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Abstract

:

In this article, we apply three theoretical frameworks, poststructural feminism, queer, and sociology of gender to the issue of intimate partner violence (IPV) in order to better account for heterosexual female perpetration and same-sex IPV. Although the traditional feminist paradigm—that assumes men use violence as an extension of patriarchy against their female victims—has been useful in explaining some instances of IPV, it does not adequately frame instances of heterosexual female perpetration and IPV in same-sex relationships. Therefore, in this article we seek to add to existing literature by re-theorizing IPV using poststructural feminism, queer, and sociology of gender perspectives, and their attendant understanding of power as dynamic, fluid, and relational and gender as both interactional and structural, in order to open up new ways of framing IPV and encourage new lines of empirical research resulting in better policy proscriptions and treatment interventions.
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1. Introduction


Intimate partner violence (IPV) scholarship in the U.S. has primarily focused on heterosexual male offenders and heterosexual female victims [1,2,3,4,5]. In this article, we focus on the U.S. context (e.g., the cultural, political, and linguistic milieu). We use the term intimate partner violence as defined as the use of physical violence, sexual violence, stalking, and/or psychological aggression by a current or former intimate partner [6]. Here, we are principally concerned with patriarchal terrorism (see [7]) as it possibly occurs in same-sex relationships. We understand that the multidimensional construct of abuse subsumes physical violence but also includes relationship control tactics like intimidation, coercion, manipulating children, economic abuse, etc. We also acknowledge the ways family violence and feminist scholars have understood violence. The former view violence in intimate relationships as bi-directional and neither coercive nor controlling (see [8]), while the latter see it as heterosexual violence directed by men at their female intimate partners to maintain power and control over them (see [9]). Johnson’s seminal work [7,10,11] shows the definitional difference between feminist and family scholars by positing that each were talking about two mutually exclusive, non-overlapping phenomena. He asserted that the family violence scholars were targeting for understanding what he termed “common couple violence”. This occurs between two partners in a relationship with relatively equal power. In these cases, neither party feels scared or threatened by the other party, nor is the violence perceived as coercive or controlling. Johnson claims this is the type of violence captured in national surveys and community samples where the family violence scholars find relatively equal rates of violence perpetration between men and women (see for a comprehensive review [12,13]). In contrast, Johnson described the kind of violence found in criminal justice samples and in studies involving women in DV shelters as “patriarchal terrorism”. This is the type of violence more typically viewed as “domestic violence” where the man is directing the concept of “multidimensional abuse” described above towards his female intimate partner with the goal of controlling and dominating her. Such a view comes to dominate the predominant feminist paradigm within the U.S. context.



The predominant feminist paradigm in the U.S. for IPV—that men abuse women as an extension of patriarchy in order to assert power and control (e.g., [14,15,16,17,18], see for extensive analysis [19])—has proved invaluable in unveiling the patriarchy present in domestic relationships and de-normalizing men assaulting their wives. Although not the only feminist approach within this field, this prevailing paradigm in U.S. research, proving very useful in explaining why men abuse women in opposite-sex relationships, influenced a number of policies (e.g., the Violence Against Women Act) to outlaw such forms of IPV and to prioritize certain treatment interventions (e.g., Duluth model) over others. In the wake of these policies, recent research has begun to show that in the U.S., instances of IPV appears to be bidirectional, meaning both partners participate in some sort of violent behavior (e.g., physical violence, stalking, psychological aggression, etc.). This point as addressed above is hotly contested within the field, therefore, see for a comprehensive review [12]. Moreover, scholars have found that women can initiate violence almost as often as men in heterosexual relationships [4,13,14]. Even less scholarship has focused on IPV in Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans*, Queer relationships, but the little empirical work that exists has found that IPV occurs at rates similar to or greater than heterosexual couples [20,21,22,23,24,25]. Similar to traditional feminist approaches’ focus on the consequences of IPV for victims and perpetrators, by applying poststructuralist feminist, queer, and sociology of gender theoretical approaches we seek to highlight the meanings, context, and impacts of violence in order to better identify responses needed to address such abuse. Furthermore, in adding to existing feminist scholarship and in using these perspectives we aim to show ways in which gender and sexuality are constitutive of dynamics, not just outcomes, in instances of IPV (see for example [26]).



To this end, we begin with a discussion of poststructuralist conceptualizations of power, how it differs from traditional feminist formulations of power, and how such understandings of power can inform scholarship on the problem IPV with an eye towards developing more adequate policy proscriptions and treatment interventions. From here, we apply sociology of gender to the problem of IPV to show the ways that different articulations of masculinities and femininities inform the ways violence is deployed and experienced at the individual, interactional, and structural levels of analysis. In utilizing these perspectives to better understand occurrences of IPV, specifically perpetration by female offenders in heterosexual relationships and occurrences of IPV within same-sex relationships, we aim to add to previous scholarship and to work towards future developments of more informed models of interventions and more effective policies concerning IPV perpetrators and victims.




2. Poststructuralist Feminist Theoretical Approach


One distinct and important insight of a poststructuralist feminist theoretical approach is its understanding of power. Applying such an approach to intimate partner violence allows us an opportunity to view how power may be exercised and deployed differently from a traditional feminist perspective of patriarchal top-down forms of power. It is necessary to note that many theorists produce both poststructuralist feminist and queer scholarship. In this section, we apply a poststructuralist feminist approach to same-sex perpetrators of IPV as an example to show how the deconstruction of binary categories reveals ways power operates for both victims and perpetrators in domestic violence occurrences. Deconstruction is a method that: (1) identifies ways in which binaries are operating; and (2) investigates the effects of how these binaries operate. The method of deconstruction shows these binaries (e.g., heterosexual/homosexual, white/black, man/woman, etc.) are inherently unstable because of the subjugation of the second term in order to define the first.



Deconstructing identity categories is important in order not to reproduce or sustain dominant discourses and dominant arrangements of disciplinary power [27]. Poststructural feminist theory utilizes a Foucauldian conceptualization of power [28]. According to Foucault’s understanding [27,29], power operates in a field of relations. People, based on their social location, use tactics and strategies available to them to negotiate dynamics of power. Groups consist of identities (e.g., men/women, heterosexual/homosexual). Since identity is formed within and by discourses, a Foucauldian model of power provides a framework to understand how identities are produced and how people may use particular strategies and tactics, available to them based on their social location, to enact resistance to dominant forms of power. This is a key difference from a Marxist model of power in which the dominant group controls all forms of power and the subordinated group does not. A traditional feminist paradigm of IPV, e.g., [15,16] uses such a Marxist model of power in that men use violence against women as an expression of patriarchy, a defining quality of society’s superstructure. Foucault [27,29] argues that Marx was not wrong about power, but that Marx’s articulation of how power operates is just one of several ways in which it functions. By focusing on only this one form, we may miss the other ways power operates; namely discursive forms of power. Similarly, by focusing on patriarchy, which assumes that men as a group hold power in a static form, as the main explanation for domestic violence, misses the other ways power operates in relationships, generally, and IPV, specifically.



