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For the first time in Canada, a large-scale study repre-
sentative of the population 15 years of age and over
measured the prevalence of domestic violence in both
men and women. The sample of the General Social Sur-
vey (GSS) on victimization and spousal violence, con-
ducted by Statistics Canada in 1999, comprised 25,876
respondents residing in all 10 Canadian provinces,
11,607 men and 14,269 women.

In addition to prevalence, the survey covered various
qualitative aspects of domestic violence, such as
sociodemographic characteristics of the victims and
their spouse/partner, physical and psychological effects
of violence on the victims, and the help they sought
from family, police and support organizations.

A detailed report on the results of the survey, entitled
La violence conjugale envers les hommes et les femmes
au Québec et au Canada, 1999, (Laroche, 2003) was
published in 2003 by the Institut de la statistique du
Québec. It presents data on the prevalence of domes-
tic violence observed among men and women in both
Quebec and Canada as a whole.

The first five sections of this paper present a brief sum-
mary of certain results contained in the 2003 report. The
remaining sections describe and discuss the context
and consequences of domestic violence in more detail,
following the typology of domestic violence suggested
by Michael P. Johnson (1995).

Definition and Measurement of Domestic
Violence

Statistics Canada defines domestic (or spousal) violence
measured in the GSS as “experiences of physical or
sexual assault that are consistent with Criminal Code
definitions of these offences and could be acted upon
by a police officer” (Bunge, 2000: 12).

In the 1999 GSS, the prevalence of domestic violence
was measured by using a version of the Conflict Tactics
Scales1 conceived by Murray A. Straus and modified by
Statistics Canada (Figure 1). It comprised 10 items re-
lated to physical violence experienced by the respond-
ent and perpetrated by a spouse/partner during the five
years preceding the survey. In isolation, the items on

the CTS10 do not define specific events of domestic vio-
lence, unless there is a single event to which a single
item refers. The items identify qualitative aspects re-
lated to one or more domestic violence events.

Precise items on specific acts leave little room for the
subjective definition of each individual respondent as
to what constitutes an act of violence or not, which could
be the case if a single question were asked about “vio-
lence” or “assault” (Bunge, 2000: 13). Indeed, specific
items on domestic violence stimulate the respondent’s
memory with regards to a wide range of the forms physi-
cal assault can take, and contribute to mitigating the
problem of recalling events that could have happened a
long time before the interview. Therefore, using the
CTS10 helped eliminate, or at least reduce, subjectivity
and arbitrariness, hence individual variability, in the defi-
nition and measurement of violence.

Figure 1
Items of the Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS10) Perpetrated by
a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner in the 12 Months
and 5 Years Preceding the Survey
General Social Survey 1999, sections D and F

Minor violence
1. Has your current spouse/partner (or ex-partner) threatened

to hit you with his/her fist or anything else that could have
hurt you?

2. Has he/she thrown anything at you that could have hurt
you?

3. Has he/she pushed, grabbed or shoved you in a way that
could have hurt you?

4. Has he/she slapped you?

Severe Violence
5. Has he/she kicked you, bit you, or hit you with his/her fist?

6. Has he/she hit you with something that could have hurt
you?

7. Has he/she beaten you?

8. Has he/she choked you?

9. Has he/she used or threatened to use a gun or knife on you?

10. Has he/she forced you into any unwanted sexual activity, by
threatening you, holding you down, or hurting you in some
way?

Source : Statistics Canada (2000) : 31-32 et 37-38.

1. Hereinafter, CTS10 will be used to designate the version of the Conflict Tactics Scales employed in the GSS.
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A single event may encompass all the items of the CTS10,
while another event may cover only one. A series of
events could relate to several items, but the items could
differ from one event to another. In the 1999 GSS ques-
tionnaire, the number of events of domestic violence
was the subject matter of a series of questions2 asked
of respondents who had previously answered “Yes” to
at least one of the items in the CTS10.

The degree of severity was indicated by the rank of each
item on the CTS10 (Figure 1). Acts of physical aggres-
sion were classified as “minor violence” if the respond-
ent answered positively to not more than the first four
items on the CTS10, and as “severe violence” if the re-
spondent answered positively to at least one of items 5
to 10 shown in Figure 1. The prevalence and the preva-
lence rate indicate the number and proportion respec-
tively of respondents who reported an act of aggression
corresponding to the wording of at least one of the 10
items in the CTS10, thereby revealing at least one do-
mestic violence event in the five years preceding the
survey.

