
Vol.:(0123456789)1 3

Journal of Family Violence (2023) 38:1043–1054 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-023-00577-9

REVIEW ARTICLE

Researching Intimate Partner Violence Against Women (IPVAW): 
Overcoming Gender Blindness by Improving Methodology 
in Compliance with Measurement Standards

Andrés Sánchez‑Prada1  · Carmen Delgado‑Álvarez1 · Esperanza Bosch‑Fiol2 · Victoria A. Ferrer‑Pérez2

Accepted: 16 May 2023 / Published online: 31 May 2023 
© The Author(s) 2023

Abstract
Intimate Partner Violence Against Women (IPVAW) has been defined as a violation of human rights and a serious public 
health problem rooted in social inequality between women and men. Nevertheless, a significant amount of scientific litera-
ture on the topic of IPVAW continues to exclude the gender perspective in both research design and the interpretation of 
results, despite its conceptual and explanatory relevance. This paper considers certain gender-blind practices in the research 
on IPVAW. Based on this analysis, we propose explicitly stating the theoretical assumptions inherent in the definition of the 
construct and clarifying the intended interpretation for measures, so that they can be incorporated into the analysis of validity, 
and we argue in favor of the need for interdisciplinary studies based on multicausal explanatory models, which incorporate 
the category gender as a transversal explanatory factor of this type of violence, as well as multi-method approaches, with 
the aim of overcoming issues of construct underrepresentation and construct-irrelevant variance.

Keywords Intimate partner violence against women · Gender blindness · Measurement standards · Validity evidence · 
Fairness in research

Theoretical and methodological development in social sciences 
often occurs in isolation, separate from applied research, which 
often leads to the development of instruments and measure-
ments that do not adapt to the theory and, consequently, do 
not provide adequate responses (Leplow, 2017). In the case of 
intimate partner violence against women (IPVAW), the mul-
ticausal explanatory models (e.g. Heise, 2011; Ranganathan 
et al., 2021) incorporate the category ‘gender’ as a transversal 
explanatory factor of this type of violence, highlighting, at the 
same time, the need to consider some other factors in the emer-
gence of this violence, including poverty, disability and/or eth-
nicity in women’s lives, and pointing out the need for an inter-
sectional approach (Meyer et al., 2022; Walby et al., 2017). 
Particularly, the impossibility of understanding IPVAW with-
out consideration of gender has been widely documented by 

feminist social researchers in various disciplines (DeKeseredy, 
2016, 2021; Delgado, 2020; Ferrer-Pérez & Bosch-Fiol, 2019;  
Johnson, 2011; Zapata-Calvente et al., 2019). Nevertheless, 
some researchers and instrument developers who do not take 
into account the weight of this perspective generate measure-
ments and make inferences that, instead of producing greater 
understanding, perpetuate a bias in the understanding of this 
phenomenon (e.g., Straus, 2011). Consequently, there is a need 
to develop measuring instruments more closely aligned with 
the substantive research questions and, simultaneously, with 
the psychometric standards of quality. To this end, this con-
ceptual work aims to contribute towards a reduction in the 
disconnect between applied research and good practices of 
measurement, specifically in the field of IPVAW. It should be 
noted that this work does not purport to carry out a critical 
analysis of the instruments currently in use, but rather to reflect 
on the psychometric and methodological criteria that should 
guide research of IPVAW, at all times in accordance with the 
scientific measurement standards.

The specific objective of this analytical article is to 
apply the focus on validity according to the current stand-
ards of research in the field of IPVAW. More precisely, the 
novel aspect of this work is a critical analysis from validity 
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evidence, including evidence based on testing consequences 
(Messick, 1998; American Educational Research Associa-
tion et al. [AERA et al.], 2014). Through a feminist con-
ceptual framework this work will argue the extent to which 
research on IPVAW that excludes gender (gender-blind 
research) fails to meet these standards, and will propose sev-
eral strategies to develop more adequate measurements as 
a basis for more fair and comprehensive explicative models 
in line with the guidelines of AERA et al.

Understanding Intimate Partner Violence 
from a Gender‑based Standpoint

Feminist studies tend to approach gender as an expression 
of a power struggle; that is, an understanding that in a 
patriarchal society, gender relations are structured asym-
metrically and unequally in terms of power, status, access 
to personal and social resources, and access to recogni-
tion (a symbolic power), such that males perform roles and 
assume socially dominant positions while women assume 
subordinate positions (Millet, 1969/1995; Oliva, 2020; 
Valcarcel, 2009). This analysis gathers the differences and 
inequalities derived not only from biology but also from 
early experiences of differential socialization, and stresses 
the social construction of gender and the representation 
of gender relations within a historically defined culture 
and historical period, and with the objective of design-
ing actions (and policies) that change living conditions 
and power relations (Gahagan et al., 2015; Gamba, 2009; 
Puleo, 2008; Rodriguez-Magda, 2020).

Within a patriarchal context characterized by asym-
metrical gender relationships and described inequalities, 
violence against women and girls (VAW) constitutes the 
maximum expression of this inequality, as explicitly noted 
in the majority of international declarations on the subject 
(e.g., Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination 
against Women [CEDAW], n.d./2022; Council of Europe, 
2011; United Nations [UN], 1994). It should be noted that 
United Nations Women (UN Women, n.d./2022) uses the 
term gender-based violence (GBV) to refer to “harmful acts 
directed at an individual or a group of individuals based on 
their gender that is rooted in gender inequality, the abuse of 
power and harmful norms”, pointing out that gender-based 
structural differences of power disproportionately position 
women and girls at risk of multiple forms of GBV, while 
men and boys who do not adhere to the traditional mandate 
of the male gender may also be subjected to the same risk 
(Carlton et al., 2016). In fact, CEDAW (n.d./2022) points out 
that it could be even more pertinent to use the term “gender-
based violence against women” (GBVAW).

The weight of gender-based constraints and the struc-
tural situation of inequality they cause is also reflected in 

the multicausal models explaining these types of violence. 
Thus, these same models consider that VAW can only be 
explained from the intervention of a set of specific factors, 
in the general context of power inequalities between men 
and women, at an individual, group, national and world level 
(UN, 2006), which is to say that they understand that gender 
and gender relations play a key role in the violence car-
ried out by men against women (American Psychological 
Association [APA], 2009; Harway, 2002) and they link these 
violent actions to the existence of a profoundly unequal, gen-
derized and dichotomized society (Bosch & Ferrer, 2002; 
Delgado, 2013).

In short, VAW is currently recognized by different inter-
national organizations and by numerous nations as a seri-
ous social and health problem of pandemic proportion and 
a violation of human rights, whose ultimate cause is gen-
der inequality (García-Moreno et al., 2005; Heise, 2011; 
Jewkes et al., 2015; UN, 2006). Different forms of VAW 
can occur in every context of a woman’s life including the 
family environment. In fact, the UN (2006), has previously 
pointed out that women suffer VAW in the family at different 
moments of their life (from before they are born and until 
old age). Among them, intimate partner violence against 
women (IPVAW) is the most widespread form of VAW 
globally (DeVries et al., 2013; European Union Agency for 
Fundamental Rights [FRA], 2014; García-Moreno et al., 
2006; Sardinha et al., 2022; Stockl et al., 2013; World Health 
Organization [WHO], 2013, 2021). This violence includes a 
range of sexually, psychologically, emotionally, economical 
and physically threating or coercive acts used against adult 
or adolescent women by a current or former male intimate 
partner, without her consent (UN, 2006; WHO, 2012), and 
implies a pattern of behavior that is used to gain or maintain 
power and control over an intimate partner (UN Women, 
n.d./2022).

It is important to underline that IPVAW has been given 
different terminology, including spousal abuse or domestic 
violence. For example, the Council of Europe Convention 
on preventing and combating violence against women and 
domestic violence (Council of Europe, 2011), in Article 
3 uses the term domestic violence (although its prologue 
acknowledges “that domestic violence affects women dis-
proportionately”); and UN Women (n.d./2022) considers 
the terms to be synonymous, referring to “domestic vio-
lence, also called domestic abuse or intimate partner vio-
lence”. In contrast, the UN (2006), WHO (2012), or Euro-
pean Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE, 2022) prefer the 
term intimate partner violence (IPV), although they specify 
that: “The overwhelming global burden of IPV is borne 
by women” (WHO, 2012, p. 1); “Although women can be 
violent in relationships with men, often in self-defence, 
and violence sometimes occurs in same-sex partnerships, 
the most common perpetrators of violence against women 
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are male intimate partners or ex-partners”(WHO, 2012, p. 
1); or “[IPV] constitutes a form of violence which affects 
women disproportionately and which is therefore distinctly 
gendered” (EIGE, 2022, para. 1). Precisely for this reason, 
and although IPV is the most common term, the last decade 
has seen frequent use of the term IPVAW (e.g., Delgado, 
2020; Ferrer-Pérez & Bosch-Fiol, 2019; Gracia et al., 2015; 
Martín-Fernández et al., 2018; Rodríguez & Khalil, 2017), 
which is, in our view, much more precise and appropriate as 
it makes specific mention to one of the fundamental charac-
teristics: the fact that this violence is perpetrated primarily 
against women.