A structuralist feminist paradigm with its attendant focus on the ways structures inform individuals’ lived experiences, while productive in revealing such structural dynamics, may limit our ability to understand the ways women exercise their full agency. Understanding power in such a structural sense may mean missing other ways that power is deployed, as Foucault argues. For example, as some scholars have argued, men exercise violence in intimate partnerships as a form of patriarchy and that women only enact violence as a form of self-defense [13,14,15,16,17]. Such a formulation reduces a woman’s ability to enact violence in any way that is not self-defense. This means that only men may really initiate IPV, and that women, even if they initiate violence in a given interaction, are always already acting in self-defense. This framework creates a social norm that men are the only ones capable of many forms of and motivations for violence in intimate partnerships, and women are not capable of any form of violence other than self-defense. Interestingly, although some research has been unwilling to acknowledge women’s capacity to initiate violence for reasons other than self-defense, some research has been willing to show that women abuse their children [30] establishing not only their ability to initiate violence but also the ability for society to frame them as abusers in this light. In order for women to be understood as wielding power in this way, power is understood as static and binary and functions as power over, e.g., men have power over women, and women have power over children. Such a framing also constructs a discursive binary, men are always already powerful, potential-aggressors and women are constructed then as always victims-in-waiting, powerless, and never true aggressors. Like all binaries, the first term relies on the second term for its definition in opposition to it and subordinates the second term. The privileging of one group over the other establishes the first group as the norm or referent in a binary construct. Deconstructing this binary, we find that women are just as capable as men for initiating violence, in fact they initiate violence almost as often as men in their domestic relationships and have a range of motivations for doing so [1,2,31,32,33]. Although some scholars, notably Johnson’s typology of IPV [7,10,11], have addressed a range of motivations people have for using violence to mediate their intimate relationships, and this has proved useful to some in the field, using a poststructuralist approach can also be helpful in addressing deployments and arrangements of power within occurrences of IPV as well as institutional responses (e.g., agencies, police, courts, policy, etc.). This approach adds insights into how this binary obscures the uses of power, who has access to power, and how they might wield it. Furthermore, this perspective adds much needed insight into both policy and treatment interventions. As scholars have persuasively argued [33], IPV policy in the U.S. perpetuates an illusion of inclusion through inclusive language that unintentionally serves to obfuscate key dynamics of IPV. In terms of treatment of IPV in the U.S., we add to the growing chorus of scholars that argue that a one-size-fits-all treatment model for IPV perpetrators, e.g., the Duluth Model, e.g., [34], should be replaced by culturally relevant and specific treatment options (see for instance [33,35,36,37,38]). Finally, we argue all treatment interventions should address issues of sexism, homophobia, racism, and classism in order to address not only the personal motivations of perpetrators but also the ways society materially disadvantages some while privileging others.



As poststructuralist feminist theorists [28,39,40] have argued, taking the discursively constructed category of women as always already socially constituted by a sense of shared oppression risks overlooking women as material subjects with their own histories and experiences, with their own motivations for and experiences of violence. The dangers of such an elision have consequences for understanding how power works. Feminist discourses, such as traditional feminist paradigm of domestic violence e.g., [15,16], in producing an always already constituted group of women, separate from their histories or particularities, and in describing this group as always already powerless defines this category, women, by its very subordination. Doing so defines power as a binary: men, the oppressors, have it, use it to enact violence in intimate relationships, and women, the oppressed, do not have power, and are the victims of such violence. Such delineations constrain strategies to resist oppressions and reinforce the gender binary between men-as-aggressors and women-as-victims. Put concisely, framing women as an already constituted coherent group regardless of race, class, or sexuality, buttresses binary structures of men and women, in which men dominate women. Precisely because when talking about men and women, we assume that what we think of as men and women is the same as what you think of as men or women, poststructuralist feminist theory deconstructs these commonplace assumptions which allows us to understand and discuss with a degree of specificity for both individuals and groups. Viewing women as an already constituted homogenous group, without taking into account the historical and particular context of particular groups of women, creates a binary structure of power, in which the dominant have it (e.g., men), and the subordinated do not (e.g., women). In this way, women can only be understood as victims and using violence as self-defense. Not only does common sense tell us this is not true, but recent research also finds that women use violence in ways other than self-defense, such as jealousy, control, anger, and frustration [1,2,10,31,35]. Such a simplistic reduction also ignores the various ways groups of women, along lines of race and class, are different in terms of access to power and resources. Intersectionality, the assertion that identity categories (race, class, gender, sexual orientation, etc.) are interconnected [40,41], offers another means to better understand what resources are available to women and how they may access and exercise them (for excellent analysis and application of intersectionality to domestic abuse see Crenshaw [41]). In advancing our understanding of these issues, intersectionality provides the space to investigate instances of intimate partner violence as it relates to co-constituted identity categories. Put simply, intersectionality provides the space to ask: In what ways does one’s womanness inform this instance of IPV? In what ways does her sexual orientation inform this behavior? Race? Class? And, in what ways does the intersection of these identities contribute to IPV? Similarly, intersectionality also helps us understand the ways members of institutions that respond to IPV, such as treatment professionals, identify and perceive identities of clients. This is an important and valuable tool to help us understand both how violence is experienced and how it may differ across both individuals within the community and at different times for the same individual.



Furthermore, these binary structures of power limit the ability to create and utilize strategies and tactics to combat oppressions, since either one belongs to a group with power or one belongs to the powerless. Deconstructing this binary of men-as-aggressors and women-as-victims allows us to understand the many different ways women use and experience violence in their intimate partnerships in both heterosexual and queer relationships. A structural feminist paradigm that explains IPV as an expression of patriarchy then is one way to understand how power operates in our society, e.g., [15,16]. However, as research suggests [33] it cannot account for all uses of violence in mediating intimate partner conflict. Although there may be commonalities across these different social locations as to why people use violence in their intimate relationships, there are also important differences. This point is most evident in instances of female perpetrators in heterosexual relationships and same-sex IPV. The poststructural feminist framing allows us to frame violence by female perpetrators in heterosexual couple in a different way. Rather, based on her social location (e.g., race, gender, sexuality, class, nationality, etc.) certain tactics and strategies for using power are available to her. Violence may be one of these strategies. However, the violence she performs cannot be understood in the same way that a man using violence against a woman would be understood. Because of his social location, different tactics and strategies are available to him. Since we live in a patriarchal and heteronormative society, he has distinct advantages over the female batterer. Although both may punch, how we understand their acts of aggression and power differ because of the ways society is gendered and sexuality is organized.



Using a poststructural feminist approach to instances of IPV, we show that women cannot be understood as powerless and men cannot be depicted as having all the power as assumed in a U.S. traditional feminist paradigm. Women can and do exercise power; sometimes in forms similar to how men use power (such as to perpetrate IPV). However, because we live in a society that privileges men and heterosexual people, how we understand the use of this power is different. Therefore, policy proscriptions and treatment interventions should reflect these differences in order to better account for the various experiences, motivations, meanings, and contexts of perpetrators and victims.