2. The series comprised questions D11-D13 and F11-F13.

Table 1
Prevalence of Domestic Violence by a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner in the 12 Months and 5 Years Preceding the Survey,
by Severity of Violence and Sex of Victim, Canada, 1999

Severity of Violence Male Female

12-Month Prevalence¹ 5-Year Prevalence² 12-Month Prevalence¹ 5-Year Prevalence²

Rate Rate Rate Rate
n per 1,000 n per 1,000 n per 1,000 n per 1,000

Victim of Current Spouse/Partner 123 700 17 293 700 40 119 100 17 255 500 36
Minor violence … … 153 700 21 … … 171 300 24
Severe violence … … 140 000 19 … … 84 200 12

Victim of a Previous Spouse/Partner 47 800 17 259 200 94 100 600 25 437 400 108
Minor violence … … 71 500 26 … … 142 100 35
Severe violence … … 187 700 68 … … 295 300 73

Victim of a Current or Previous
Spouse/Partner 173 100 19 542 900 61 218 200 22 685 900 70
Minor violence … … 218 500 25 … … 308 700 31
Severe violence … … 319 000 36 … … 375 000 38

People with a current
spouse/partner (denominator) 7 429 200 … 7 429 200 … 7 179 800 … 7 179 800 …
People with a previous
spouse/partner (denominator) 2 763 900 … 2 763 900 … 4 034 300 … 4 034 300 …
People with a current or previous
spouse/partner (denominator) 8 882 300 … 8 882 300 … 9 820 000 … 9 820 000 …

1. At least one incident of domestic violence experienced in the 12 months preceding the survey.
2. At least one incident of domestic violence experienced in the 5 years preceding the survey. Among victims of violence on the part of a current or ex-spouse/partner in the

5 years preceding the survey, we can estimate there were approximately 5,400 men and 2,300 women whose response was categorized as «Not stated/path uncertain.»
These  should be added to the estimates of victims of minor or severe violence to arrive at the total number of victims.

3. Estimates have been rounded to the nearest hundred.

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file

Prevalence of Domestic Violence

The 1999 GSS data indicate that in Canada physical ag-
gression on the part of a current or previous spouse/
partner was reported by men and women in “similar”
proportions (Bunge, 2000: 11) (Table 1). The five-year
prevalence rates per 1,000 for domestic violence com-
mitted by a current or previous spouse/partner were 70
in women (685,900 victims) and 61 in men (542,900 vic-
tims). The similarity in prevalence rates may in large part
be due to the fact that violence between spouses con-
stitutes a largely bidirectional or mutual phenomenon,
as indicated by a number of studies (Ehrensaft et al.,
2003: 745, 749-750; Kwong et al., 2003: 294-295; Capaldi
& Owen, 2001: 431; Kwong et al., 1999: 155; Magdol et
al., 1997: 73; Morse, 1995: 263; Straus, 1993: 74; Brush,
1990: 61). However, the 1999 GSS did not ask respond-
ents whether they themselves had used physical vio-
lence with a current or previous partner. Therefore, data
are unavailable for establishing the degree to which do-
mestic violence was bidirectional.

real cases of a significantly clinical phenomenon can-
not be found by well-designed epidemiological research
conducted on large representative samples. Indeed, the
GSS data not only revealed a large number of cases of
intimate terrorism, but also provided a means of esti-
mating with a certain level of accuracy various clinical
populations, such as the number of cases in which po-
lice were notified or the number of women who sought
refuge in shelters in 1999 (Laroche, 2003: 187-189, 215).

The 1999 GSS showed that a very large sample is re-
quired to be able to establish the annual prevalence of
cases of domestic violence that we typically find in shel-
ters for battered women. We can estimate that 32,100
of the 218,000 female victims of domestic violence in
the 12 months preceding the survey received help from
a women’s centre or shelter in 1999 in Canada, indicat-
ing a prevalence rate of slightly over 3 per 1,000. Ap-
proximately 59% (18,900) of women in shelters had
suffered intimate terrorism with severe violence in the
12 months preceding the survey, for a prevalence rate
of under 2 per 1,000.

Given these results, it is not surprising that the NFVS
conducted in 1985 by Straus on a sample four times
smaller than that of the 1999 GSS, was unable to detect
a large number of cases of violence that would be typi-
cal of that found among women in shelters (Johnson,
1995: 289-290).

Lastly, one of the surprising aspects of the 1999 GSS
was the fact the annual prevalence rates measured by
the CTS10 were lower than those observed in a large
number of surveys using the version of the CTS con-
ceived by Straus. This is perhaps due to the fact that
the 1999 GSS was a survey on criminal victimization.
Straus (1999: 19) distinguishes two types of surveys on
domestic violence – family studies and crime studies.
Each presents a completely different portrait of the
prevalence of domestic violence, since a large number
of victims, even if they consider domestic violence un-
acceptable, are reluctant to report it as a crime (Straus,
1999: 18, 23). It has been demonstrated that participants’
responses in the same survey can significantly vary

when the description of the situation preceding the
questions on acts of violence puts emphasis on either
criminal victimization or on conflict with the spouse/part-
ner (Moffitt et al., 2001: 61-62).