(Mis)understanding Intimate Partner 
Violence from a Gender‑blind Standpoint

Despite evidence that IPVAW is a gender-based violence and 
the conceptual and explanatory relevance of this fact, previ-
ously presented, a significant amount of scientific literature on 
the topic continues to exclude the gender perspective in both 
research design and the interpretation of results (Ferrer-Pérez 
& Bosch-Fiol, 2019). Such malpractice in research is known 
as “gender blindness”, that is, a “research [that] does not take 
gender into account and assumes that the research is gender 
neutral or that potential differences between men and women 
are not relevant” (Korsvik & Rustad, 2018, p. 10), whether as 
a result of training, considering that this category is not related 
to the topic of study, or for other reasons, including a resist-
ance to accepting this analytical perspective (Biglia & Vergés, 
2016; Caprile, 2012; García-Calvente et al., 2010). This gen-
der-blind approach may impact all aspects of the research, as 
we have previously analyzed in detail in several papers (Ferrer 
& Bosch, 2005; Ferrer-Pérez & Bosch-Fiol, 2019).

As an example, one of the most frequently employed the-
oretical models for the analysis of IPVAW is the so-called 
perspective of family violence or family conflict, a model 
formulated by Straus and his associates (Straus et al., 1980) 
over 40 years ago to explain IPV, and which continues to be 
of relevance in certain scientific environments (e.g., Las-
key et al., 2019; Straus, 2011) despite massive evidence 
demonstrating, as previously noted, a very different reality. 
Specifically, this perspective considers IPV to be a recip-
rocal, symmetrical or crossover violence, a mutual combat 
where there is no difference between the amount of violence 
exercised both by men and women. This perspective does, 
however, acknowledge that women (due to their particular 
circumstances as physically weaker, or as targets of violence 
during their pregnancy) suffer to a greater extent the con-
sequences of this violence, for which they require a greater 
level of attention (Holt et al., 2008).

Other cases directly analyze IPV, pointing out that it is 
endured more by women than men, although they specify 

that “when it comes to perpetration of IPV, men and women 
tend to show equivalent rates, yet women are more likely to 
experience physical injury and to use IPV in self-defense” 
(Chester & DeWall, 2018, p. 55), and propose that this 
type of violence must be analyzed from the perspective of 
metatheories of aggression, such as the General Aggression 
Model (Allen et al., 2018) or the  I3 Model (Finkel & Hall, 
2018).

Gender blindness in these approaches collides directly 
with more recent recommendations regarding the need to 
incorporate gender perspective in the research. For example, 
the SAGER guidelines (Sex and Gender Equity in Research) 
warn that “the lack of interest in sex and gender differences 
can not only be harmful, but also result in the loss of oppor-
tunities for innovation” (Heidari et al., 2019, p. 204); the 
European Commission (2020) points out that “Integrating 
sex and gender analysis into research and innovation (R & 
I) adds value to research and is therefore crucial to secure 
Europe’s leadership in science and technology, and to sup-
port its inclusive growth” (p. 7); and the Spanish State Inves-
tigation Agency (Agencia Estatal de Investigación [AEI], 
2020) indicates that in all cases when a research project may 
directly or indirectly affect human beings, it is necessary 
to avoid gender bias because “a science based on gender 
stereotypes or on masculine patterns and interests, general-
ized as if they were universal for the population as a whole, 
is bad science and misses opportunities” (AEI, 2020, p. 1).

In addition to these issues related to the quality of scien-
tific production, it is important to remember that the non-
inclusion of the gender perspective in the studies carried 
out has or may have negative effects, notably at an ethical 
level (Vázquez, 2014), as pointed out by the Task Force of 
Psychology and Gender Equality under the General Council 
of Official Psychology Associations (Grupo de Trabajo de 
Psicología e Igualdad de Género del Consejo General de 
Colegios Oficiales de Psicólogos, 2016).

Returning to the particular case of IPVAW, starting from 
a supposed neutral or gender-blind point of view directly 
contradicts the very essence of IPVAW as a form of GBV, 
as made evident when defining VAW and IPVAW. However, 
and despite this, it is not uncommon, as we have seen, for 
these forms of violence to be approached from the perspec-
tive of theoretical (and, consequently, conceptual) models 
that do not take this reality into account (Delgado, 2020; 
Ferrer-Pérez & Bosch-Fiol, 2019). This gender blindness 
affects two fundamental aspects of research standards. First 
of all, the exclusion of a variable so relevant as gender for 
an appropriate analysis constitutes the most serious meth-
odological error regarding model specification (Hair et al., 
2010). And, moreover, it constitutes a threat to validity 
due to the social consequences of using these instruments 
(AERA et al., 2014). These two issues lead us to the cen-
tral focus of analysis of this article, which we will develop 
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below: the analysis of construct validity as a basis for devel-
oping more appropriate measures, and its use to support 
more appropriate explanatory models on IPVAW.

Consequences of Gender Blind Research 
on IPVAW: a Matter of Validity

As we have argued, gender-blindness in research on IPVAW 
would be scientifically unsustainable from a theoretical 
point of view. Moreover, beyond the previously reviewed 
theoretical and conceptual aspects, a fundamental issue in 
research on IPVAW in particular, and in Social Sciences in 
general, is that theories are completely dependent on the 
instruments with which human behavior is observed and 
categorized, while simultaneously conditioning that which 
can be observed. This in turn gives rise to the central issue 
of measurement validity. Using the Standards for Educa-
tional and Psychological Testing (AERA et al., 2014) as a 
reference, validity, understood as a unitary concept, “refers 
to the degree to which evidence and theory support the inter-
pretations of test scores for proposed uses of tests” (p. 11). 
To this effect, the measures employed in empirical research 
must provide evidence of construct validity so that the infer-
ences based on them can be considered sufficiently valid, 
and it implies not just the accumulation of empirical evi-
dence but also the theoretical congruence with the construct 
to be measured (Messick, 1989). Validity as such cannot be 
reduced to that of a mere statistical concept linked to a meas-
urement tool, but rather it applies to the very root of what is 
intended to be measured, and how and for what reason it is 
meant to be measured.

From the perspective of current standards, validity is a 
process, not a state, which can be understood as the cumula-
tive construction of a sufficiently sound validity argument 
(Cronbach, 1988; Kane, 1992, 2001, 2002). This process 
“begins with an explicit statement of the proposed interpre-
tation of test scores, along with a rationale for the relevance 
of the interpretation to the proposed use” (AERA et al., 
2014, p. 11), which necessarily includes the explicit and 
reasoned definition of the construct it is meant to measure. 
On this basis, the validity argument is built by integrating 
various types of evidence in a process that, by its inher-
ent nature, has no end. This process comprises five known 
sources of supporting evidence of validity, according to the 
purpose for which the instrument will be used; in the area 
of greatest concern to us, it refers to the following require-
ments: 1) the content, i.e., the items, represents all of the rel-
evant aspects of IPVAW; 2) the internal structure of empiri-
cal measures can reproduce the theoretical dimensions of 
IPVAW; 3) the relationship with other variables theoretically 
related to the construct can be empirically corroborated; 4) 
the responses to the items in the comparison groups is based 

on the same response processes, e.g., ensuring that they are 
not minimized by any given group; and 5) the use of the 
instrument has no negative consequences for any group in 
particular. This last source of validity evidence, which has 
been included in the Standards for over 20 years, assumes a 
social and political dimension incorporated into the valida-
tion process, based on a basic principle of justice and equal-
ity regarding all persons potentially affected (Messick, 1975, 
1998; Padilla et al., 2006, 2007). In short, both an ethical 
and a technical judgement involving an analysis of potential 
negative effects for any given group, as well as a critical 
analysis of the underlying assumptions in the interpretation 
of the data and subsequent decisions made (Kane, 2002). 
Within the scope of IPVAW, these consequential aspects of 
validity would be particularly relevant given the potential 
risks that the inadequate use of the instruments could have 
for a group in a subordinate social position (women, in this 
case), as discussed in the following section.

According to the arguments-based validity schema, the 
analysis of validity evidence based on the consequences 
would begin with the identification of unanticipated effects 
from using the test for specific persons or groups (Standard 
1.25), effects that, in and of themselves, do not constitute 
proof of invalidity (Padilla et al., 2006), but become rel-
evant in the validity analysis when they “can be traced to a 
source of invalidity such as construct underrepresentation 
or construct-irrelevant components” (AERA et al., 2014, p. 
21). In other words, they would be warning signs forcing a 
review of the validity argument as an underlying structure 
upon which the inferences that have given way to the previ-
ously noted consequences rest, redirecting the focus onto 
the weakest elements of the argument (Kane, 2001; Padilla 
et al., 2007) in order to discern whether they are due to a 
real and objective difference, or, conversely, to an incorrect 
measure of the construct meant to be measured. In other 
words: are we measuring more or less than what should be 
measured?

