities (35-50). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Gaudin, J. M. & Dubowitz, H. (1997). Family functioning in neglectful families: Recent
research. In J. Berrick & N. Bartk (Eds.), Child welfare research review, Vol. 2 (28-62).
New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

Gender Secretariat. (2008). Action plan for Sida’s work against gender-based violence 2008-
2010. Retrieved from http://www.chs.ubc.ca/archives/files/Action%20Plan%20for%
20Sida%27s%20Work%20against%20Gender-Based%20Violence%202008-2009.pdf

Goodman, D. & Lwin, K. (2008). Evaluation of the pilot: Fatherhood group. Retrieved from
http://www.childwelfareinstitute.torontocas.ca/wp-content/uploads/07-08-fathering-
group-evaluation-k-lwin-jul-08.pdf

Greene, A. D. & Moore, K. A. (2000). Non-resident father involvement and child well-being
among young children in families on welfare. Marriage & Family Review, 29(2-3), 159-
180.



Overcoming the Gender Dyad 343

Groth, B. (2001). Lessons from the spiritual lives of men who work in the movement to end
violence against women and children. Journal of Religion & Abuse, 2(1), 5-31.

Guedes, A. (2012). Men and boys knowledge module. Retrieved from http://www.
endvawnow.org/uploads/modules/pdf/1328564467.pdf

Harding, H. G., Morelen, D., Thomassin, K., Bradbury, L. & Shaffer, A. (2012). Exposure to
maternal- and paternal-perpetrated partner violence, emotion regulation, and child
outcomes. Journal of Family Violence, 28, 63-72.

Hatty, S. E. (2000). Masculinities, violence, and culture. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications.

Henry, D., Guerra, N., Huesmann, R., Tolan, P., VanAcker, R. & Eron, L. (2000). Normative
influences on aggression in urban elementary school classrooms. American Journal of
Community Psychology, 28(1), 59-81.

Harvey, A., Garcia-Moreno, C. & Butchart, A. (2007). Primary pprevention of intimate-
partner violence and sexual violence: Background paper for WHO expert meeting May 2-
3, 2007. Geneva, Switzerland: World Health Organization.

Herrenkohl, T. L., Hong, S., Klika, J. B., Herrenkohl, R. C. & Russo, M. J. (2013).
Developmental impacts of child abuse and neglect related to adult mental health,
substance use, and physical health. Journal of Family Violence, 28(2), 191-199.

Holtzworth-Munroe, A., Meehan, J. C., Herron, K., Rehman, U. & Stuart, G. L. (2000).
Testing the Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994) batterer typology. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 68(6), 1000-1019.

Hooks, b. (2000). Feminist theory: From margin to center (2™ ed.). Cambridge, MA: South
End Press.

Horn, W. F., Blankenhorn, D. & Pearlstein, M. B. (1999). The fatherhood movement: A call
to action. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books.

I am a Kind Man. (2011). Retrieved from http://www.iamakindman.ca

Johnson, M. P. (2008). A typology of domestic violence: Intimate terrorism, violent
resistance, and situational couple violence. Boston, MA: Northeastern University Press.

Johnson, M. P. (2011). Gender and types of intimate partner violence: A response to an anti-
feminist literature review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 16(4), 289-296.

Judith, L. (2012). Gender inequality: Feminist theories and politics. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Kalil, A., Ziol-Guest, K. M. & Coley, R. L. (2005). Patterns of father involvement in teenage-
mother families: Predictors and links to mothers’ psychological adjustment. Family
Relations, 54(2), 197-211.

Katz, J. (1995). Reconstructing masculinity in the locker room: The mentors in violence
prevention project. Harvard Educational Review, 65(2), 163-174.

Katz, L. F., Hessler, D. M., & Annest, A. (2007). Domestic violence, emotional competence,
and child adjustment. Social Development, 16, 513-538.

Kaufman, M. (1999). The seven p’s of men’s violence. Retrieved from
http://www.michaelkaufman.com/

Kaufman, M. (2001). Building a movement of men working to end violence against women.
Development, 44(3), 9-14.