In the 1999 GSS, the annual prevalence rates per 1,000
of domestic violence in Canada were 22 in women and
19 in men, significantly higher than those observed in
studies of criminal victimization conducted in Canada
in 1982 and 1988, and in police statistics (Laroche, 2003:
50-53). However, these rates were significantly lower
than those observed in studies conducted by Straus and
Gelles (1990: 116, 118) and Kwong, Bartholomew &
Dutton (1999: 153-154), which were based on surveys
using the CTS, but in a context of conflict resolution
with the spouse/partner.

This would seem to indicate that the sections on do-
mestic violence in the 1999 GSS constituted a hybrid
measurement instrument. They were part of a survey
on criminal victimization, but the CTS was used in dis-
tinct sections focusing on domestic violence. The CTS,
which enumerated precise acts or threats of physical
abuse in the sections of the survey on violence perpe-
trated by a current or previous partner, revealed compa-
rable prevalence rates between men and women, as is
normally the case with this instrument. However, these
rates were lower than those usually obtained when the
specified context is conflict resolution or disagreements
between partners.

In conclusion, applying Johnson’s typology to the 1999
GSS data provided a means of revealing the relation-
ship between the physical and clinical consequences
of domestic violence and the type of violence being per-
petrated. Identifying the type of violence and its effects,
and whether the perpetrator is a current or previous
spouse, can contribute to gaining a better understand-
ing of factors underlying prevalence rates, and help tar-
get prevention and treatment programs in a more precise
fashion.



• Aspects of the Context and Consequences of Domestic Violence – Situational Couple Violence and Intimate Terrorism in Canada in 1999 Aspects of the Context and Consequences of Domestic Violence – Situational Couple Violence and Intimate Terrorism in Canada in 1999 •18 7

Table 2
Prevalence of Domestic Violence by a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner in the 5 Years Preceding the Survey, by Age Group
and Sex of Victim, Canada, 1999

Age Group Male Female Denominator

Rate Rate
n per 1,000 % n per 1,000 % Male Female

Victim of Current Spouse/Partner
15-24 yrs 24 700 130 8 26 600 90 10 189 200 296 700
25-34 yrs 111 200 86 38 88 400 60 35 1 289 900 1 482 800
35-54 yrs 136 500 37 46 119 300 34 47 3 691 800 3 510 000
55 yrs and over 21 300 9 7 21 300 11 8 2 258 200 1 890 300
Total 293 700 40 100 255 500 36 100 7 429 200 7 179 800

Victim of a Previous Spouse/Partner
15-24 yrs 32 300 300 12 65 600 389 15 107 800 168 800
25-34 yrs 88 400 191 34 160 000 254 37 461 600 630 300
35-54 yrs 129 900 90 50 198 600 117 45 1 442 300 1 700 100
55 yrs and over — — — 13 200 9 3 752 200 1 535 100
Total 259 200 94 100 437 400 108 100 2 763 900 4 034 300

Victim of a Current or Previous
Spouse/Partner
15-24 yrs 57 000 205 10 92 200 223 13 277 800 413 800
25-34 yrs 192 600 125 35 246 400 137 36 1 539 200 1 797 500
35-54 yrs 263 500 60 49 313 400 71 46 4 355 600 4 416 800
55 yrs and over 29 900 11 6 33 900 11 5 2 709 700 3 191 900
Total 542 900 61 100 685 900 70 100 8 882 300 9 820 000

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file

The majority of the victims of violence perpetrated by
the current spouse/partner, 52% of men and 67% of
women, reported having experienced minor violence.
In contrast, an even larger majority of victims of a previ-
ous spouse/partner, 72% of men and 68% of women,
reported having suffered severe violence. The preva-
lence rate per 1,000 of violence by the current spouse/
partner was higher in men (40) than in women (36),
whereas the prevalence rate per 1,000 of violence by a
previous spouse/partner was higher in women (108)
than in men (94).

The finding that the prevalence was higher in men than
in women among victims of a current spouse/partner,
while it was higher in women than in men among vic-
tims of a previous spouse/partner, could be due to the
fact that men tend to remain longer in a union in which
domestic violence is occurring (Laroche, 2003: 37).
Other results support this hypothesis. In Canada in 1999,
54% of all male victims over the five years preceding
the survey were assaulted by their current spouse/part-
ner versus 37% of all female victims. A similar phenom-
enon was observed in the 12 months preceding the
survey; 71% of male victims were assaulted by their
current spouse/partner as opposed to 55% of female
victims. However, the 1999 GSS did not collect the data
required to directly verify whether men remained in a
relationship longer than women from the time they be-
came a victim of domestic violence.

Age of Victims of Domestic Violence

Domestic violence occurred much more frequently in
younger adults than in older ones. The 1999 GSS re-
vealed that 46% of male and 49% of female victims (of
a current or previous partner) were under 35 years of
age, but men and women in this age group comprised
only 20% and 23% respectively of the population 15
years of age and over with a current or previous spouse/
partner. In addition, 49% of male and 46% of female
victims were in the 35-54 age category. Men and women
in this age category constituted 49% and 45% respec-
tively of all people living with a current or previous
spouse/partner (Laroche, 2003: 117-118).