In the first case (“measure more”) we are facing what the 
Standards refer to as construct-irrelevance; which is to say, 
“the degree to which test scores are affected by processes 
that are extraneous to the test’s intended purpose” (AERA 
et al., 2014, p. 12). To that effect, the scope of IPV has 
traditionally employed surveys and other self-report proce-
dures that could be affected by various sources of systematic 
variance external to the construct. One such source, albeit 
not the only one, could be the phenomenon of social desir-
ability (e.g., Navarro-González et al., 2021; Sugarman & 
Hotaling, 1997), which could be positively affected by the 
nature of the questions usually employed within this field 
of research. Such an effect should be avoided or, at the very 
least, controlled to the extent possible. However, the spe-
cific case of IPV-IPVAW gives rise to the problem of gen-
der blindness, given that the tools used to measure social 



1047Journal of Family Violence (2023) 38:1043–1054 

1 3

desirability provide “neutral” scores without taking into 
account that the responses of women and men are based on 
a different perception of what it means to use violence (e.g., 
Ackerman, 2018; Hamberger, 2005; Hamberger & Larsen, 
2015; Hlavka, 2014), in accordance with internalized man-
dates of femininity and masculinity. This would be another 
type of construct-irrelevant effect that interacts with social 
desirability itself. It would be incorrect, therefore, to make 
comparisons without taking these effects into account when 
interpreting the scores; contaminated scores will inevitably 
lead to inappropriate inferences.

In the second case (“measure less”) we are facing what the 
Standards refer to as construct underrepresentation; which is 
to say, “the degree to which a test fails to capture important 
aspects of the construct” (AERA et al., 2014, p. 12). In this 
regard, the IPVAW construct is a complex one that integrates 
observable conducts as well as various aspects that are more 
difficult to operationalize but fundamental for the compre-
hension and interpretation of the measures. Examples in this 
regard include reasons for violence (instrumental or control-
instigated vs. reactive or defensive), the relative positions 
within the power dynamics (domination vs. subordination), 
or the internalized meanings resulting from a gender-based 
differential socialization (legitimization or justification vs. 
penalization or rejection of the use of violence). And since in 
practice it is complicated to incorporate all of these relevant 
aspects in the measurement tools, it would be helpful, at the 
very least, to make explicit the extent to which the relevant 
aspects excluded from the measurement limit the inferences 
of the scores obtained, and also to refrain from generaliza-
tions that reproduce the gender-blindness in relevant aspects 
of the construct. Otherwise, an incomplete operating defini-
tion would necessarily lead to biased inferences.

Each of the threats to the validity presented herein (meas-
ure more or measure less than what is intended) corresponds 
to a technical dimension of the validity analysis that should 
form part of the analysis from the perspective of the Stand-
ards. Added to this fact is a second dimension of analysis 
related not to the instrument itself, but to the consequences 
of using the instruments for their intended purpose. In short, 
this involves an ethical judgement based on the basic princi-
ple of fairness (Messick, 1975; Padilla et al., 2006; AERA 
et al., 2014); it ultimately refers to the appropriateness and 
justice of the decisions made based on the interpretation of 
the scores, within a predetermined theoretical and concep-
tual framework.

Within the scope of scientific research, validity and fair-
ness are, consequently, two intrinsically linked imperatives 
(Standard 3.0) in an evaluative process comprising theoreti-
cal, technical, ethical, social and political aspects (Gómez-
Benito et al., 2010; Padilla et al., 2007). In this sense, all 
research related to IPVAW should necessarily conform to 
the current measurement standards, given that the measuring 

tools are the cornerstone from which theoretical models 
emerge and decisions, with far reaching consequences for 
the persons involved, are made.

Tracing the Consequences of Gender Blind 
Research Back to their Roots

As previously noted, according to the perspective of the 
Standards (AERA et al., 2014) it would be necessary to 
pay special attention to the negative consequences derived 
from the use of a test, given that they could be the result of 
factors of invalidity from their point of origin; that is, in 
the definition and operationalization of the construct that is 
meant to be measured. (DeKeseredy, 2021; Malbon et al., 
2018; Wijsen et al., 2022). Some of the more serious nega-
tive consequences might include the risk of underestimating 
IPVAW, especially among those who tend to use or to jus-
tify it (DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 2011), or upholding myths 
that minimize the importance of IPVAW, blame the victims 
or exonerate the perpetrator, (Bosch-Fiol & Ferrer-Pérez, 
2012; Peters, 2008). Myths that, taken to their highest extent, 
would even involve disregarding IPVAW itself, since it is 
considered to be a political construct linked to a specific 
ideological position (Dekeseredy, 2016, 2021).

As an example, let us consider one of the most widely 
used measuring tools within the scope of IPV-IPVAW, the 
Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS; Straus, 1979) and its revised 
version CTS2 (Straus et al., 1996), which remain in full force 
as a standard of reference for views based on a mutual com-
bat, despite numerous studies that continue to question the 
validity of the inferences based on these instruments (e.g., 
Ackerman, 2018; Dekeseredy & Schwartz, 2011; Delgado, 
2020; Lehrner & Allen, 2014; Malbon et al., 2018; Ware-
ham et al., 2022). A common error when using these scales 
is to interpret the direct scores from the self-reports, con-
taminated by gender, as an indicator of objective violence, to 
which is added the non-inclusion in the measuring tool of the 
most relevant aspects of the construct, as previously noted. 
This confusion in the use of these scales results in violence 
displayed as a reciprocal or bidirectional phenomenon, fur-
ther contributing to the myth that women and men engage in 
IPV equally and, moreover, that women are greater perpetra-
tors with respect to psychological violence or certain forms 
of physical violence. This mythology surrounding IPV could 
have serious implications in matters of prevention and inter-
vention (e.g., Fleming & Franklin, 2021), not to mention that 
the negation of gender-based violence is rooted in arguments 
put forward by certain academic, social and political sectors 
“who are intent on eliminating major legislative efforts to 
curb woman abuse” (Dekeseredy, 2021, p. 624).

According to the Standards, the negative consequences 
derived from the use of these scales for a certain group 
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(women), would require the revision of relevant aspects 
regarding the appropriateness of the measures that might 
be affecting the inferences and, ultimately, fairness as an 
issue that is “central to the validity and comparability of 
the interpretation of test scores” (AERA et al., 2014, p. 63). 
In keeping with Kane (2001), the first step should be to 
approach the weaker parts of the validity argument in these 
and other scales that are meant to measure IPV-IPVAW. In 
this regard, many are the criticisms and controversies that 
have been directed specifically at the CTS since the publica-
tion of its first version over 40 years ago (Jones et al., 2017; 
Malbon et al., 2018). Some criticisms were addressed and, to 
a certain extent, resolved in the revised version of the scales 
(CTS2). Nevertheless, this second version continues to suffer 
from the fundamental problem that directly threatens con-
struct validity: it continues to position IPV within a theo-
retical framework based on interpersonal conflict and the 
symmetry of the relationship by systematically disregarding 
gender and inequality of power as a higher-order factor (e.g., 
Straus, 2010). It is the construct itself, which is meant to 
be measured, that would not be adequately represented in 
the measuring tool, as it excludes from the measurement 
such fundamental aspects as the difference between control-
instigated violence and other acts carried out in self-defense 
or reactively (Johnson, 2011). One consequence of this lack 
of validity is the invisibilization of the relevant aspects that 
make IPVAW a very specific violence, different from other 
types of violence, under the mantle of an apparent political 
and scientific neutrality (Dekeseredy, 2021; Dekeseredy & 
Schwartz, 1998; Ferrer & Bosch, 2005).

As a result, the CTS2 cannot be considered an ade-
quate instrument for measuring IPVAW on its own, since 
it neglects the most fundamental aspects of IPVAW 
(Dekeseredy & Schwartz, 1998; Ferrer & Bosch, 2005; Fer-
rer-Pérez & Bosch-Fiol, 2019; Jones et al., 2017). Instead, it 
is an inventory that measures the frequency of certain acts 
“in a vacuum”, with no context or antecedents and conse-
quences; acts whose interpretation would be very different 
as a function of the motives, the meanings attributed, or 
the position of power occupied by the intervening parties. 
This narrow definition of violence (Dekeseredy & Schwartz, 
2011), implicit in this type of instruments, constitutes a clear 
example of construct underrepresentation, which threatens 
the validity of any inference that results in the terms of vio-
lence perpetration or victimization, in accordance with cur-
rent measurement standards (AERA et al., 2014). Indeed, 
reviews explicitly and systematically exploring possible gen-
der differences by incorporating contextual and motivational 
aspects in their analysis (e.g., Hamberger & Larsen, 2015; 
Hamberger, 2005) contain differences between men and 
women: greater reactive and self-defense behavior among 
women, and greater proactive behavior and greater prob-
ability of being motivated by control among men (Johnson, 

2011). Likewise, the balance of consequences is clearly 
more negative for women, not only in terms of emotions, 
but also in terms of the probability and seriousness of physi-
cal injuries.