3. Queer Theoretical Approach


Queer theory, similar to poststructuralist feminist theory, uses a Foucauldian model of power to understand dynamics of power, with a particular focus on discursive forms of power [42,43,44,45,46,47]. In this section, building off the work of Cannon and Buttell [33], we apply a queer theoretical perspective to the problem of same-sex IPV to show the ways that heteronormativity operates both within the feminist paradigm and treatment interventions. Just as traditional feminists convincingly argued that gender is a central category of individual, interactional, and institutional living, necessary for understanding oppression, so too is sexuality, since heterosexism and homophobia are deeply embedded in every social institution [42,43,47]. Therefore, a queer theoretical approach seeks to articulate identity binary constructions, with a central focus on those relating to sexuality, and their effects. In doing so, queer theory [42,43], like poststructuralist feminist theory, seeks to analyze, critique, and reveal normativity itself, such as heteronormativity, rather than focus on part of the binary with hierarchical power (e.g., man, heterosexual), which relies on the subjugated term for its definition (e.g., women, homosexual), as the traditional feminist paradigm of IPV does [15,16]. Heteronormativity are the practices associated with heterosexuality, which are discursively constructed as the norm or referent. Those who self-present or whose practices are different from what is socially recognizable as heterosexual are discursively constructed as deviant. In this way, queer theory, similar to poststructural feminist theory, focuses on that which is normed rather than on the identity binary construction of heterosexual/homosexual, e.g., [42,46]. Exposing that which is defined as normal, revealing the power dynamics and inequalities that enable it as such, and to bare the differences that matter, these are the tasks of queer theory.



Applying queer theory to IPV, similar to the two other theoretical approaches presented here, provides unique insights into how we understand IPV, generally, and same-sex IPV, specifically. Similar to a poststructural feminist critique of the man/woman binary, a queer theoretical approach deconstructs a discursively constructed binary of heterosexuality/homosexuality. By identifying and analyzing how heterosexuality functions as a norm in our society, queer theory can broaden our understanding of same-sex IPV. Rather than trying to understand same-sex IPV with a heteronormative framework, such as a traditional feminist paradigm that assumes a male perpetrator and female victim [16], a queer theoretical approach can show how such heteronormative approaches may not only interfere with effective treatment interventions but may also add to the stress of those marginalized by their sexuality.



Similar to the example given above, a lesbian batterer with her female victim understood using the traditional feminist paradigm limits our ability to understand how the lesbian batterer is not using patriarchy to enact violence. Rather, given queer theory’s Foucauldian conceptualization of power (as elaborated above) we can understand the use of violence in same-sex relationships as one tactic available to queer people based on their social location. Although the violence may look the same as a male or female perpetrator in a heterosexual relationship, we understand it differently since society is one that privileges heterosexuality, and thus heterosexuals enjoy less restricted access to more dominant forms of power. By deconstructing the heterosexual/homosexual binary, a queer theoretical framework reveals the ways that heterosexuality functions as a norm in our society. The traditional feminist paradigm reinforces this norm when it assumes men as perpetrators and women as their victims.



Applying queer theory to IPV produces several insights. First, it reveals this heteronormative binary. Second, it undermines the discursive power of assuming men as perpetrators and women are their victims; such assumptions render invisible both female IPV perpetrators as well as perpetrators and victims of same-sex IPV. Third, applying a queer theoretical perspective reveals that the assumption that men are batterers and women are their victims is a contingent arrangement. Importantly then, this arrangement is not fixed, and suggests that both women and men, queer and straight, have access to different strategies and tactics to deploy power. The amount and type of power will vary depending on many attributes (e.g., social location), but they all have access nonetheless. From this vantage point, t is easy to see that queer identified people are just as capable of exerting violence in intimate partnerships, though how we understand their use of violence may differ. In this way, a lesbian batterer’s violence is not an extension of patriarchy, but rather just one relationship tactic available to her, which she can deploy against her partner at her discretion.



In the following discussion, we build on the poststructural formulations of power articulated above as they relate to advances in the field of sociology of gender. Applying this perspective, noticeably at the individual, interactional, and structural levels, to the problem of IPV we add to the field by conceptualizing the ways masculinities and femininities may illuminate new pathways for research, policy development, and treatment interventions.




4. Sociology of Gender Theoretical Approach


Theories of gender have undergone dramatic shifts in the last thirty years. These shifts are consistent with post-structural understandings of power that reimagine power as fluid, rather than static, in society. In the post-structural tradition, these theoretical shifts also deconstruct the gender binary and call attention to the constructed difference between men and women through masculinities and femininities [48] and constructed complementarity between masculinity and femininity which results in heteronormative expectations [49]. Instead of conceptualizing gender in terms of “males and females”, gender is conceptualized through masculinities and femininities, which may be embodied by both males and females although with differing consequences. Being that the hegemonic gender structure associates power and violence with masculinity and it is assumed that both males and females may embody or practice masculinity, the sociology of gender offers a frame that assumes that both males and females can perpetrate IPV. Kristin Anderson [50] wrote an excellent article examining the ways in which the relationship between IPV and gender may be re-theorized. The following sections further expound her theorization of gender on the individual, interactional, and structural levels and its relationship with IPV.



4.1. Individualistic


Traditionally, IPV research has conceptualized “gender” as a binary independent variable measured by “sex” that may or may not significantly impact IPV perpetration. Here, distinctions should be made for clarification. West and Zimmerman [51] define sex as a “determination made through the application of socially agreed upon biological criteria for classifying persons as females or males” ([51], p. 127). Sex category is “achieved through application of the sex criteria, but in everyday life, categorization is established and sustained by the socially required identificatory displays that proclaim one’s membership in one or the other category” ([51], p. 127). Therefore, one may associate with a particular sex category without meeting the criteria of that sex. Finally, gender refers to “the activity of managing situated conduct in light of normative conceptions of attitudes and activities appropriate for one’s sex category” ([51], p. 127). The examination of IPV against or between females and males (sex), those who identify as female or male (sex category), and those who embody feminine or masculine qualities (gender) should distinguish between these distinct groups. Studies that investigate the relationship between gender and IPV through the “sex” binary assumes differences between males and females without accounting for how gender as understood through masculinities and femininities influences behaviors for both sexes. Furthermore, this approach fails to account for gendered differences between those of the same sex as well as the differences in rates of IPV perpetration between same-sex individuals. Approaching IPV through the sociology of gender, utilizes a post-structural approach in how it understands the binaries of male versus female or masculinity as a characteristic of males and femininity as characteristic of females. Approaching gender through the lens of masculinities and femininities deconstructs the historically assumed essential, structured differences between males and females and, rather, assumes a more fluid understanding of gender by arguing that both males and females may embody both masculinities and femininities to varying degrees.