In the 15-24 age category, the prevalence rate per 1,000
of domestic violence perpetrated by a current or previ-
ous spouse/partner in the five years preceding the sur-
vey was 205 and 223 in men and women respectively
(Table 2). Similar high rates have been observed in other
surveys in comparable age groups, but over a 12-month
period preceding the survey (Magdol et al., 1997: 73;
Moffitt & Caspi, 1999: 4). In the 25-34 age category, the
rates per 1,000 were 125 in men and 137 in women. In
people 35-54 years of age, the rates were lower, 60 and
71 per 1,000 respectively, and in the over-55 category,
they were 11 for both sexes.

Discussion

Firstly, Johnson’s typology provides a relatively simple
technique for revealing distinctly different types of do-
mestic violence. Contrasts between various categories
of victims likely presupposes an etiology of violence
specific to each (Macmillan & Kruttschnitt, 2005: 16-17;
Straus, 1999: 29) and the heterogeneity of the types of
violent spouses (Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 2005: 111;
Cavanaugh & Gelles, 2005: 157-158; Kruttschnitt et al.,
2004: 84; Holtzworth-Munroe & Meehan, 2004: 1370;
Delsol, Margolin & John, 2003: 635).

According to Johnson & Ferraro (2000: 950), the het-
erogeneity of the causes of domestic violence  could,
in the case of intimate terrorism, correspond to two dis-
tinct psychological profiles of perpetrators resulting from
different developmental histories. The first type of per-
petrator has mainly sociopathic and violent characteris-
tics, the second a deep emotional dependency on the
relationship with the partner.

Using data from longitudinal surveys, a number of re-
searchers, (Ehrensaft et al.: 2004; Ehrensaft et al.: 2003;
Moffitt et al.: 2001; Capaldi & Owen: 2001; Magdol et
al.: 1998)  have begun to empirically determine the de-
velopmental antecedents and individual pathways likely
to lead to domestic violence.

Johnson and Ferraro (2000) believe it is possible to es-
tablish a link between Johnson’s typology of domestic
violence and the typology of perpetrators developed by
Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2000). According to
Holtzworth-Monroe, “family only” perpetrators seem to
be more likely involved in situational couple violence,
whereas “generally violent-antisocial” and “borderline/
dysphoric” perpetrators seem to mainly engage in inti-
mate terrorism (Johnson & Ferraro, 2000: 950). Other
researchers have also suggested a relationship between
Johnson’s typology of domestic violence and
Holtzworth-Munroe’s typology of violent spouses
(Cavanaugh & Gelles, 2005: 161-162; Holtzworth-
Munroe & Meehan, 2004: 1370; Delsol, Margolin & John,
2003: 647).

An empirical test of Holtzworth-Munroe’s typology on a
non-representative sample recruited through flyers in
public locations, radio public service announcements
and word of mouth, indicated that in terms of dominat-
ing their partner, generally violent/psychologically dis-
tressed perpetrators were more controlling than all other
types of perpetrator (Delsol, Margolin & John, 2003:
644). They observed that they were the only type of vio-

lent spouse who scored high on psychological control,
on psychopathology, and attitudes condoning violence
against women. Indeed, a primary difference between
them and other types of perpetrator was their high score
on psychological control, which included jealousy, sus-
picion, monitoring their partner’s schedule and limiting
contact and activities with other people (Delsol, Margolin
& John, 2003: 646).

Such typologies of violent spouses are of great utility
from many perspectives, for example, in targeting ef-
fective prevention programs, screening high-risk domes-
tic violence situations, and developing appropriate,
type-specific treatments that have a greater chance of
success (Macmillan & Kruttschnitt, 2005: 41; Cavanaugh
& Gelles, 2005: 164; Holtzworth-Munroe & Meehan,
2004: 1383). However, typologies of violent spouses re-
quire data on the severity and frequency of domestic
violence, the generality of violence on the part of the
perpetrator (marital only or also extrafamilial), and the
batterer’s psychopathology or personality disorder char-
acteristics (Holtzworth-Munroe & Meehan, 2004: 1371;
Kruttschnitt et al., 2004: 85; Delsol, Margolin & John,
2003: 635).

In comparison, the distinction between intimate terror-
ism and situational couple violence in Johnson’s typol-
ogy only requires knowledge of the controlling
behaviours of the victim’s current or previous spouse/
partner. With additional data on the directionality and
initiation of violence, it is possible to differentiate the
four types of domestic violence suggested by Johnson.
It seems easier to collect this kind of data, as was done
in the 1999 GSS, than to collect data on the psychopa-
thology of current and previous spouses and the gener-
ality of their violent behaviour.