In the face of this threat to validity related to the content, 
we could add, in line once again with the Standards, a second 
critical aspect relative to construct-irrelevant components, 
which affects the scores. This involves the question of the 
differential meaning that men and women can attribute to the 
same conduct when it is decontextualized in its presentation. 
In this case, beyond the fact that the scores can be biased as 
a result of different uncontrolled and uninformed response 
processes (Standard 1.12), the aspects relative to fairness in 
the measures are not fulfilled (Standards 3.6 y 3.17). The 
gender-differences in the way violence is symbolized have 
been supported in recent investigations where the CTS was 
applied, including ad hoc questions about the perception 
and contextual details. There were differences found in the 
way that men and women experience violence. For exam-
ple, Lehrner and Allen (2014) claim that “the CTS has the 
potential to miscategorize some women as violent, as well as 
to overestimate the frequency and severity of IPV” (p. 484); 
and Ackerman (2018) found that “males over-reported vic-
timizations [by female partners] at a much higher rate than 
did females (…) while females over-reported perpetrations 
[against male partners] at a higher rate” (p. 211). Finally, a 
recent exploratory study has found evidence of gender bias 
in some items from the CTS2 scale related to perpetration of 
violence, having applied a measurement invariance analysis 
across sex (Wareham et al., 2022).

In summary, the validity of those gender-blind measures 
would be seriously questioned, and with it a risk that, from 
these measures, decisions or judgements would be made 
with serious social consequences. In light of this evidence, 
one must consider whether it is acceptable to disregard the 
question of their validity to study IPV-IPVAW. It is a ques-
tion that affects not only technical matters, but also, and 
most definitely, ethical matters. This complexity of variables 
that converge in intimate partner violence introduces even 
further the need to incorporate an interdisciplinary perspec-
tive that would permit delving deeper into the multicausal 
and multidimensional nature of this type of violence (e.g., 
Heise & Kotsadam, 2015; Humbert et al., 2021; Rangana-
than et al., 2021; Sardinha et al., 2022; Zapata-Calvente 
et al., 2019).

Some Ideas to Overcome Gender Blindness 
in IPVAW Measures and Models

As a conclusion, we return to our initial questions and 
develop our reflection on how to reinforce the validity-fair-
ness binomial in research related to IPVAW.
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How to Help Develop More Appropriate Measures 
for the Construct?

In our opinion, when the nomological net of the construct 
(Messick, 1998; Shepard, 1997) includes aspects that are 
not directly observable, the investigation would benefit 
from a multi-method approach with complementary meas-
ures leading to more precise and complete estimates of 
the construct. The act of incorporating measurements of 
internalized, gender-based attitudes and beliefs, differen-
tiated between men and women, as well as other factors 
among the many involved (Heise, 2011), could benefit 
from methodological advances in terms of more robust 
procedures for gathering data influenced by factors exter-
nal to the construct, which would allow for calibrating or 
qualifying the findings with traditional self-report meas-
ures (e.g., Ferrer-Pérez et al., 2020; Gracia et al., 2015). 
Nevertheless, for the reasons set out, the core of construct 
validity would be the inclusion of the category gender as 
a transversal explanatory factor of this type of violence. 
Such an analytical category would not be susceptible to 
the operationalization of a singular variable; and much 
less could it be reduced to a score comparison by gender, 
which remains a common practice in current research. It 
refers, in contrast, to the hierarchical power and positions 
in relationships, in this case between men and women, and 
directly underscores the differential use of IPV. But this 
use does not refer exclusively to frequency and intensity; 
rather, and above all, to its meanings and effects, as well as 
the role it fulfills. The category of gender, in the end, con-
stitutes an axis connecting all of the variables related to 
the differential behavior between men and women (Ferrer-
Pérez & Bosch-Fiol, 2019; Delgado, 2020).

In this sense, the critical analysis of a measuring instru-
ment to confirm the extent to which the category of gender 
is incorporated could include, among others, the follow-
ing questions: 1) Is the construct being measured by the 
instrument clearly defined within an adequate theoretical 
framework, or is the gender perspective ignored in the 
definition? 2) Are all the relevant aspects of the construct 
specified as defined, or are relevant dimensions from the 
gender perspective being ignored? 3) Is each aspect of the 
construct adequately represented with a sufficient number 
of items and proportional to its relevance? As an example, 
the Index of Spouse Abuse (ISA) (Hudson & McIntosh, 
1981) includes weighted indices as a function of item 
relevance for construct measurement (representativeness 
criterium) and, in addition to physical, sexual and emo-
tional abuse, includes other aspects such as social isola-
tion and economic control (exhaustiveness criterium). In 
turn, this instrument features different versions adapted to 
different ethnic groups, such as African American women 

(Campbell et al., 1994; Cook et al., 2003), thus taking into 
account different manifestations of violence against women 
as a function of other variables that interact with gender.

Other examples of measurements incorporating gender 
perspective in research on IPVAW include questionnaires 
used to carry out WHO multi-country study (García-Moreno 
et al., 2006) or the FRA survey (2014), and finally, a consid-
eration of the suggestions put forth by Ellsberg and Heise 
(2005) for formulating these questions. In fact, the WHO’s 
questionnaire has been widely used in several countries 
before their good evidence of construct validity and  reli-
ability were adequately demonstrated in different researches 
(Badenes-Sastre et al., 2023; Nybergh et. al., 2013; Schrai-
ber et al., 2010).

On the other hand, with respect to the sources of the 
construct-irrelevant variance, one aspect that could serve to 
improve the appropriateness of the measures would be, in 
our opinion, to broaden the parts involved in the construction 
of the validity argument (Padilla et al., 2007). In this regard, 
the use of mixed methodologies allowing the participants 
to qualitatively characterize and define the meaning of the 
scores obtained from the scales or other quantitative instru-
ments would entail an intriguing advance, from both a meth-
odological and a substantive point of view (e.g., Lehrner & 
Allen, 2014).

Certainly, what may be possible in an intervention setting 
is not always possible in a research context (Jones et al., 
2017). Case-specific evaluations that require intervention 
will permit an exhaustive evaluation that is not always pos-
sible in social research. In contexts of social research, it is 
necessary to obtain information from large samples in which 
the participants collaborate, responding to the instruments 
voluntarily. The time required to complete the questionnaires 
should not, therefore, exceed established limits. Neverthe-
less, it would be advisable to include short questions that 
provide an adequate contextualization of the behaviors under 
study, such as questions that can evaluate the positions of 
power within the relationship (e.g., “To what extent do you 
decide how to spend the family money?” or “How many 
times have your partner made important decisions for both 
of you without your consent?”), the motives (e.g., “Did your 
partner ever try to get your obedience by means of any of 
the mentioned behaviors?” or “Did your partner ever used 
any of the mentioned behaviors to intimidate you?”) and 
consequences of the violent behavior (e.g., “Did any of the 
mentioned behaviors affected your work or studies?” or 
“Did any of the mentioned behaviors make you feel scared 
or frightened?”), and the proactive or reactive nature of 
such behavior (e.g., “How many times do you estimate that 
in behaving that way you tried to physically protect your-
self from yours partner’s assault?” or “To what extent do 
you estimate that you used any of the mentioned behaviors 



1050 Journal of Family Violence (2023) 38:1043–1054

1 3

without having been previously attacked or seriously threat-
ened by your partner?”) (see, for example, DeKeseredy & 
Schwartz, 1998; Ellsberg & Heise, 2005; Johnson, 2006; 
Yakubovich et al., 2019).

How to Help Substantiate Explicative Models 
with Empirical Evidence more Closely Aligned 
to Measurement Standards?

One of the basic principles of methodology is not to exclude 
relevant aspects from the explanation of a phenomenon 
(Hair et al., 2010), even though in conducting research it 
is not infrequent to exclude relevant variables due to the 
difficulty of operationalizing them. While in these cases it 
tends to be a common practice to point out the correspond-
ing limitations, the problem arises with inferences made, 
as if these limitations did not exist. To draw conclusions 
about a construct in this way, one whose measurements have 
excluded relevant variables from the construct, is to breach 
the principle of validity and lead to, therefore, the creation 
and maintenance of biased explicative models (Delgado, 
2020). Uncritical reductionism, in the case of IPVAW, would 
ultimately be contributing to maintain this serious social 
problem. This is not to suggest that there are not different 
forms of IPV, as well as different complementary approaches 
to address them. Following the logic of the Standards, this 
would mean that, whatever the object and the approach, a 
reasoned definition must be given to the construct, establish-
ing its logical connection with the tools meant to measure it, 
detailing the use and scope that will be given to the scores, 
and adjusting the level of inference by taking into account 
the eventual consequences of the judgements and decisions 
made with respect to the scores.

The editorial policies of scientific publication could con-
tribute greatly to this end in the same mode of the propos-
als put forward in the SAGER guidelines for the equitable 
incorporation of sex and gender in research (i.e., Heidari 
et al., 2019). A greater insistence on validity evidences and 
transparency in the publication of research results, and the 
evaluation of their compliance with the measurement Stand-
ards would, without a doubt, promote a change that would 
contribute to a more rigorous advance in knowledge and a 
more profound debate between the varied results.