Connell [48] conceptualizes hegemonic masculinity as a particular place in society, an established set of practices, and the consequences of the collective embodiment of these practices on individuals, relationships, organizations, and institutions of domination. Vast amounts of empirical research examining masculinity identify hegemonic masculine characteristics as being domineering, violent, strong, effectively enacting violence, acting as the sexual subject or pursuer, and heterosexuality as components of hegemonic masculinity. Similarly, femininity is characterized by compliance, inability to use violence effectively, physically vulnerable, and the sexual object of masculinity. It is also important to note that masculinity and femininity should be understood as fluid and contextual. The identifiers of masculinity and femininity are an empirical question that should be examined in particular contexts. With this in mind, some IPV studies utilize the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI), which consists of individuals’ self-assessments measuring to what extent they embody traits of masculinity and femininity, to examine the relationship between gender and IPV. These self-reports categorize individuals as masculine, feminine, or androgynous. While this approach assumes gender as something individuals decidedly “are” rather than understanding gender as fluid practices of individuals, it does push analyses slightly further in understanding individuals not simply as males and females, but as complex gendered beings. However, research that utilizes the BSRI fails to find a significant relationship between gender and IPV, both in perpetration and victimization [52,53]. Masculinity, at least measured in this way, does not prove to be a significant predictor of IPV. In fact, more “feminine” males and females reported high rates of IPV perpetration [54,55]. Other studies examine the relationship between gender and IPV by categorizing males and females by their attitudes surrounding men and women’s gender roles. Although Sugerman and Frankel [56] hypothesized that male perpetrators holding traditional views of gender roles perpetrate at higher rates than males holding egalitarian views of gender roles, empirical findings presented weak and inconsistent support for these arguments.



Given that several studies reveal that IPV perpetration by females has increased over the last couple of decades and other research reveals that IPV perpetration occurs at equal or higher rates in LGBT relationships [53,57], scholars have argued that gender has little effect on the prevalence of IPV perpetration. This approach reduces gender to the practices of males and females and assumes that if males and females are equally violent then IPV is not gendered. These arguments only consider gender from an individualist perspective and fail to examine the relationship between IPV perpetration and gender on the interactional and structural levels. The following sections provide a theoretical framework for conceptualizing gender on the interactional and structural levels and for understanding the relationship between gender and IPV.




4.2. Interactional


In the last thirty years, social science disciplines have come to understand gender as a construction of society rather than essential natures of males and females, men and women. In so doing, researchers have examined ways masculinity and femininity are constructed by powerful institutions (e.g., religion, government, media) and how these hegemonic constructions of gender function as a force of societal control. As previously mentioned, Connell [48] conceptualizes masculinity as a particular place in society, an established set of practices, and the consequences of the collective embodiment of these practices on individuals, relationships, organizations, and institutions of domination. Some of the socially preferred characteristics and practices typically associated with hegemonic masculinity include: being domineering, violent, strong, effective in enacting violence, interested in heterosexual conquest, and acting as the sexual subject or pursuer as components of masculinity. Similarly, femininity is characterized by compliance, inability to use violence effectively, physically vulnerable, and the sexual object of masculinity. Through these practices, hegemonic masculinity maintains its privileged status, which is sustained through the establishment of the cultural ideal and institutional power and influence (e.g., religious theologies, images and messages communicated through media, federal policies). Note: Please refer to Connell [48] to explore the intersection of hegemonic masculinity and race.



Complementary with Connell’s conceptualization of masculinity and femininity, Butler [49] posits that heterosexual desire is the central feature that “binds the masculine and feminine in a binary, hierarchical relationship” ([58], p. 90). Heterosexual desire defined as an erotic attraction to difference, connects femininity and masculinity together as constructed complementary opposites. This ontological shift in understanding the construction of gender difference establishes the meaning of the relationship between masculinity (dominant) and femininity (subordinate). In this way, heterosexual desire is not only the foundation of the construction of masculinity [59,60,61,62,63,64,65] but the foundation of the “difference between and complementarity of femininity and masculinity” ([58], p. 90). As “hegemonic features of culture are those that serve the interests and ascendancy of ruling classes, legitimate their ascendancy and dominance, and encourage all to consent to and go along with social relations of ruling” ([58], p. 90), the difference between and complementarity of femininity and masculinity does not necessarily constitute hegemony. However, as “heterosexual desire marks both difference and complementarity in Western societies, the cultural construction of embodied sexual relations, along with other features of masculinity and femininity, defines a naturalized masculine sexuality as physically dominant in relation to femininity” ([58], p. 90).



Goffman’s [64] theory of gender display states that “if gender be defined as the culturally established correlates of sex (whether consequence of biology or learning), then gender display refers to conventionalized portrayals of these correlates” ([64], p. 69). Goffman further conceptualizes gender displays as two-part exchanges consisting of statements and replies. In other words, “Gender is a socially scripted dramatization of the culture’s idealization of feminine and masculine natures, played for an audience that is well schooled in the presentational idiom ([51], p. 130). Furthermore, depending on the absence or presence of symmetry within interactions, these exchanges produce deference (hegemonic femininity) or dominance (hegemonic masculinity). Building on Goffman’s theory, West and Zimmerman [51] argue that gender performance is an inevitable social process that all engage in at all times and present gender as “a routine, methodical, and recurring accomplishment” embedded in everyday interactions ([51], p. 126), which they term “doing gender”. Viewing gender as an accomplishment or “an achieved property of situated conduct” shifts the focus from internal processes of the individual to the interactional and institutional spheres. In other words, “Rather than as a property of individuals, we conceive of gender as an emergent feature of social situations: both as an outcome of and a rationale for various social arrangements and as a means of legitimating one of the most fundamental divisions of society” ([51], p. 126). In this way, gender is created through interactions and simultaneously structures interactions.



Given the cultural expectations of hegemonic masculinity and hegemonic femininity, individuals are expected to follow established patterns of gender as we interact with others and are rewarded by others when we do. Similarly, those who do not conform to the established gendered structuration are likely to experience negative consequences in broader society. Ridgeway [65] writes, “Because we think ‘most people’ hold these beliefs, we expect others to judge us according to them. As a result, we must take the beliefs into account in our own behavior even if we do not endorse them. In this way, these shared cultural beliefs act as the ‘rules’ for coordinating public behavior on the basis of gender” ([65], p. 149). The hegemonic relationship between masculinity and femininity is constructed in a way that only permits masculinity to be enacted by the gender category “man” and femininity to be enacted by the gender category “woman”. In this way, symmetry is achieved and the hegemonic relationship persists. Men who embody feminine characteristics (e.g., physically weak, compliant, object of masculine desire) threaten the “natural” relationship between masculinity and femininity and are, therefore, socially sanctioned. Connell [48] defines subordinate masculinities as masculinities associated with men who embody femininity (e.g., physical vulnerability, compliance, object of masculine sexual desire) in some way(s), therefore, homosexual masculinities are situated at the bottom of the gender hierarchy because hegemonic masculinity is conflated with heterosexuality. Even the possession of one feminine characteristic by a man is considered socially contaminating. As a result, men who embody characteristics of femininity are socially stigmatized (e.g., pussy, fag, wimp). Similarly, Schippers [58] terms women’s embodiment of hegemonic masculinity as “pariah femininities” because they are culturally considered an aggravation to the hegemonic relationship between masculinity and femininity. Women’s embodiment of traits widely understood as masculine (e.g., assertive, aggressive, breadwinner, sexual pursuer, independent) is simultaneously stigmatized and decidedly feminine (e.g., slut, bitch, lesbian). In best case scenarios, women who embody forms of masculinity may be portrayed in a positive light, however, considered anomalous and tom-boyish or “one of the guys” or “the man”. The existence of widely held understandings of how gender “should” be situated illustrates the hegemonic nature of the relationship between masculinity and femininity.