Secondly, the data from the GSS do not seem to cor-
roborate Johnson’s hypothesis that intimate terrorism
is almost the exclusive domain of male perpetrators
(Johnson, 1999: [9]). In addition, the GSS data do not
provide evidence for Johnson’s suggestion that popula-
tion surveys suffer from a sampling bias due to high
rates of non-response, resulting in the exclusion of the
majority of victims of intimate terrorism who can only
be detected with some validity in clinical populations
(Johnson, 1999: [5]).

As Ehrensaft et al. have emphasized (2004: 258-259),
such a hypothesis seems to contradicts long-established
epidemiological research methodology, by stating that
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The Severity and Frequency of Violence and its
Consequences

Male and female victims differed in terms of the physi-
cal consequences of violence perpetrated by a current
or previous spouse/partner (Table 3). Women were much
more likely than men to experience injury (40% vs. 13%),
to receive medical attention or follow-up from a doctor
or nurse (15% vs. 3%) or to have their normal everyday
activities disrupted (32% vs. 10%).

Severe violence and a high number of violent events
were two factors that when combined significantly in-
creased the victim’s risk of injury, of receiving immedi-

ate medical care or follow-up, of missing work or of
being incapable of carrying on normal everyday activi-
ties (Table 3). Among women, approximately 61% of
victims of severe violence suffered injuries compared
to 16% of victims of minor violence. Among men, these
percentages were 20% and 4% respectively. Similarly,
the risk of suffering injury was associated with the
number of violent incidents reported by victims. Among
victims who had experienced a single violent incident,
22% of women reported suffering injuries and a mini-
mal percentage of men. However, in victims having re-
ported more than 10 incidents of violence, 63% of
women and 28% of men reported suffering injuries.

Table 3
Number and Proportion of Victims of a Single Violent Act or More than 10 Violent Acts, in the 5 Years Preceding the Survey, by
Certain Physical Consequences, Severity of Violence and Sex of Victim, Canada, 1999

Physical consequences Severity of Violence

Minor Severe Total¹ Minor Severe Total

n %

Total Victims of Violent Acts
Male 218 500 319 000 542 900 100 100 100
Injury — 62 300 71 900 4 20 13
Medical care at a hospital — — — — — —
Medical care or follow-up by a doctor or nurse — 13 400 14 800 — 4 3
Missed work, stopped daily activities 11 700 39 700 53 200 5 12 10

Female 308 700 375 000 685 900 100 100 100
Injury 50 200 227 400 277 600 16 61 40
Medical care at a hospital 11 700 60 800 72 600 4 16 11
Medical care or follow-up by a doctor or nurse 16 900 87 200 104 100 5 23 15
Missed work, stopped daily activities 47 400 171 600 219 700 15 46 32

Victim of a Single Act of Violence
Male 145 100 79 500 224 600 100 100 100
Injury — — — — — —
Medical care at a hospital — — — — — —
Medical care or follow-up by a doctor or nurse — — — — — —
Missed work, stopped daily activities — — — — — —

Female 165 100 58 500 223 600 100 100 100
Injury 21 500 26 800 48 200 13 46 22
Medical care at a hospital — — — — — —
Medical care or follow-up by a doctor or nurse — — 13 500 — — 6
Missed work, stopped daily activities 12 900 22 300 35 200 8 38 16

Victim of More than 10 Acts of Violence
Male 16 900 68 700 91 000 100 100 100
Injury — 24 600 25 300 — 36 28
Medical care at a hospital — — — — — —
Medical care or follow-up by a doctor or nurse — — — — — —
Missed work, stopped daily activities — 22 200 25 100 — 32 28

Female 34 200 158 500 195 000 100 100 100
Injury — 113 700 121 900 — 72 63
Medical care at a hospital — 32 500 35 100 — 21 18
Medical care or follow-up by a doctor or nurse — 47 500 51 100 — 30 26
Missed work, stopped daily activities — 85 000 94 500 26 54 48

1. Among victims of violence on the part of a current or previous spouse/partner in the 5 years preceding the survey, we can estimate there were approximately 5,400 men
and 2,300 women whose response was categorized as «Not stated/path uncertain.» These should be added to the estimates of victims of minor or severe violence to arrive
at the total number of victims.

2. Estimates have been rounded to the nearest hundred.

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file

Table 9
Rate¹ per 1,000 of Consequences of Domestic Violence by a Previous Spouse/Partner in the 5 Years Preceding the Survey, by
Type in Johnson’s Typology, Severity of Violence and Sex of Victim, Canada 1999

Category of Victim Situational Couple Intimate Terrorism Denominator
Violence

Minor Severe Minor Severe

Rate per 1,000

Male
Total Victims of a Previous Spouse/Partner 13 18 13 50 94
Victim with injuries — — — 15 19
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — — — 4 5
Police were notified — — — 18 24
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — — 4
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist — — — 12 19
Victim had everyday activities disrupted — — — 12 14
Victim feared for his life — — — 10 12

Clinically abusive relationship I² — 5 — 25 34
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 5 7 5 31 48