We will conclude by returning to the root of the problem 
(i.e., the very definition of the construct), in accordance with 
the needs set forth by Lehrner and Allen (2014): “clarifica-
tion of the definition and meaning of IPV is essential for 
improved assessment (…). Different conceptualizations 
yield different measures and prevalence estimates, with 
different validity claims” (p. 487). This clarification of the 
construct should be explicitly stated in the publication of 
results, allowing for an analysis to determine whether its 

representation in the measuring tools is adequate and to what 
extent the interpretations are adjusted to what is meant to 
be measured (Ferrer-Pérez & Bosch-Fiol, 2019). Likewise, 
from the perspective of consequential validity this rational-
theoretical analysis would benefit from the incorporation 
of the underlying value judgements and the conceptual and 
ideological framework in which the study is positioned 
(Padilla et al., 2006, 2007). Beyond the practical difficulty 
of applying these considerations, this terrain of values and 
ideology could also witness the appearance of the first great 
obstacle, the myth of “scientific neutrality”. While it remains 
in force in certain academic circles, this understanding of 
science as a value-free activity has been overtaken by new 
epistemological and methodological trends (e.g., Cronbach, 
1988; Dekeseredy, 2016; Harding, 2004; Messick, 1975, 
1989, 1998; Shepard, 1997; Wijsen et al., 2022). Notable 
among these trends is the critique of the assumptions that 
lead to identifying “neutrality” with “blindness” in gender-
related topics, where numerous science philosophers have 
demonstrated an androcentric vision (and, as such, not neu-
tral) underpinning this identification (e.g., Harding, 1986). 
Thus, and in line with current standards, it is not a ques-
tion of choosing between value-free or value-laden research, 
but rather of critically analyzing which values entail which 
consequences for the most aggrieved group, in this case 
women, and to respond accordingly. In our opinion, taking 
into account precisely the consequential aspect in the analysis 
of validity, it would be difficult to justify ignoring or negat-
ing the relevance of gender as an analytical category and 
the multidisciplinary contributions of the feminist or gender 
perspective to the study of IPVAW (e.g., Dekeseredy, 2016, 
2021; Korsvik & Rustad, 2018; Malbon et al., 2018). Accord-
ingly, we advocate the transversal incorporation of the gen-
der perspective, from defining the construct to interpreting 
the data, and including the research design and the use of 
the measurement tools in order to avoid, control, or at least, 
detect possible sources of bias (Ferrer & Bosch, 2005).

Finally, a brief reflection on the scope and limitations 
of this work, in which we have focused on arguing for the 
need to include the gender perspective in research related 
to IPVAW in light of a new scope in this field, namely the 
measurement Standards and, more specifically, the focus on 
consequential validity. Every delimitation implies a limita-
tion. Delimiting our object of study as IPVAW, understood 
as violence against women in heterosexual relationships, 
also necessarily implies a limitation in the scope of the study. 
Violence is not exclusive to heterosexual relationships, even 
though the universal figures for IPVAW have compelled 
international organizations to consider it a pandemic social 
problem and a priority. Additionally, the analysis addressed 
in this work has focused specifically on the category gender 
as a universal phenomenon of oppression against women, 



1051Journal of Family Violence (2023) 38:1043–1054 

1 3

regardless of the diversity in cultural and social manifes-
tations. Other variables that interact with gender, such as 
ethnicity or social class, add a very relevant percentage of 
variance to the explanation of the phenomenon. Research 
conducted from these other perspectives and that include an 
intersectional perspective will contribute towards gaining 
a full understanding of this violence in which, as we have 
argued, gender cannot and should not be ignored. However, 
beyond these limitations, we can summarize the main idea 
provided in this article by recalling an editorial published in 
the journal Nature (2020, p. 196): “accounting for sex and 
gender makes science better”.

Acknowledgements We would like to thank the University of Balearic 
Islands and the Pontifical University of Salamanca for their support in 
conducting this work.

Funding Open Access funding provided thanks to the CRUE-CSIC 
agreement with Springer Nature.

Declarations 

Conflict of Interests The authors declared no potential conflicts of in-
terest with respect to the content, authorship, and/or publication of this 
article.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article's Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article's Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Ackerman, J. (2018). Assessing conflict tactics scale validity by exam-
ining intimate partner violence overreporting. Psychology of Vio-
lence, 8(2), 207–217. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ vio00 00112

Agencia Estatal de Investigación. (2020). Informative note on evalua-
tion of the Integration of Gender Analysis in Research (IAGI), in 
the calls of the State Research Agency. https:// www. aei. gob. es/ 
en/ scien ce- equal ity/ evalu ation- integ ration- gender- aei. Accessed 
15 June 2022.

Allen, J. J., Anderson, C. A., & Bushman, B. J. (2018). The General 
Aggression Model. Current Opinion in Psychology, 19, 75–80. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. copsyc. 2017. 03. 034

American Educational Research Association, American Psychological 
Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education. 
(2014). Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing. 
American Educational Research Association. https:// www. testi 
ngsta ndards. net/ uploa ds/7/ 6/6/ 4/ 76643 089/ stand ards_ 2014e 
dition. pdf

American Psychological Association. (2009). Resolution On Male 
Violence Against Women. http:// www. apa. org/ about/ policy/ 
male- viole nce. aspx

Badenes-Sastre, M., Lorente Acosta, M., Herrero Machancoses, F., 
& Expósito Jiménez, F. (2023). Spanish adaptation and valida-
tion of the World Health Organization’s violence against women 
instrument. Psicothema, 35(2), 202–210. https:// doi. org/ 10. 7334/ 
psico thema 2022. 197

Biglia, B., & Vergés, N. (2016). Cuestionando la perspectiva de 
género en la investigación [Questioning the gender perspective 
in research]. REIRE Revista d’Innovació i Recerca en Educació, 
9(2), 12–29. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1344/ reire 2016.9. 2922

Bosch, E., & Ferrer, V. A. (2002). La voz de las invisibles. Las víctimas 
de un mal amor que mata [The voice of the invisible. The victims 
of a bad love that kills]. Editorial Cátedra

Bosch-Fiol, E., & Ferrer-Pérez, V. A. (2012). Nuevo mapa de los mitos 
sobre la violencia de género en el siglo XXI [New map of the myths 
about gender violence in XXI century]. Psicothema, 24(4), 548–554.

Campbell, D. W., Campbell, J., King, C., Parker, B., & Ryan, J. (1994). 
The reliability and factor structure of the index of spouse abuse 
with African-American women. Violence and Victims, 9, 
259–274.

Caprile, M. (Coord.) (2012). Guía práctica para la inclusión de la 
perspectiva de género en los contenidos de la investigación 
[Practical guide for the inclusion of the gender perspective in 
research contents]. Fundación CIREM.

Carlton, J. M., Bennett Cattaneo, L., & Gebhard, K. T. (2016). Barri-
ers to help seeking for lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and 
queer survivors of intimate partner violence. Trauma, Violence, 
& Violence, & Abuse, 17(5), 585–600. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 
15248 38015 585318

Chester, D. S., & DeWall, C. N. (2018). The roots of intimate partner 
violence. Current Opinion in Psychology, 19, 55–59. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. copsyc. 2017. 04. 009

Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women. 
(n.d./2022). General recommendations. https:// www. ohchr. org/ 
en/ treaty- bodies/ cedaw/ gener al- recom menda tions

Cook, S. L., Conrad, L., Bender, M., & Kaslow, N. J. (2003). The 
internal validity of the index of spouse abuse in African Amer-
ican women. Violence and Victims, 18, 641–657.

Council of Europe. (2011). Council of Europe Convention on pre-
venting and combating violence against women and domestic 
violence. https:// www. coe. int/ en/ web/ conve ntions/ full- list? 
module= treaty- detai l& treat ynum= 210

Cronbach, L. J. (1988). Five perspectives on validity argument. In 
H. Wainer & H. I. Braun (Eds.), Test validity (pp. 3–17). Law-
rence Erlbaum Associates.

DeKeseredy, W. S. (2016). Understanding Woman Abuse in Inti-
mate Heterosexual Relationships: The Enduring Relevance of 
Feminist Ways of Knowing. Journal of Family Violence, 31, 
1043–1046. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10896- 016- 9861-8

DeKeseredy, W. S. (2021). Bringing Feminist Sociological Analyses 
of Patriarchy Back to the Forefront of the Study of Woman 
Abuse. Violence Against Women, 27(5), 621–638. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1177/ 2F107 78012 20958 485

DeKeseredy, W. S., & Schwartz, M. D. (2011). Theoretical and Defi-
nitional Issues in Violence Against Women. In R. K. Bergen, J. 
L. Edleson, & C. M. Renzetti (Eds.), Sourcebook on Violence 
Against Women (pp. 3–20). Sage.