Kimmel, M. S. (2000). The gendered society. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.



344 Lana Wells, Alina Turner and Merrill Cooper

Kitzman, K. M., Gaylord, N. K., Holt, A. R. & Kenny, E. D. (2003). Child witness to
domestic violence: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 71, 339-352.

Lamb, M. E., Pleck, J. H., Charnov, E. L. & Levine, J. A. (1985). Paternal behaviour in
humans. American Zoologist, 25, 883-894.

Langhinrichsen-Rohling, J., Selwyn, C., & Rohling, M. L. (2012). Rates of bi-directional
versus uni-directional intimate partner violence across samples, sexual orientations, and
race/ethnicities: A comprehensive review. Partner Abuse, 3(2), 199-230.

Lee, D. S., Guy, L., Perry, B., Sniffen, C. K. & Mixon, S. A. (2007). Sexual violence
prevention. The Prevention Researcher, 14(2), 15-20.

Lussier, P. Farrington, D. P., & Moffitt, T. E. (2009). Is the antisocial child father of the
abusive man? A 40-year prospective longitudinal study on the developmental antecedents
of intimate partner violence. Criminology, 47(3), 471-780.

Maas, C., Herrenkohl, T. I. & Sousa, C. (2008). Review of research on child maltreatment
and violence in youth. Trauma, Violence & Abuse, 9(1), 56-67.

Men Against Violence. (2012). About. Retrieved from http://www.mavinc.org/about.html

Men Stopping Violence. (2012). Programs. Retrieved from
http://www.menstoppingviolence.org/page/1010/Programs

MenCare. (2011). A Global Fatherhood  campaign. Retrieved  from
http://www.mencare.org/sites/menengage/files/themes/files/menengage_web/Men%20Ca
re%20%20Prospectus%20-%20with%?20references.pdf

Minerson, T., Carolo, H., Dinner, T. & Jones, C. (2011). Issue brief: Engaging men and boys
to reduce and prevent gender-based violence. Retrieved from http://whiteribbon.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2012/12//wrc_swec_issuebrief.pdf

Misra, J. (2012). Introduction: Well, how did | get here? Gender and Society, 26, 5-13.

Mitchell, R. (2013). Domestic violence prevention through the constructing violence-free
masculinities programme: An experience from Peru. Gender and Development, 21(1),
97-109.

Moylan, C. A., Herrenkohl, T. 1., Sousa, C., Tajima, E. A., Herrenkohl, R. C. & Russo, M. J.
(2010). The effects of child abuse and exposure to domestic violence on adolescent
internalizing and externalizing behavior problems. Journal of Family Violence, 25, 53-63.

Nixon, K. & Tutty, L (2010). “Where have all the women gone?” Woman abuse and
Canadian social policy. Canadian Review of Social Policy, 63/64, 63-82.

Parrott, D. J. & Zeichner, A. (2003). Effects of hypermasculinity on physical aggression
against women. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 4(1), 70-78.

Pepler, D. It takes a network to raise a child! How PREVNet is working together to promote
safe and healthy relationships for children and youth. Presented at the Banff XLVI:
Preventing through Promoting Healthy relationships Conference, March 16-19, 2014,
Banff, Alberta, Canada.

Pease, B. (2008). Engaging men in men's violence prevention: Exploring the tensions,
dilemmas and possibilities. Retrieved from http://www.adfvc.unsw.edu.au/PDF%20files/
Issues%20Paper_17.pdf

Peralta, R. L., Callanan, V. J., Steele, J. L. & Wiley, L. C. (2011). The effects of gender
identity and heavy episodic drinking on alcohol-related violence. Gender Issues, 28, 111-
133.



Overcoming the Gender Dyad 345

Peralta, R. L., Tuttle, L. A. & Steele, J. L. (2010). At the intersection of interpersonal
violence, masculinity, and alcohol use: The experiences of heterosexual male perpetrators
of intimate partner violence. Violence Against Women, 16(4), 387-409.