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated — — — 17 21
Victim reported 4 to 10 events — 4 — 13 22
Victim reported 2 to 3 events — 6 — 10 20
Victim reported a single event 7 6 5 9 27

Victim 35 years of age and over 10 11 11 31 63
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 26 41 — 109 191
Victim under 25 years of age — — — 171 300

Female
Total Victims of a Previous Spouse/Partner 11 11 24 62 108
Victim with injuries — 6 5 41 53
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — — — 16 20
Police were notified 3 5 6 33 47
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — 14 19
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist 4 3 10 29 47
Victim had everyday activities disrupted — 3 6 32 43
Victim feared for her life — 3 8 39 52

Clinically abusive relationship I² 4 8 10 51 72
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 7 10 16 56 89

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated — — 4 31 37
Victim reported 4 to 10 events — 3 4 17 25
Victim reported 2 to 3 events 3 3 7 8 20
Victim reported a single event 7 3 9 7 26

Victim 35 years of age and over 6 7 13 39 65
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 27 25 58 144 254
Victim under 25 years of age — — 119 189 389

People with a previous spouse/partner (denominator) Male Female … … …
People 35 years of age and over with a previous
spouse/partner (denominator) 2 194 500 3 235 200 … … …
People 25 to 34 years of age with a previous
spouse/partner (denominator) 461 600 630 300 … … …
People 15 to 24 years of age with a previous
spouse/partner (denominator) 107 800 168 800 … … …

1. The dash indicates that the small sample size did not allow for a valid estimate.
2. Clinically abusive relationship I: The victim experienced one or more of the following: suffered injury, received care in a hospital, received care or follow-up from a doctor

or nurse, notified police, obtained help from a men’s support centre, received help from a women’s centre or women’s shelter.
3. Clinically abusive relationship II: Includes clinically abusive relationship I, plus victim did one or more of the following: contacted a crisis centre or called a telephone help

line, contacted a community services or family centre, spoke about it with a doctor or nurse, lawyer, counsellor or psychologist. This is a descriptive classification largely
inspired by Ehrensaft et al. (2004: 262).

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file
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According to Straus & Gelles (1990: 98,104,120,163),
the difference in consequences reported by men and
women can in large part be explained by the greater
average size, height, weight and strength of men,
thereby increasing the risk of injury among women.
Furthermore, men’s physical characteristics allow them
to fend off assaults from their female partners when
they are the victims of aggression. However, additional
factors may contribute to the different outcomes of as-
sault in men and women. Moffitt et al (1999: 10) show
that in the Dunedin longitudinal cohort, men who per-
petrated severe physical abuse at 21 years of age were
more deviant in their personal characteristics than
women perpetrators. Ehrensaft et al. (2004: 264) ob-
served that male perpetrators in the same cohort, in-
volved in clinically abusive relationships at 26 years of
age, presented with statistically significant deviance
traits on half of the 10 personality scales at age 18,
whereas female perpetrators showed deviance only on
the aggression scale.

Victims’ Reactions to Domestic Violence

In the 1999 GSS, men and women also differed in the
way they reacted to domestic violence. As indicated pre-
viously, there is reason to believe that, in general, women
terminated a union marked by violence more quickly than
men. Indeed, more women than men brought their situ-
ation to the attention of the police (37% vs. 15%), con-
fided in family or friends (81% vs. 56%), and had a
greater propensity to seek support services (48% vs.
17%). In addition, women who were victims of severe
violence were more likely than men to report devastat-
ing psychological effects that ensue from physical abuse
(Laroche, 2003: 107-111).

The reason most often mentioned by both women and
men for having reported domestic violence to the po-
lice was to put an end to it and seek protection (72%
and 39% respectively). The duty to call the police in such
circumstances was reported as the second reason. Sig-
nificantly fewer women than men, 16% versus 32%,
indicated that the violence was not severe enough or
they did not require help as reasons for explaining not
contacting the police or support services (Laroche, 2003:
190-198).

Nevertheless, many male victims of their current or pre-
vious spouse/partner reported suffering harmful physi-
cal and psychological consequences of domestic
violence. The differences between men and women
were less pronounced in terms of the psychological ef-
fects compared to the physical ones. Approximately

35% of male and 11% of female victims of domestic
violence did not call the police, seek help from support
services or talk to anyone close to them about it (Laroche,
2003: 218-219). The fact that men are less likely to con-
fide in a family member or friend, to report their situa-
tion to the police or seek assistance from a support
organization, in the few instances in which such help is
available, constitute an additional factor of vulnerability
and, if the violence is recurring, increase the risk of their
resorting to physical violence as well (Langhinrichsen-
Rohling, 2005: 115; Ehrensaft et al.; 2004: 267; Kwong
et al., 1999: 157; Straus & Gelles, 1990: 501).