DeKeseredy, W. S., & Schwartz, M. D. (1998). Measuring the extent 
of woman abuse in intimate heterosexual relationships: A cri-
tique of the Conflict Tactics Scales. https:// vawnet. org/ mater 
ial/ measu ring- extent- woman- abuse- intim ate- heter osexu al- relat 
ionsh ips- criti que- confl ict- tacti cs

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000112
https://www.aei.gob.es/en/science-equality/evaluation-integrationgender-aei
https://www.aei.gob.es/en/science-equality/evaluation-integrationgender-aei
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.034
https://www.testingstandards.net/uploads/7/6/6/4/76643089/standards_2014edition.pdf
https://www.testingstandards.net/uploads/7/6/6/4/76643089/standards_2014edition.pdf
https://www.testingstandards.net/uploads/7/6/6/4/76643089/standards_2014edition.pdf
http://www.apa.org/about/policy/male-violence.aspx
http://www.apa.org/about/policy/male-violence.aspx
https://doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2022.197
https://doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2022.197
https://doi.org/10.1344/reire2016.9.2922
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838015585318
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838015585318
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.04.009
https://www.ohchr.org/en/treaty-bodies/cedaw/general-recommendations
https://www.ohchr.org/en/treaty-bodies/cedaw/general-recommendations
https://www.coe.int/en/web/conventions/full-list?module=treaty-detail&treatynum=210
https://www.coe.int/en/web/conventions/full-list?module=treaty-detail&treatynum=210
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-016-9861-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F1077801220958485
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F1077801220958485
https://vawnet.org/material/measuring-extent-woman-abuse-intimate-heterosexual-relationships-critique-conflict-tactics
https://vawnet.org/material/measuring-extent-woman-abuse-intimate-heterosexual-relationships-critique-conflict-tactics
https://vawnet.org/material/measuring-extent-woman-abuse-intimate-heterosexual-relationships-critique-conflict-tactics


1052 Journal of Family Violence (2023) 38:1043–1054

1 3

Delgado, C. (2013). Aspectos cognitivos y emocionales de la vio-
lencia de género [Cognitive and emotional aspects of gender 
violence]. In A. Figueruelo, M. del Pozo, M. León (Dirs.) & 
A. Gallardo (Coord.), Violencia de género e igualdad. Una 
cuestión de derechos humanos [Gender violence and equality. 
A matter of human rights]  (pp. 65–79). Comares.

Delgado, C. (2020). La Ceguera al Género Inducida por la Ceguera 
a los Estándares de Medición. Comentario a Ferrer-Pérez y 
Bosch-Fiol, 2019 [Blindness to gender induced by blindness to 
assessment standards. Comment to Ferrer-Pérez &Bosch-Fiol, 
2019]. Anuario de Psicología Jurídica, 30(1), 93–66. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 5093/ apj20 19a8

Devries, K. M., Mak, J. Y. T., García-Moreno, C., Petzold, M., 
Child, J. C., Falder, G., Lim, S., Bacchus, L. J., Engell, R. E., 
Rosenfeld, L., Pallitto, C., Vos, T., Abrahams, N., & Watts, C. 
H. (2013). The global prevalence of intimate partner violence 
against women. Science, 340, 1527–1528. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1126/ scien ce. 12409 37

Editorial. (2020). Accounting for sex and gender makes science bet-
ter. Nature, 588, 196.

Ellsberg, M., & Heise, L. (2005). Researching violence against 
women. A practical guide for researchers and activists. WHO. 
https:// apps. who. int/ iris/ handle/ 10665/ 42966

European Commission. (2020). Gendered Innovations 2: How inclu-
sive analysis contributes to research and innovation. https:// ec. 
europa. eu/ info/ sites/ defau lt/ files/ resea rch_ and_ innov ation/ strat 
egy_ on_ resea rch_ and_ innov ation/ docum ents/ ki032 0108e nn_ 
final. pdf

European Institute for Gender Equality. (2022). Gender equality glos-
sary and thesaurus. https:// eige. europa. eu/ thesa urus/ terms/ 1265? 
lang= en

European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights. (2014). Violence 
against women: an EU-wide Surrey. Main results. Publications 
Office of the European Union. http:// fra. europa. eu/ sites/ defau lt/ 
files/ fra- 2014- vaw- survey- main- resul ts_ en. pdf

Ferrer, V. A., & Bosch, E. (2005). Introduciendo la perspectiva de 
género en la investigación psicológica sobre violencia de género 
[Introducing the gender perspective in psychological research 
about gender violence]. Anales De Psicología, 21(1), 1–10.

Ferrer-Perez, V. A., Bosch-Fiol, E., Ferreiro-Basurto, V., Delgado-
Alvarez, C., & Sánchez-Prada, A. (2020). Comparing Implicit 
and ExplicitAttitudes Toward Intimate PartnerViolence Against 
Women. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 2147. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
3389/ fpsyg. 2020. 02147

Ferrer-Pérez, V. A., & Bosch-Fiol, E. (2019). El género en el análisis 
de la violencia contra las mujeres en la pareja: De la “ceguera” 
de género a la investigación específica del mismo [Gender in 
the analysis of intimate partner violence against women: From 
gender “blindness” to gender-specific research]. Anuario De 
Psicología Jurídica, 29(1), 69–76. https:// doi. org/ 10. 5093/ apj20 
19a3

Finkel, E. J., & Hall, A. (2018). The  I3 Model: A metatheoretical frame-
work for understanding aggression. Current Opinion in Psychol-
ogy, 19, 125–130. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. copsyc. 2017. 03. 013

Fleming, J. C., & Franklin, C. A. (2021). Predicting Police Endorse-
ment of Myths Surrounding Intimate Partner Violence. Jour-
nal of Family Violence, 36, 407–416. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s10896- 020- 00178-w

Gahagan, J., Gray, K., & Whynacht, A. (2015). Sex and gender matter 
in health research: addressing health inequities in health research 
reporting. International Journal for Equity in Health, 14(12), 12. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ s12939- 015- 0144-4

Gamba, S. B. (2009). Estudios de la mujer / Estudios de las mujeres 
[Women's studies]. In S. B. Gamba (Coord.), Diccionario de 
estudios de género y feminismos [Dictionary of gender studies 
and feminisms] (2nd ed., pp. 124–126). Biblos.

García-Calvente, M. (Ed.), Jiménez, M. L., & Martínez, E.  (2010). 
Guía para incorporar la perspectiva de género a la investigación 
en salud [Guide to incorporate the gender perspective into health 
research]. Escuela Andaluza de Salud Pública. https:// www. easp. 
es/ proje ct/ guia- para- incor porar- la- persp ectiva- de- genero- a- la- 
inves tigac ion- en- salud/

García-Moreno, C., Zimmerman, C., Morris-Gehring, A., Heise, L. 
L., Amin, A., Abrahams, N., & Watts, C. (2005). Addressing 
violence against women: A call to action. The Lancet, 385, 1685–
1695. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0140- 6736(14) 61830-4

García-Moreno, C., Jansen, H. A., Ellsberg, M., Heise, L. L., & Watts, 
C. H. (2006). Prevalence of intimate partner violence: Findings 
from the WHO multi-country study on women’s health and 
domestic violence. The Lancet, 368, 1260–1269. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1016/ S0140- 6736(06) 69523-8

Gómez-Benito, J., Hidalgo, M. D., & Guilera, G. (2010). El sesgo en 
los instrumentos de medición Tests justos [Bias in measurement 
instruments Fair tests]. Papeles del Psicólogo, 31(1), 75–84.

Gracia, E., Rodríguez, C. M., & Lila, M. (2015). Preliminary evalu-
ation of an analog procedure to assess acceptability of intimate 
partner violence against women: the Partner Violence Accept-
ability Movie Task. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 1567. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2015. 01567

Grupo de Trabajo de Psicología e Igualdad de Género del Consejo 
General de Colegios Oficiales de Psicólogos. (2016). Manual de 
buenas prácticas. Psicología e igualdad de género [Manual of 
good practices. Psychology and gender equality]. Author.

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C, Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E (2010). Mul-
tivariate Data Analysis (7th ed.). Prentice Hall.

Hamberger, L. K. (2005). Men’s and Women’s Use of Intimate Part-
ner Violence in Clinical Samples: Toward a Gender-Sensitive 
Analysis. Violence and Victims, 20(2), 131–151. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1891/ vivi. 2005. 20.2. 131

Hamberger, L. K., & Larsen, S. E. (2015). Men’s and women’s 
experience of intimate partner violence: A review of ten years 
of comparative studies in clinical samples; Part 1. Journal 
of Family Violence, 30, 699–717. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s10896- 015- 9732-8

Harding, S. (1986). The Science Question in Feminism. Cornell Uni-
versity Press.

Harding, S. (2004). The Feminist Standpoint Theory Reader. 
Routledge.

Harway, M. (2002). Intimate Partner Abuse and Relationship Vio-
lence. APA. http:// www. apa. org/ about/ divis ion/ activ ities/ partn 
er- abuse. pdf

Heidari, S., Babor, T. F., De Castro, P., Tort, S., & Curno, M. (2019). 
Equidad según sexo y de género en la investigación: Justifi-
cación de las guías SAGER y recomendaciones para su uso 
[Equity according to sex and gender in research: Justification 
of the SAGER guidelines and recommendations for their use]. 
Gaceta Sanitaria, 33(2), 203–210. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
gaceta. 2018. 04. 003

Heise, L., & Kotsadam, A. (2015). Cross-national and multilevel 
correlates ofpartner violence: An analysis of data from pop-
ulation-based surveys. The Lancet, 3, e332–e340. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/ S2214- 109X(15) 00013-3

Heise, L. L. (2011). What works to prevent partner violence? An 
evidence overview. STRIVE Research Consortium. London 
School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine. https:// assets. publi 
shing. servi ce. gov. uk/ media/ 57a08 abde5 274a3 1e000 0750/ 
60887- Partn erVio lence Evide nceOv erview. pdf

Hlavka, H. (2014). Normalizing Sexual Violence Young Women 
Account for Harassment and Abuse. Gender and Society, 
28(3), 337–358. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 08912 43214 526468