As gender beliefs function as cultural rules, they contribute to a narrow understanding of gender overall and lead to the sanctioning of explicit violations pertaining to gender. In this way, ways in which individuals “do gender” are resultant of gendered expectations and sometimes reactionary to social sanctions. Different from the conventional individualist approach to theorizing IPV, which understands IPV as the result of gender, the framework of “doing gender” allows for the theorization of gender as both an outcome and cause of IPV. For instance, given that effective use of violence is constructed as “masculine” in U.S. culture [48,66], men enact violence as a means to demonstrate masculinity and show others they are a “real man” particularly in situations that call their masculinity into question [67,68]. Some studies reveal that men perpetrate IPV when they perceive their female partners are threatening their authority or status in some way [67,69]. Financial success and stability is also constructed as an ideal of hegemonic masculinity. Some studies suggest that men use violence to compensate for falling short of this gendered ideal and find that men whose female partners are the breadwinners of the household perpetrate at higher rates [70,71,72]. In these ways, gender both acts as a predictor of IPV and is created through the perpetration of IPV (i.e., an act of masculinity). As a result of how hegemonic masculinity is constructed, power is attained through “doing gender”, or more specifically “doing masculinity”, and is a result of gender.



The interactional approach to understanding the relationship between gender and IPV requires researchers to examine the context in which violence is perpetrated and variables that indicate particular power dynamics between partners. In this way, gender functions as a tool for understanding violence between male on female perpetration and male on male perpetration. Some research should be conducted on the ways masculinity is embodied between lesbian partners. If women partners consciously or unconsciously try to maintain gender symmetry within their relationship, an interactional perspective of gender may offer some explanatory power to female on female perpetration. For instance, if one partner typically embodies more dominant qualities such as being the breadwinner or decision-maker (hegemonic masculinity) and the other typically occupies a position of deference (hegemonic femininity), then a situation that threatens the symmetry that exists in the hegemonic relationship between masculinity and femininity may impact the likelihood of IPV. This, of course, is an empirical question that should be explored further in IPV research.




4.3. Structural


Risman [73] conceptualizes gender as a social structure and posits that gender is embedded within individuals and throughout social life. Understanding the social construction of gender difference is key to understanding the production of gender inequality because unless we “see” differences between genders then we cannot justify inequality. For instance, the constructed complementary relationship that exists between masculinity and femininity justifies difference in ways that results in stratification and an unequal distribution of resources between men and women and between heteronormative couples and queer couples. Being that the relationship between masculinity and femininity functions as hegemony, it permeates through major institutions throughout society. For instance, religions construct theologies that reinforce the symmetrical relationship between masculinity and femininity (e.g., males in leadership roles and females in caring or assisting roles). The constructed assumption that marriage should only be between men and women maintains gender symmetry and impacts the passing of federal policies concerning same-sex marriage. Explicit or implicit sexism that exists in workplaces works toward maintaining men’s status in the public sphere and women’s status in the domestic sphere or, at least, in caring roles (e.g., nursing, social work, elementary school teaching). Furthermore, the inherent relationship of domination and subordination between hegemonic masculinity (e.g., strong, leader) and femininity (e.g., physically vulnerable, helper) results in the devaluation of women as evidenced by the well-documented wage gap [74,75,76,77,78,79], the glass-ceiling [80,81,82,83,84,85,86,87,88,89,90] and the low wages associated with female-dominated professions like teaching, social work, and childcare [74,75,76,77]. Here, Risman [73] situates gender on the same analytic plane as economics or politics and illustrates how the social structure of gender contributes to the inequalities that exist between women and men.



Approaching gender as a social structure creates new ways for examining the relationship that exists between IPV and gender. For instance, studies that examine African American IPV perpetrators find that institutionalized and internalized racism results in high rates of poverty within the African American community and both poverty and racism contribute to higher rates of IPV perpetration within African-American households [91,92,93,94,95]. Given the aforementioned discrimination and inequalities that exist between men and women as well as between heterosexual couples and same-sex couples, similarly researchers should investigate the relationship between gender and IPV on structural levels. For instance, some studies demonstrate that women in abusive relationships with men do not leave the relationship because they fear being unable to financially support themselves and their children [96,97]. Anderson [50] argues that economic consequences of leaving an abusive relationship are even more severe for LGBT couples. Other research finds that the threat of “outing” their partners to employers functions as a means of dominance and control in LGBT couples [98,99]. Researchers should conduct more in-depth analyses of how gender intersects with other variables like income, education, race, and sexuality to better understand the relationship between gender and IPV. For instance, several studies indicate that household income functions as a predictor of IPV. Researchers should investigate the ratio of income between partners to better understand the relationship between power and gender and IPV rather than strictly the income of the household overall. Likewise, researchers should examine the effects of institutionalized and internalized sexism and homophobia on the prevalence of IPV perpetration. These findings would be relevant not only for the examination of perpetrators in the LGBTQ community but for the examination of heterosexual female perpetrators as well.