Johnson’s Typology – Situational Couple
Violence and Intimate Terrorism

The typology suggested by Michael P. Johnson (1995)
attempts to reconcile the apparent contradiction be-
tween the results on the prevalence of domestic vio-
lence obtained by surveys conducted on representative
samples using the Conflict Tactics Scales developed by
Murray A. Straus, and those obtained through clinical
observation, recruited for example in shelters for bat-
tered women (Johnson, 1999: [3]). Though it has four
categories, the simplest version of this typology distin-
guishes two main types of domestic violence, namely
situational couple violence and intimate terrorism
(Johnson, 1995: 284-285; Johnson, 1999: [3]; Johnson
& Ferraro, 2000: 949; Johnson & Leone, 2005: 322) (the
other two types are violent resistance and mutual vio-
lent control).

According to Johnson, situational couple violence erupts
during conflicts or specific arguments that get out of
control. However, this type of violence is less likely to
escalate over time and to cause injury. It is  more likely
to be mutual between the partners (Johnson, 1999: [5]).
Intimate terrorism denotes the will or compulsion of the
aggressor to exert general control over the partner, and
physical violence is only one element embedded in a
general pattern of controlling behaviours (Johnson,
1999: [4]). In other words, the distinguishing feature of
intimate terrorism is the existence of a pattern of both
violent and non-violent behaviours rooted in the attempt
to dominate the partner (Johnson & Ferraro, 2000: 949).
Physical violence tends to be recurring in this type, es-
calating over time to assume severe forms, thereby
strongly increasing the risk of injury or physical effects.
This is why there is a greater chance that this type of
domestic violence would be brought to the attention of
third parties (Johnson, 1999: [5]).

Table 8
Consequences¹ of Domestic Violence by a Previous Spouse/Partner in the 5 Years Preceding the Survey, by Type in Johnson’s
Typology, Severity of Violence and Sex of Victim, Canada 1999

Category of Victim Situational Couple Intimate Terrorism Denominator
Violence

Minor Severe Minor Severe

% n

Male
Total Victims of a Previous Spouse/Partner 14 19 13 53 259 200
Victim with injuries — — — 77 53 900
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — — — 84 12 800
Police were notified — — — 76 65 000
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — 52 11 100
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist — — — 62 52 300
Victim had everyday activities disrupted — — — 80 39 900
Victim feared for his life — — — 83 34 000

Clinically abusive relationship I² — 14 — 73 93 200
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 10 14 11 64 132 200

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated — — — 81 57 200
Victim reported 4 to 10 events — 20 — 61 60 000
Victim reported 2 to 3 events — 28 — 48 55 600
Victim reported a single event 24 22 20 34 75 700

Victim 35 years of age and over 16 17 17 50 138 500
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 13 21 — 57 88 400
Victim under 25 years of age — — — 57 32 300

Female
Total Victims of a Previous Spouse/Partner 10 10 22 57 437 400
Victim with injuries — 10 9 77 212 900
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — — — 84 79 600
Police were notified 7 10 12 71 191 000
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — 77 75 100
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist 9 7 22 63 188 400
Victim had everyday activities disrupted — 7 14 74 173 400
Victim feared for her life — 6 15 77 207 800

Clinically abusive relationship I² 6 10 13 70 292 000
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 7 11 18 63 358 100

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated — — 11 84 148 700
Victim reported 4 to 10 events — 13 18 66 101 900
Victim reported 2 to 3 events 15 15 33 38 82 600
Victim reported a single event 27 13 35 26 104 300

Victim 35 years of age and over 10 11 19 60 211 700
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 11 10 23 57 160 000
Victim under 25 years of age — — 31 49 65 600

1. The dash indicates that the small sample size did not allow for a valid estimate.
2. Clinically abusive relationship I: The victim experienced one or more of the following: suffered injury, received care in a hospital, received care or follow-up from a doctor

or nurse, notified police, obtained help from a men’s support centre, received help from a women’s centre or women’s shelter.
3. Clinically abusive relationship II: Includes clinically abusive relationship I, plus victim did one or more of the following: contacted a crisis centre or called a telephone help

line, contacted a community services or family centre, spoke about it with a doctor or nurse, lawyer, counsellor or psychologist. This is a descriptive classification largely
inspired by Ehrensaft et al. (2004: 262).

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file
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Prevalence of Domestic Violence According to
the Johnson Typology

Johnson and Leone (2005) describe findings related to
these two types of domestic violence based on the data
of an American survey conducted in 1995-1996 by Tjaden
and Thoennes (1998: 14). The National Violence Against
Women Survey (NVAWS) comprised a representative
sample of 8,005 men and 8,000 women, 18 years of
age and over. The aim of the Johnson and Leone analy-
sis of a sub-sample of 4,967 married women in this sur-
vey was to verify whether intimate terrorism and
situational couple violence differed in terms of their con-
sequences.