Holt, S., Buckley, H., & Whelan, S. (2008). The impact of exposure 
to domestic violence on children and young people: A review 

https://doi.org/10.5093/apj2019a8
https://doi.org/10.5093/apj2019a8
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1240937
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1240937
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/42966
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/research_and_innovation/strategy_on_research_and_innovation/documents/ki0320108enn_final.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/research_and_innovation/strategy_on_research_and_innovation/documents/ki0320108enn_final.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/research_and_innovation/strategy_on_research_and_innovation/documents/ki0320108enn_final.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/research_and_innovation/strategy_on_research_and_innovation/documents/ki0320108enn_final.pdf
https://eige.europa.eu/thesaurus/terms/1265?lang=en
https://eige.europa.eu/thesaurus/terms/1265?lang=en
http://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra-2014-vaw-survey-main-results_en.pdf
http://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra-2014-vaw-survey-main-results_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.02147
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.02147
https://doi.org/10.5093/apj2019a3
https://doi.org/10.5093/apj2019a3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00178-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00178-w
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-015-0144-4
https://www.easp.es/project/guia-para-incorporar-la-perspectiva-de-genero-a-la-investigacion-en-salud/
https://www.easp.es/project/guia-para-incorporar-la-perspectiva-de-genero-a-la-investigacion-en-salud/
https://www.easp.es/project/guia-para-incorporar-la-perspectiva-de-genero-a-la-investigacion-en-salud/
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)61830-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(06)69523-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(06)69523-8
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01567
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01567
https://doi.org/10.1891/vivi.2005.20.2.131
https://doi.org/10.1891/vivi.2005.20.2.131
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-015-9732-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-015-9732-8
http://www.apa.org/about/division/activities/partner-abuse.pdf
http://www.apa.org/about/division/activities/partner-abuse.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2018.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2018.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X(15)00013-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X(15)00013-3
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/57a08abde5274a31e0000750/60887-PartnerViolenceEvidenceOverview.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/57a08abde5274a31e0000750/60887-PartnerViolenceEvidenceOverview.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/57a08abde5274a31e0000750/60887-PartnerViolenceEvidenceOverview.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243214526468


1053Journal of Family Violence (2023) 38:1043–1054 

1 3

of the literature. Child Abuse & Neglect, 32(8), 797–810. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. chiabu. 2008. 02. 004

Hudson, W. W., & McIntosh, S. R. (1981). The Assessment of 
Spouse Abuse: Two Quantifiable Dimensions. Journal of Mar-
riage and the Family, 43, 873–885.

Humbert, A. L., Strid, S., Hearn, J., & Balkmar, D. (2021). Undo-
ing the ‘Nordic Paradox’: Factors affecting rates of disclosed 
violence against women across the EU. PLoS ONE, 16(5), 
e0249693. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 02496 93

Jewkes, R., Flood, M., & Lang, J. (2015). From work with men and 
boys to changes of social norms and reduction of inequities in 
gender relations: A conceptual shift in prevention of violence 
against women and girls. The Lancet, 385, 1580–1589. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0140- 6736(14) 61683-4

Johnson, M. P. (2006). Conflict and Control: Gender Symmetry and 
Asymmetry in Domestic Violence. Violence against Women, 
12(11), 1003–1018. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10778 01206 
293328

Johnson, M. P. (2011). Gender and types of intimate partner vio-
lence: A response to an anti-feminist literature review. Aggres-
sion and Violent Behavior, 16(4), 289–296. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. avb. 2011. 04. 006

Jones, R. T., Browne, K., & Chou, S. (2017). A critique of the 
revised Conflict Tactics Scales-2 (CTS-2). Aggression and 
Violent Behavior, 37, 83–90. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. avb. 
2017. 08. 005

Kane, M. (1992). An argument-based approach to validity. Psycho-
logical Bulletin, 112, 527–535. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0033- 
2909. 112.3. 527

Kane, M. (2001). Current concerns in validity theory. Journal of Edu-
cational Measurement, 38, 319–342. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 
1745- 3984. 2001. tb011 30.x

Kane, M. (2002). Validating high-stakes testing programs. Educational 
Measurement: Issues and Practice, 21, 31–41. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1111/j. 1745- 3992. 2002. tb000 83.x

Korsvik, T. R. & Rustad, L. M. (2018). What is the gender dimension 
in research? Cases studies in interdisciplinary research. Lysaker, 
Norway: Kilden. https:// kjonn sfors kning. no/ sites/ defau lt/ files/ 
what_ is_ the_ gender_ dimen sion_ roggk orsvik_ kilden_ gende 
rrese arch. no_. pdf

Laskey, P., Bates, E., & Taylor, J. (2019). A systematic literature review 
of intimate partner violence victimisation: An inclusive review 
across gender and sexuality. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 
47, 1–11. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. avb. 2019. 02. 014

Lehrner, A., & Allen, N. E. (2014). Construct validity of the Conflict 
Tactics Scales: A mixed-method investigation of women’s inti-
mate partner violence. Psychology of Violence, 4(4), 477–490. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ a0037 404

Leplow, B. (Ed.). (2017). Applied Psychological Measurement. Series: 
Zeitschrift für Psychologie - Volume 31. Hogrefe Publishing.

Malbon, E., Carson, L., & Yates, S. (2018). What can policymakers 
learn from feminist strategies to combine contextualised evidence 
with advocacy? Palgrave Communications, 4, 104. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1057/ s41599- 018- 0160-2

Martín-Fernández, M., Gracia, E., Marco, M., Vargas, V., Santirso, 
F. A., & Lila, M. (2018). Measuring Acceptability of Intimate 
Partner Violence against Women: Development and Validation 
of the A-IPVAW Scale. The European Journal of Psychology 
Applied to Legal Context, 10(1), 26–34. https:// doi. org/ 10. 5093/ 
ejpal c2018 a3

Messick, S. (1975). The standard problem: Meaning and values in 
measurement and evaluation. American Psychologist, 30, 955–
966. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0003- 066X. 30. 10. 955

Messick, S. (1989). Validity. In R. L. Linn (Ed.), Educational measure-
ment (pp. 13–103). MacMillan.

Messick, S. (1998). Test validity: A matter of consequence. Social 
Indicators Research, 45, 35–44. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1023/A: 10069 
64925 094

Meyer, S. R., Stöckl, H., Vorfeld, C., Kamenov, K., & García-Moreno, 
C. (2022). A scoping review of measurement of violence against 
women and disability. PLoS ONE, 17(1), e0263020. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 02630 20

Millet, K. (1995). Política sexual [Sexual Politics]. Ed. Cátedra. Col. 
Feminismos. (Original work published 1969)

Navarro-González, M., Padilla, J. L., & Díaz-Piedra, C. (2021, July). 
Social desirability in psychological aggression against a partner 
studies: A scoping review. In C. Serrano-Montilla & M. Mar-
tín-Fernández (Chair), Current Methodological Trends in The 
Analysis, Assessment, and Evaluation of Intimate Partner Vio-
lence Against Women. Symposium conducted at the 9th European 
Congress of Methodology, Valencia, Spain. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
7203/ PUV- OA- 438-5

Nybergh, L., Taft, C., & Krantz, G. (2013). Psychometric properties 
of the WHO violence against women instrument in a female 
population based sample in Sweden: A cross-sectional sur-
vey. BMJ Open, 3, e002053. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bmjop 
en- 2012- 002053

Oliva, A. (2020). Género [Gender]. In A. Puleo (Ed.), Ser feministas. 
Pensamiento y acción [Being feminists. Thought and action]  
(pp.143–146). Cátedra.

Padilla, J. L., Gómez, J., Hidalgo, M. D., & Muñiz, J. (2006). La eval-
uación de las consecuencias del uso de los tests en la teoría de 
la validez [Evaluation of consequences of test use in validity 
theory]. Psicothema, 18(2), 307–312.

Padilla, J. L., Gómez, J., Hidalgo, M. D., & Muñiz, J. (2007). Esquema 
conceptual y procedimientos para analizar la validez de las con-
secuencias del uso de los test [Validation scheme and procedures 
to analyze consequential validity]. Psicothema, 19(1), 173–178.

Peters, J. (2008). Measuring myths about domestic violence: Develop-
ment and initial validation of the domestic violence myth accept-
ance scale. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 
16(1), 1–21. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 10926 77080 19177 80

Puleo, A. H. (2008). Introducción. El concepto de género en la filosofía  
[Introduction. The concept of gender in philosophy]. In A. H. 
Puleo (Ed.), El reto de la igualdad de género. Nuevas perspecti-
vas en Ética y Filosofía Política [The challenge of gender equal-
ity. New perspectives in Ethics and Political Philosophy] (pp. 
15–42). Biblioteca Nueva.

Ranganathan, M., Heise, L., Peterman, A., Roy, S., & Hidrobo, M. 
(2021). Cross-disciplinary intersections between public health 
and economics in intimate partner violence research. SSM - 
Population Health, 14, 100822. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ssmph. 
2021. 100822

Rodríguez, P., & Khalil, H. (2017). Changing Values: Attitudes about 
Intimate Partner Violence in Immigrants and Natives in Five 
Western Countries. Deviant Behaviour, 38(3), 241–253. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 01639 625. 2016. 11969 80

Rodríguez-Magda, R. M. (2020). Género [Gender]. In. R. Cobo & B. 
Ranea (Eds.), Breve diccionario de feminismo [Brief dictionary 
of feminism]  (pp. 119–121). Los Libros de la Catarata.