In light of a Foucauldian understanding of power, Deutsch [100] argues that if individuals “do gender”, then they have the power to “undo gender” as well. Evidence of “undoing” gender is tracked throughout history with shifts in federal and state policies concerning women and the LGBTQ community, the emergence of women in workplaces, the increase of women in positions of power, shifts in religious theology concerning the LGBTQ community and women, the representation of strong female characters in major media outlets, the hiring of openly gay talk show hosts by major television networks, and the development of more affirming or tolerant attitudes overall. Like any major structural shifts, “undoing gender” occurs more quickly on the individual level, a little less quickly on the interactional level, a little less quickly on the organizational level, and least quickly on the institutional level because institutions prove to be terribly obdurate. Ridegeway [65] describes the process of change as “cyclical” meaning that individuals’ attitudes may lead to change in organizations (e.g., inclusive policies) and inclusive organizational policies may lead to change within individuals. She compares these micro-changes’ impacts on macro structures to individual waves washing away a sandbar. As pockets of society “undo gender”, gender is de-constructed and re-constructed a little at a time. For instance, researchers found that women comprised only 14.6 percent of executive positions and 8.1 percent of the top executive earner positions at Fortune 500 companies [101]. Furthermore, no women occupied executive officer positions in one-fourth of large corporations like Delta, Comcast, Apple, and Exxon Mobil [101]. Although these findings reveal that the hegemonic gender structure still reigns in the United States, they also demonstrate shifts in women’s representation in top positions of powerful companies given that no women occupied these positions thirty years ago. This is important for two reasons. First, the increase of women in higher paying professional roles may have an impact on the prevalence of IPV particularly in heterosexual relationships. As previously mentioned, studies show that men whose female partners are breadwinners perpetrate at higher rates, which may be result in “reclaiming” masculinity through violence [67,68]. It may also be the case that women who are breadwinners (i.e., embodying hegemonic masculinity) may perpetrate IPV because they have the authority and power to do so. This hypothesis is relevant not only for heterosexual couples but for same-sex couples as well and should be explored through empirical inquiry. Secondly, as the hegemonic gender structure shifts, pockets of society begin to “do gender” differently. By this notion and to reiterate, hegemonic masculinity and hegemonic femininity should be understood in the context of partnership, family, organization, neighborhood, religion, country, etc. With this in mind, more in-depth analyses of the relationship between gender and IPV should be conducted in order to not only understand how gender is constructed differently between perpetrators of various contexts, but also how it is constructed similarly between perpetrators of various contexts and how these constructions impact prevalence. Rather than dismissing gender as a key factor concerning IPV, the examination of IPV through the lens of gender on the interactional and structural levels propels researchers toward more in-depth understandings of the relationship between IPV and gender.





5. Conclusions


In this article we have sought to add to the existing literature in formulating a theoretical frame to further understand instances of intimate partner violence, specifically “patriarchal terrorism”, among heterosexual female perpetrators and same-sex perpetrators. Aspects of the current traditional feminist theoretical framework, as discussed throughout this article, inhibits our ability to accurately view the problem of IPV in LGBT relations, as scholars who study female perpetrators in heterosexual relationships have found [102,103,104]. Deconstructing gender and power binaries creates new opportunities to re-conceptualize IPV for male and female perpetrators in heteronormative couples as well as LGBTQ couples. As we aim to demonstrate, such theoretical developments as these are integral to advancing research, developing policy, and generating more adequate treatment interventions. In-depth examination of the relationship between gender, sexuality, power, and IPV should be further investigated through quantitative studies that account for structural variables (e.g., structural equation modeling), as well as through qualitative studies that address nuanced ways perpetrators understand and “do gender” on interactional levels. In this way, the development of more informed models of interventions and more effective policies concerning IPV perpetrators and victims may be achieved.







Acknowledgments


This work was supported by the Wisner Center at Tulane School of Social Work.




Author Contributions


Clare Cannon wrote the introduction, the post-structural feminist and queer theoretical approaches. She organized materials and corresponded with editors and reviewers. Katie Lauve-Moon wrote the sociology of gender sections and conclusion. Fred Buttell assisted in editing and familiarity with the literature.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Donald G. Dutton, and Katherine R. White. “Male victims of domestic violence.” New Male Studies International Journal 2 (2013): 5–17. [Google Scholar]

	



Jennifer E. Storey, and Susanne Strand. “The characteristics and violence risk management of women arrested by the police for intimate partner violence.” European Journal of Criminology 9 (2012): 636–51. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kris Henning, and Brian Renauer. “Prosecution of women arrested for intimate partner abuse.” Violence and Victims 20 (2005): 361–76. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



John Archer. “Sex differences in aggression in real-world settings: A meta-analytic review.” Review of General Psychology 8 (2004): 291–322. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sherry Hamby. “The gender debate about intimate partner violence: Solutions and dead ends.” Psychological Trauma: Theory, Research, Practice, and Policy 1 (2009): 24–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. “Intimate Partner Violence: Definitions. ” Available online: http://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/intimatepartnerviolence/definitions.html (accessed on 10 June 2015).

	



Michael P. Johnson. “Patriarchal terrorism and common couple violence: Two forms of violence against women.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 57 (1995): 283–94. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Donald G. Dutton. “The gender paradigm and the architecture of antiscience.” Partner Abuse 1 (2010): 5–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tyler B. Mason, Robin J. Lewis, Robert J. Milletich, Michelle L. Kelley, Joseph B. Minifie, and Valerian J. Derlega. “Psychological aggression in lesbian, gay, and bisexual individuals’ intimate relationships: A review of prevalence, correlates, and measurement issues.” Aggression and Violent Behavior 19 (2014): 219–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Michael P. Johnson. “Apples and oranges in child custody disputes: Intimate terrorism vs. situational couple violence.” Journal of Child Custody 2 (2005): 43–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Michael P. Johnson. A Typology of Domestic Violence: Intimate Terrorism, Violent Resistance, and Situational Couple Violence. Boston: Northeastern University Press, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	



Jennifer Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Candice Selwyn, and Martin L. Rohling. “Rates of bidirectional versus unidirectional intimate partner violence across samples, sexual orientations, and race/ethnicities: A comprehensive review.” Partner Abuse 3 (2012): 199–230. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Suzanne C. Swan, Laura J. Gambone, Jennifer E. Caldwell, Tami P. Sullivan, and David L. Snow. “A review of research on women’s use of violence with male intimate partners.” Violence and Victims 23 (2008): 301–14. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Walter S. DeKeseredy. Woman Abuse in Dating Relationships: The Role of Male Peer Support. Toronto: Canadian Scholars’ Press, 1998. [Google Scholar]

	



R. Emerson Dobash, and Russel P. Dobash. Violence against Wives: A Case against the Patriarchy. New York: Free Press, 1979. [Google Scholar]

	



Russell P. Dobash, R. Emerson Dobash, Margo Wilson, and Martin Daly. “The myth of sexual symmetry in marital violence.” Social Problems 39 (1992): 71–91. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Molly Dragiewicz, and Yvonne Lindgren. “The gendered natures of domestic violence: Statistical data for lawyers considering equal protection analysis.” American Journal of Gender, Social Policy and the Law 17 (2009): 229–68. [Google Scholar]

	



Anne E. Appel, and George W. Holden. “The co-occurrence of spouse and physical child abuse: A review and appraisal.” Journal of Family Psychology 12 (1998): 578. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Katherine R. White, and Donald G. Dutton. “Perceptions of female perpetrators.” In Perceptions of Female Offenders. New York: Springer, 2013, pp. 101–16. [Google Scholar]

	



Jennifer Langhinrichsen-Rohling. “Controversies involving gender and intimate partner violence in the United States.” Sex Roles 62 (2010): 179–93. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