Pleck, J. H. (2010). Paternal involvement: Revised conceptualization and theoretical linkages
with child outcomes. In M. E. Lamb (Ed.), The role of the father in child development (5"
ed., pp. 58-93). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Pruett, K. (2000). Father-need. New York, NY: Broadway Books.

Osofsky, J. D. (2000). Infants and violence: Prevention, intervention, and treatment. In J. D.
Osofsky, & H. E. Fitzgerald (Eds.), WAIMH handbook of infant mental health, Volume 4
(pp. 164-196). New York, NY: Wiley Publishers.

Raiford, J. L., Wingood, G. M. & DiClemente, R. J. (2007). Prevalence, incidence, and
predictors of dating violence: A longitudinal study of African American female
adolescents. Journal of Women's Health, 16(6), 822-832.

Renner, L. M. & Whitney, S. D. (2012). Risk factors for unidirectional and bidirectional
intimate partner violence among young adults. Child Abuse & Neglect, 36(1), 40-52.
Russell, N. (2008). What works in sexual violence prevention and education. Retrieved from
http://www.justice.govt.nz/policy/supporting-victims/taskforce-for-action-on-sexual-

violence/documents/What%20Works%20in%20Prevention.pdf

Ruxton, S. & van der Gaag, N. (2013). Men's involvement in gender equality: European
perspectives. Gender and Development, 21(1), 161-175.

Seidler, V. (1996). Masculinity and violence. In L. May, R. Strikwerda, & P. D. Hopkins
(Eds.), Rethinking masculinity: Philosophical explorations in light of feminism (2" ed,
pp. 63-78). Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

Shapiro, A. F., Krysik, J. & Pennar, A. L. (2011). Who are the fathers in healthy families
Arizona? An examination of father data in at-risk families. American Journal of
Orthopsychiatry, 81(3), 327-336.

Sheehy, S., & Allan, J. (2005). Fatherhood support program: Group-work course manual.
Retrieved from  http://www.wch.sa.gov.au/services/az/other/nwecfip/fatherhood/pdfs/
grp_course_manual.pdf

Shorey, R. C., Meltzer, C. & Cornelius, T. L. (2010). Motivations for self-defensive
aggression in dating relationships. Violence and Victims, 25(5), 662—676.

Sinha, M. (2012). Family Violence in Canada: A Statistical Profile, 2010. Retrieved from
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/85-002-x/2012001/article/11643-eng.htm.

Smith, C. A. & Farrington, D. P. (2004). Continuities in antisocial behavior and parenting
across three generations. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 45(2), 230-247.
Smith, C. A., Ireland, T. O. & Thornberry, T. P. (2005). Adolescent maltreatment and its

impact on young adult antisocial behavior. Child Abuse & Neglect, 29(10), 1099-1119.

Statistics Canada. (2011). Family violence in Canada: A statistical profile (Catalogue no. 85-
224-X). Ottawa, ON: Minister of Industry.

Sugarman, D. B. & Frankel, S. L. (1996). Patriarchal ideology and wife-assault: A meta-
analytic review. Journal of Family Violence, 11(1), 13-40.

Supporting Father Involvement (SFI) Program. (2011). Evidence-based practice. Retrieved
from http://www.supportingfatherinvolvement.org/research.html

Swahn, M. H., Simon, T. R., Arias, |. & Bossarte, R. M. (2008). Measuring sex differences in
violence victimization and perpetration within date and same-sex peer relationships.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 23(8), 1120-1138.



346 Lana Wells, Alina Turner and Merrill Cooper

Tamis-LeMonda, C. S., Shannon, J. D., Cabrera, N. J. & Lamb, M. E. (2004). Fathers’ and
mothers’ play with their 2- and 3-year-olds: Contributions to language and cognitive
development. Child Development, 75(6), 1806-1820.