Sardinha, L., Maheu-Giroux, M., Stöckl, H., Meyer, S. R., & García-
Moreno, C. (2022). Global, regional, and national prevalence 
estimates of physical or sexual, or both, intimate partner violence 
against women in 2018. The Lancet, 399, 803–813. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/ S0140- 6736(21) 02664-7

Schraiber, L., Latorre, M., França, I., Segri, N. J., & D’Oliveira, A. 
(2010). Validity of the WHO VAW study instrument for esti-
mating gender-based violence against women. Revista Saúde 
Pública, 44(4), 658–666. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1590/ s0034- 89102 
01000 04000 09

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2008.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0249693
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)61683-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)61683-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801206293328
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801206293328
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2011.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2011.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2017.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2017.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.112.3.527
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.112.3.527
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3984.2001.tb01130.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3984.2001.tb01130.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3992.2002.tb00083.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3992.2002.tb00083.x
https://kjonnsforskning.no/sites/default/files/what_is_the_gender_dimension_roggkorsvik_kilden_genderresearch.no_.pdf
https://kjonnsforskning.no/sites/default/files/what_is_the_gender_dimension_roggkorsvik_kilden_genderresearch.no_.pdf
https://kjonnsforskning.no/sites/default/files/what_is_the_gender_dimension_roggkorsvik_kilden_genderresearch.no_.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2019.02.014
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037404
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-018-0160-2
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-018-0160-2
https://doi.org/10.5093/ejpalc2018a3
https://doi.org/10.5093/ejpalc2018a3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.30.10.955
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006964925094
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006964925094
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0263020
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0263020
https://doi.org/10.7203/PUV-OA-438-5
https://doi.org/10.7203/PUV-OA-438-5
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2012-002053
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2012-002053
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926770801917780
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2021.100822
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2021.100822
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2016.1196980
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2016.1196980
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(21)02664-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(21)02664-7
https://doi.org/10.1590/s0034-89102010000400009
https://doi.org/10.1590/s0034-89102010000400009


1054 Journal of Family Violence (2023) 38:1043–1054

1 3

Shepard, L. A. (1997). The centrality of test use and consequences for 
test validity. Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice 16(2), 
5–8, 13, 24. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1745- 3992. 1997. tb005 85.x

Stockl, H., Devries, K., Rotstein, A., Abrahams, N., Campbell, J., 
Watts, C. H., & García-Moreno, C. (2013). The global prevalence 
of intimate partner homicide: A systematic review. The Lancet, 
382, 859–865. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0140- 6736(13) 61030-2

Straus, M. A. (1979). Measuring intrafamily conflict and violence: The 
Conflict Tactics Scales. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 
41(1), 75–88. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2307/ 351733

Straus, M. A. (2010). Thirty years of denying the evidence on gender 
symmetry in partner violence: Implications for prevention and 
treatment. Partner Abuse, 1(3), 332–362. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1891/ 
1946- 6560.1. 3. 332

Straus, M. A. (2011). Gender symmetry and mutuality in perpetration of 
clinical-level partner violence: Empirical evidence and implica-
tions for prevention and treatment. Aggression and Violent Behav-
ior, 16(4), 279–288. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. avb. 2011. 04. 010

Straus, M. A., Hamby, S., Boney-McCoy, S., & Sugarman, D. (1996). 
The Revised Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS2): Development and 
Preliminary Psychometric Data. Journal of Family Issues, 17(3), 
283–316. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 01925 13960 17003 001

Straus, M. A., Gelles, R. J., & Steinmetz, S. K. (1980). Behind closed 
doors: Violence in the American Family. Anchor Books.

Sugarman, D. B., & Hotaling, G. T. (1997). Intimate Violence and 
Social Desirability: A Meta-Analytic Review. Journal of Inter-
personal Violence, 12(2), 275–290. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 
08862 60970 12002 008

United Nations Women. (n.d./2022). Frequently asked questions: Types 
of violence against women and girls. https:// www. unwom en. org/ en/ 
what- we- do/ ending- viole nce- again st- women/ faqs/ types- of- viole nce

United Nations. (1994). Declaration on the Elimination of Violence 
against Women (Res. A/R/48/104). https:// www. ohchr. org/ en/ 
instr uments- mecha nisms/ instr uments/ decla ration- elimi nation- 
viole nce- again st- women

United Nations. (2006). In-depth study on all forms of violence against 
women (AG 61/122/Add.1). https:// www. un. org/ women watch/ 
daw/ vaw/ SGstu dyvaw. htm

Valcárcel, A. (2009). Feminismo en un mundo global [Feminism in a 
global world]. Cátedra.

Vázquez, R. (2014). Investigación, género y ética: una tríada necesaria 
para el cambio [Research, gender and ethics: a necessary triad 

for change]. Forum Qualitative Social Research, 15(2). https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 17169/ fqs- 15.2. 2150

Walby, S., Towers, J., Balderston, S., Corradi, C., Francis, B., Heis-
kanen, M., Helweg-Larsen, K., Mergaert, L., Olive, P., Palmer, 
E., Stöckl, H., & Strid, S. (2017). The concept and measurement 
of violence against women and men. Policy Press. http:// libra ry. 
oapen. org/ handle/ 20. 500. 12657/ 31892

Wareham, J., Wagers, S. M., Rodriguez, L. M., & Neighbors, C. (2022). 
An Exploration of Measurement Invariance across Sex in Inti-
mate Partner Violence Perpetration. Victims & Offenders, 17(2), 
161–181. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 15564 886. 2021. 19342 11

Wijsen, L. D., Borsboom, D., & Alexandrova, A. (2022). Values in 
Psychometrics. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 17(3), 
788–804. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 17456 91621 10141 83

World Health Organization. (2012). Intimate partner violence. Series: 
Understanding and addressing violence against women. https:// 
apps. who. int/ iris/ bitst ream/ handle/ 10665/ 77432/ WHO_ RHR_ 
12. 36_ eng. pdf? seque nce= 1& isAll owed=y

World Health Organization. (2013). Global and regional estimates of 
violence against women. Prevalence and health effects of inti-
mate partner violence and non-partner sexual violence. https:// 
www. who. int/ publi catio ns/i/ item/ 97892 41564 625

World Health Organization. (2021). Violence Against Women Preva-
lence Estimates, 2018: global, regional and national prevalence 
estimates for intimate partner violence against women and global 
and regional prevalence estimates for non-partner sexual vio-
lence against women: executive summary. https:// www. who. int/ 
publi catio ns/i/ item/ 97892 40022 256

Yakubovich, A. R., Heron, J., Feder, G., Fraser, A., & Humphreys, 
D. K. (2019). Intimate partner violence victimisation in early 
adulthood: psychometric properties of a new measure and gender 
differences in the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Chil-
dren. BMJ Open, 9(3), e025621. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bmjop 
en- 2018- 025621

Zapata-Calvente, A. L., Megías, J. L., Moya, M., & Schoebi, D. (2019). 
Gender-Related Ideological and Structural Macrosocial Factors 
Associated with Intimate Partner Violence Against European 
Women. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 43(3), 317–334. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 03616 84319 839367

Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3992.1997.tb00585.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61030-2
https://doi.org/10.2307/351733
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.1.3.332
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.1.3.332
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2011.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1177/019251396017003001
https://doi.org/10.1177/088626097012002008
https://doi.org/10.1177/088626097012002008
https://www.unwomen.org/en/what-we-do/ending-violence-against-women/faqs/types-of-violence
https://www.unwomen.org/en/what-we-do/ending-violence-against-women/faqs/types-of-violence
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/declaration-elimination-violence-against-women
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/declaration-elimination-violence-against-women
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/declaration-elimination-violence-against-women
https://www.un.org/womenwatch/daw/vaw/SGstudyvaw.htm
https://www.un.org/womenwatch/daw/vaw/SGstudyvaw.htm
https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-15.2.2150
https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-15.2.2150
http://library.oapen.org/handle/20.500.12657/31892
http://library.oapen.org/handle/20.500.12657/31892
https://doi.org/10.1080/15564886.2021.1934211
https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916211014183
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/77432/WHO_RHR_12.36_eng.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/77432/WHO_RHR_12.36_eng.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/77432/WHO_RHR_12.36_eng.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241564625
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241564625
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240022256
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240022256
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-025621
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-025621
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684319839367

	Researching Intimate Partner Violence Against Women (IPVAW): Overcoming Gender Blindness by Improving Methodology in Compliance with Measurement Standards
	Abstract
	Understanding Intimate Partner Violence from a Gender-based Standpoint
	(Mis)understanding Intimate Partner Violence from a Gender-blind Standpoint
	Consequences of Gender Blind Research on IPVAW: a Matter of Validity
	Tracing the Consequences of Gender Blind Research Back to their Roots
	Some Ideas to Overcome Gender Blindness in IPVAW Measures and Models
	How to Help Develop More Appropriate Measures for the Construct?
	How to Help Substantiate Explicative Models with Empirical Evidence more Closely Aligned to Measurement Standards?

	Acknowledgements 
	References