John R. Blosnich, and Robert M. Bossarte. “Comparisons of intimate partner violence among partners in same-sex and opposite-sex relationships in the United States.” American Journal of Public Health 99 (2009): 2182–84. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Amana F. Carvalho, Robin J. Lewis, Valerian J. Derlega, Barbara A. Winstead, and Claudia Viggiano. “Internalized sexual minority stressors and same-sex intimate partner violence.” Journal of Family Violence 26 (2011): 501–9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Adam M. Messinger. “Invisible victims: Same-Sex IPV in the national violence against women survey.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 26 (2011): 2228–43. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Matthew J. Breiding, Sharon G. Smith, Kathleen C. Basile, Mikel L. Walters, Jieru Chen, and Melissa T. Merrick. “Prevalence and characteristics of sexual violence, stalking, and intimate partner violence victimization—National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey, United States, 2011.” Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 63 (2014): 1–18. [Google Scholar]

	



Sabine Hellemans, Tom Loeys, Ann Buysse, Alexis Dewaele, and Olivia de Smet. “Intimate Partner Violence Victimization among Non-Heterosexuals: Prevalence and Associations with Mental and Sexual Well-Being.” Journal of Family Violence 30 (2015): 171–88. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef][Green Version]

	



Nancy Baker, Jessica Buick, Shari Kim, Sandy Moniz, and Khristina Nava. “Lessons from examining same-sex intimate partner violence.” Sex Roles 69 (2013): 182–92. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Michel Foucault. The History of Sexuality. Volume 1: An Introduction. New York: Vintage, 1978. [Google Scholar]

	



Chandra Talpade Mohanty. “Under western eyes. Feminist scholarship and colonial discourse.” Feminist Review 30 (1988): 61–88. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Michel Foucault. Discipline and Punish. New York: Vintage, 1975. [Google Scholar]

	



Catherine Burnette, Reggie Ferreira, and Fred Buttell. “Male parenting attitudes and batterer intervention: Assessing child maltreatment risk.” Research on Social Work Practice, 2015. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Frederick P. Buttell, Asia Wong, and Dodie Powers. “A large sample exploration of the characteristics of women court-mandated to a batterer intervention program: An analysis of race, class, and gender.” Traumatology 18 (2012): 17. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fred Buttell, and Emily Starr. “Lifting the veil: Foundations for a gender-inclusive paradigm of intimate partner violence.” In Perceptions of Female Offenders. New York: Springer, 2013, pp. 117–32. [Google Scholar]

	



Clare Cannon, and Fred Buttell. “Illusion of Inclusion: The Failure of the Gender Paradigm to Account for Intimate Partner Violence in LGBT Relationships.” Partner Abuse 6 (2015): 65–75. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ellen Pence, and Michael Paymar. Education Groups for Men who Batter: The Duluth Model. New York: Springer, 1993. [Google Scholar]

	



Denise A. Hines, and Emily M. Douglas. “Women’s use of intimate partner violence against men: Prevalence, implications, and consequences.” Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma 18 (2009): 572–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eckhardt, I. Christopher, M. Christopher, M. Murphy, Daniel J. Whitaker, Joel Sprunger, Rita Dykstra, and Kim Woodward. “The effectiveness of intervention programs for perpetrators and victims of intimate partner violence.” Partner Abuse 4 (2013): 196–231. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Joan B. Kelly, and Michael Johnson. “Differentiation among types of intimate partner violence: Research update and implications for interventions.” Family Court Review 46 (2008): 476–99. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Judith Butler. “Performative acts and gender constitution: An essay in phenomenology and feminist theory.” Theater Journal 40 (1988): 519–31. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Judith Butler. Gender Trouble. New York: Routledge, 1990. [Google Scholar]

	



Wendy Smooth. “Intersectionality from theoretical framework to policy intervention.” In Situating Intersectionality. Edited by Angela R. Wilson. New York: Palgrave, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



Kimberle Crenshaw. “Mapping the margins: Intersectionality, identity politics, and violence against women of color.” Stanford Law Review 43 (1991): 1241–99. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eve Sedgwick. Epistemology of the Closet. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990. [Google Scholar]

	



Michael Warner. Fear of a Queer Planet: Queer Politics and Social Theory. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1993. [Google Scholar]

	



Judith Halberstam. Female Masculinity. Durham: Duke University Press, 1998. [Google Scholar]

	



Jasbir Puar. Terrorist Assemblages: Homonationalism in Queer Times. Durham: Duke University Press, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	



Carla Pfeffer. “‘I don’t Like Passing as a Straight Woman’: Queer Negotiations of Identity and Social Group Membership.” American Journal of Sociology 120 (2014): 1–44. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jeffrey Weeks. Coming Out Homosexual: Homosexual Politics in Britain from the Nineteenth Century to the Present. London: Quartet Books, 1977. [Google Scholar]

	



Raewyn W. Connell. Masculinities. Oakland: University of California Press, 2005. [Google Scholar]

	



Judith Butler. “Melancholy gender—Refused Identification.” Psychoanalytic Dialogues 5 (1995): 165–80. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kristin L. Anderson. “Theorizing Gender in Intimate Partner Violence Research.” Sex Roles 52 (2005): 853–65. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Candace West, and Don H. Zimmerman. “Doing Gender.” Gender & Society 1 (1987): 125–51. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



John Archer. “Sex Differences in Aggression between Heterosexual Partners: A Meta-Analytic Review.” Psychological Bulletin 126 (2000): 651–80. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Richard B. Felson. Violence and Gender Reexamined. Washington: American Psychological Association, 2002. [Google Scholar]

	



J. Larry Bernard, S. L. Bernard, and Maxine L. Bernard. “Courtship Violence and Sex-Typing.” Family Relations 34 (1985): 573–76. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Peter J. Burke, Jan E. Stets, and Maureen A. Pirog-Good. “Gender Identity, Self-Esteem, and Physical and Sexual Abuse in Dating Relationships.” Social Psychology Quarterly 51 (1988): 272–85. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



David B. Sugarman, and Susan L. Frankel. “Patriarchal Ideology and Wife-Assault: A Meta-Analytic Review.” Journal of Family Violence 11 (1996): 13–40. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Donald Dutton, and Susan Golant. The Batterer: A Psychological Profile. New York: Basic Books, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	



Mimi Schippers. “Recovering the Feminine Other: Masculinity, Femininity, and Gender Hegemony.” Theory and Society 36 (2007): 85–102. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eric Anderson. “Openly Gay Athletes Contesting Hegemonic Masculinity in a Homophobic Environment.” Gender & Society 16 (2002): 860–77. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Robert William Connell. Gender and Power: Society, the Person and Sexual Politics. Redwood City: Stanford University Press, 1987. [Google Scholar]

	



Christine Doucet, Michael R. Smith, and Claire Durand. “Pay Structure, Female Representation and the Gender Pay Gap among University Professors.” Relations Industrielles/Industrial Relations 67 (2012): 51–75. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fred Fejes. “Making a Gay Masculinity.” Critical Studies in Media Communication 17 (2000): 113–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Steve Garlick. “What Is a Man? Heterosexuality and the Technology of Masculinity.” Men and Masculinities 6 (2003): 156–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Erving Goffman. “Replies and Responses.” Language in Society 5 (1976): 257–313. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cecilia L. Ridgeway. “Framed before We Know It How Gender Shapes Social Relations.” Gender & Society 23 (2009): 145–60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sandra L. Bem. “The measurement of psychological androgyny.” Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 42 (1974): 155–62. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Kristin L. Anderson, and Debra Umberson. “Gendering Violence: Masculinity and Power in Men’s Accounts of Domestic Violence.” Gender & Society 15 (2001): 358–80. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jeff Hearn. The Violences of Men: How Men Talk about and How Agencies Respond to Men’s Violence to Women. Thousand Oaks: Sage, 1998. [Google Scholar]