Texas Council on Family Violence. (2012). Men’s non-violence project: Standing together
for justice — guide to engaging men and boys in preventing violence against women and
girls. Retrieved from http://www.tcfv.org/pdf/mensguide/EngagingMenandBoys.pdf

Trevethan, S., Moore, J. & Allegri, N. (2005). The “in search of your warrior” program for
Aboriginal offenders: A preliminary evaluation. Retrieved from http://publications.gc.ca/
collections/collection_2010/scc-csc/PS83-3-172-eng.pdf

United Nations. (1994). Report of the international conference on population and
development. Retrieved from http://www.un.org/popin/icpd/conference/offeng/poa.html

United Nations (1995). Report of the fourth world conference on women. Retrieved from
http://www.un.org/womenwatch/daw/beijing/pdf/Beijing%20full%20report%20E.pdf

United Nations. (2008). Women 2000 and beyond: The role of men and boys in achieving
gender equality. Retrieved from http://www.un.org/

United Nations Division for the Advancement of Women. (2004). The role of men and boys
in achieving gender equality: Report of the expert group meeting Brasilia, Brazil, 21 to
24 October, 2003. Retrieved from http://www.un.org/womenwatch/daw/egm/men-
boys2003/reports/Finalreport.PDF

VicHealth. (2007). Preventing violence before it occurs: A framework and background paper
to guide the primary prevention of violence against women in Victoria. Carlton, South
Victoria: Author.

Wall, A. E. & Barth, R. P. (2005). Aggressive and delinquent behavior of maltreated
adolescents: risk factors and gender differences. Stress, Trauma and Crisis: An
International Journal, 8(1), 1-24.

Wells, L., Lorenzetti, L., Carolo, H., Dinner, T., Jones, C., Minerson, T. & Esina, E. (2013).
Engaging men and boys in domestic violence prevention: Opportunities and promising
approaches. Calgary, AB: The University of Calgary, Shift: The Project to End Domestic
Violence.

Wells, L., Pickup, T. & Esina, E. (2014). A review of government domestic violence/violence
against women frameworks, plans and strategies 2003 — 2014 (Unpublished manuscript).
Calgary, AB: University of Calgary, Shift: The Project to End Domestic Violence.

Whitaker, D. J., Morrison, S., Lindquist, C., Hawkins, S. R., O’Neil, J. A., Nesius, A. M. &
Reese, L. (2006). A critical review of interventions for the primary prevention of
perpetration of partner violence. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 11(2), 151-166.

Williams, J. R., Ghandour, R. M. & Kub, J. E. (2008). Female perpetration of violence in
heterosexual intimate relationships: Adolescence through adulthood. Trauma, Violence,
& Abuse, 9(4), 227-249.

Wolfe, D. A., Crooks, C. C., Chiodo, D. & Jaffe, P. (2009). Child maltreatment, bullying,
gender-based harassment, and adolescent dating violence: Making the connections.
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 33(1), 21-24.

Wolfe, D. A., Crooks, C. V., Lee, V., Mcintyre-Smith, A. & Jaffe P. G. (2003). The effects of
children’s exposure to domestic violence: A meta-analysis and critique. Clinical Child
and Family Psychology Review, 6, 171-187.



Overcoming the Gender Dyad 347

Wolfe, D. A. & Scott, K. (2001). Child maltreatment: risk of adjustment problems and dating
violence in adolescence. Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent
Psychiatry, 40(3), 282-289.

Wolfe, D. A., Scott, K., Wekerle, C. & Pittman, A. L. (2001). Child maltreatment: Risk of
adjustment problems and dating violence in adolescence. Journal of the American
Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 40(3), 282-289.

World Health Organization. (2005). WHO multi-country study on women’s health and
domestic violence against women: Summary report of initial results on prevalence, health
outcomes and women’s responses. Geneva, Switzerland: Author.

World Health Organization and London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine. (2010).
Preventing intimate partner and sexual violence against Women: Taking action and
generating evidence. Geneva, Switzerland: Author.

Zanoni, L., Warburton, W., Bussey, K. & McMaugh, A. (2013). Fathers as ‘core business’ in
child welfare practice and research: An interdisciplinary review. Children and Youth
Services Review, 36(7), 1055-1070.

Zweig, J. M., Dank, M., Yahner, J. & Lachman, P. (2013). The rate of cyber dating abuse
among teens and how it relates to other forms of teen dating violence. Journal of Youth
and Adolescence, 42(7), 1063-1077.