	



R. Emerson Dobash, and Russell Dobash. “Violent men and violent contexts.” In Rethinking Violence against Women. Edited by R. Emerson Dobash and Russell P. Dobash. Thousand Oaks: Sage, 1998, pp. 141–68. [Google Scholar]

	



Kristin L. Anderson. “Gender, Status, and Domestic Violence: An Integration of Feminist and Family Violence Approaches.” Journal of Marriage and the Family 59 (1997): 655–69. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sonia Miner Salari, and Bret M. Baldwin. “Verbal, Physical, and Injurious Aggression among Intimate Couples over Time.” Journal of Family Issues 23 (2002): 523–50. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Catherine Kaukinen. “Status Compatibility, Physical Violence, and Emotional Abuse in Intimate Relationships.” Journal of Marriage and Family 66 (2004): 452–71. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barbara J. Risman. “Gender as a Social Structure Theory Wrestling with Activism.” Gender & Society 18 (2004): 429–50. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Margery W. Davies. Woman’s Place is at the Typewriter: Office Work and Office Workers, 1870–1930. Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1982. [Google Scholar]

	



Paula England. “From Status Attainment to Segregation and Devaluation.” Contemporary Sociology 21 (1992): 643–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Elaine Sorensen. Comparable Worth: Is It a Worthy Policy? Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994. [Google Scholar]

	



Ronnie J. Steinberg. “Comparable worth in gender studies.” In International Encyclopedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences. Edited by Neil J. Smelser and Paul B. Baltes. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2001. [Google Scholar]

	



U.S. Census Bureau. “Department of Labor. ” Available online: http://www.census.gov/labor (accessed on 10 June 2015).

	



Ariane Hegewisch, and Janet C. Gornick. “The Impact of Work-Family Policies on Women’s Employment: A Review of Research from OECD Countries.” Community, Work & Family 14 (2011): 119–38. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Abigail J. Stewart, Janet E. Malley, and Danielle LaVaque-Manty. Transforming Science and Engineering: Advancing Academic Women. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	



Lynn Clark Callister. “Perinatal Loss: A Family Perspective.” The Journal of Perinatal & Neonatal Nursing 20 (2006): 227–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stephen J. Ceci, Wendy M. Williams, and Susan M. Barnett. “Women’s Underrepresentation in Science: Sociocultural and Biological Considerations.” Psychological Bulletin 135 (2009): 218. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Louise August, and Jean Waltman. “Culture, Climate, and Contribution: Career Satisfaction among Female Faculty.” Research in Higher Education 45 (2004): 177–92. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Roslyn H. Chernesky. “Examining the Glass Ceiling: Gender Influences on Promotion Decisions.” Administration in Social Work 27 (2003): 13–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



David A. Cotter, Joan M. Hermsen, and Reeve Vanneman. “Women’s Work and Working Women: The Demand for Female Labor.” Gender & Society 15 (2001): 429–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Elizabeth H. Gorman, and Julie A. Kmec. “Hierarchical Rank and Women’s Organizational Mobility: Glass Ceilings in Corporate Law Firms1.” American Journal of Sociology 114 (2009): 1428–74. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



James R. Elliott, and Ryan A. Smith. “Race, Gender, and Workplace Power.” American Sociological Review 69 (2004): 365–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



David J. Maume. “Glass Ceilings and Glass Escalators Occupational Segregation and Race and Sex Differences in Managerial Promotions.” Work and Occupations 26 (1999): 483–509. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



David J. Maume. “Occupational Segregation and the Career Mobility of White Men and Women.” Social Forces 77 (1999): 1433–59. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



David J. Maume. “Is the Glass Ceiling a Unique Form of Inequality? Evidence from a Random-Effects Model of Managerial Attainment.” Work and Occupations 31 (2004): 250–74. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Diann M. Ackard, Dianne Neumark-Sztainer, and Peter Hannan. “Dating Violence among a Nationally Representative Sample of Adolescent Girls and Boys: Associations with Behavioral and Mental Health.” The Journal of Gender-Specific Medicine 6 (2002): 39–48. [Google Scholar]

	



S. Shirley Feldman, and L. Kris Gowen. “Conflict Negotiation Tactics in Romantic Relationships in High School Students.” Journal of Youth and Adolescence 27 (1998): 691–717. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Teresa Scherzer, and Howard L. Pinderhughes. “Violence and Gender: Reports from an Urban High School.” Violence and Victims 17 (2002): 57–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Carolyn M. West. “‘A Thin Line between Love and Hate’? Black Men as Victims and Perpetrators of Dating Violence.” Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma 16 (2008): 238–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



William Louis Conwill. “Domestic Violence among the Black Poor: Intersectionality and Social Justice.” International Journal for the Advancement of Counselling 32 (2010): 31–45. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Catherine Kirkwood. Leaving Abusive Partners: From the Scars of Survival to the Wisdom for Change. Thousand Oaks: Sage, 1993. [Google Scholar]

	



Demie Kurz. For Richer, for Poorer: Mothers Confront Divorce. London: Routledge, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



Gregory S. Merrill. “Understanding domestic violence among gay and bisexual men.” In Issues in Intimate Violence. Edited by Raquel Kennedy Bergen. Thousand Oaks: Sage, 1998, pp. 129–41. [Google Scholar]

	



Claire M. Renzetti. “Violence and abuse in lesbian relationships: Theoretical and empirical issues.” In Issues in Intimate Violence. Edited by Raquel Kennedy Bergen. Thousand Oaks: Sage, 1998, pp. 117–27. [Google Scholar]

	



Francine M. Deutsch. “Undoing Gender.” Gender & Society 21 (2007): 106–27. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Catalyst. 2013 Catalyst Census: Fortune 500 Women Executive Officers and Top Earners. New York: Catalyst, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



Alysondra Duke, and M. Meghan Davidson. “Same-sex intimate partner violence: Lesbian, gay, and bisexual affirmative outreach and advocacy.” Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma 18 (2009): 795–816. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dena Hassouneh, and Nancy Glass. “The influence of gender role stereotyping on women’s experiences of female same-sex intimate partner violence.” Violence against Women 14 (2008): 310–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Jessica L. Stanley, Kim Bartholomew, Tracy Taylor, Doug Oram, and Monica Landolt. “Intimate violence in male same-sex relationships.” Journal of Family Violence 21 (2006): 31–41. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]





© 2015 by the authors; licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).







nav.xhtml


  socsci-04-00668


  
    		
      socsci-04-00668
    


  




  