In order to determine the existence of a general pattern
of control, Johnson and Leone used a seven-item scale3

covering controlling behaviours exerted by the respond-
ent’s husband. The authors calculated a variety score
comprising the number of items to which the respond-
ent answered “Yes.” Cluster analysis was used to deter-
mine whether there was Low Control or High Control.
Respondents who answered “Yes” to two or fewer items
(96% of the sample) had husbands categorized as ex-
erting Low Control, while those who answered “Yes” to
three or more items (4% of the sample) had husbands
categorized as exerting High Control. The cutting point

between these two groups corresponded to two stand-
ard deviations above the mean variety score for all re-
spondents in the survey with a current husband (Johnson
& Leone, 2005: 329).

A score of Low Control was defined as “situational cou-
ple violence,” while a score of High Control was defined
as “intimate terrorism.” The study showed that 65% of
cases of domestic violence involving the current spouse
reported by the wives in the sample could be classified
as situational couple violence and 35% as intimate ter-
rorism. As a possible explanation for this large percent-
age of intimate terrorism, Johnson and Leone state that,
as Straus had already suggested, the framing of the in-
terviews in the NVAWS had overtones of “crime,” vio-
lence and personal safety, rather than those reflecting a
survey on family conflict (Johnson & Leone, 2005: 330;
Straus, 1999: 26-27).

The 1999 GSS also involved a controlling behaviours
scale that had seven items (Figure 2). Using the same
cutting point as Johnson and Leone, it is possible to
determine in which category of Johnson’s typology the
victims of domestic violence in Canada can be classi-
fied.

In Table 4, the results show that the majority of cases of
domestic violence reported by victims, both male (81%)
and female (74%), of the current spouse/partner, could
be categorized as situational couple violence. In con-
trast, the majority of cases of domestic violence reported
by victims, both male (67%) and female (79%), of a pre-
vious spouse/partner, could be categorized as intimate
terrorism. Though similar proportions of male (53%) and
female (57%) victims of a previous spouse/partner re-
ported severe violence in the context of intimate terror-
ism, a much higher number of women (249,400) reported
this compared to men (138,000).

Though the majority of male victims of their current or a
previous spouse/partner reported having experienced
severe violence (59%), situational couple violence was
the most frequent type (57%). The majority of female
victims of their current or a previous spouse/partner also
reported having experienced severe violence (55%).
However, intimate terrorism was the most frequent type

Figure 2
Statements About Controlling Behaviours Describing a
Current or Previous Spouse/Partner
General Social Survey 1999, sections C and E

1. He/She tries to limit your contact with family or friends.

2. He/She puts you down or calls you names to make you feel
bad.

3. He/She is jealous and doesn’t want you to talk to other men/
women.

4. He/She harms, or threatens to harm, someone close to you.

5. He/She demands to know who you are with and where you
are at all times.

6. He/She damages or destroys your possessions or property.

7. He/She prevents you from knowing about or having access
to the family income, even if you ask.

Source : Statistics Canada (2000) : 29-30 et 35-36.

3. The introduction and questions were the following: “I would like to read to you some statements that some women have used to describe their husband/partner. Thinking
about your current husband/partner would you say he/she: (E3) Is jealous or possessive? (E5) Tries to limit your contact with family and friends? (E6) Insists on knowing who
you are with at all times? (E7) Calls you names or puts you down in front of others? (E8) Makes you feel inadequate? (E10) Shouts or swears at you? (E12) Prevents you from
knowing about or having access to the family income even when you ask?” (Johnson & Leone, 2005: 329; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1999: [61-62]). The 1993 Violence Against
Women Survey (five items) and the 1999 General Social Survey (seven items) had similar introductions and items that corresponded to questions E3, E5, E6, E7 and E12
of the questionnaire employed by Tjaden and Thoennes in 1995-1996.

Table 7
Rate¹ per 1,000 of Consequences of Domestic Violence by a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner in the 5 Years Preceding the
Survey, by Type in Johnson’s Typology, Severity of Violence and Sex of Victim, Canada, 1999

Category of Victim Situational Couple Intimate Terrorism Total
 Violence

Minor Severe Minor Severe

Rate per 1,000

Male
Total Victims of a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner 19 16 6 20 61
Victim with injuries — 2 — 5 8
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — — — — 2
Police were notified — 2 — 6 9
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — — 1
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist — 3 — 4 9
Victim had everyday activities disrupted — — — 4 6
Victim feared for his life — — — 4 5

Clinically abusive relationship I² — 3 — 8 14
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 3 6 2 11 22

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated — — — 7 10
Victim reported 4 to 10 events 2 5 1 6 14
Victim reported 2 to 3 events 2 4 — 4 11
Victim reported a single event 14 4 3 3 25

Victim 35 years of age and over 13 10 5 14 42
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 38 38 8 39 125
Victim under 25 years of age 56 53 — 70 205

Female
Total Victims of a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner 19 8 12 30 70
Victim with injuries 3 4 2 19 28
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — 1 — 8 11
Police were notified 4 4 3 16 26

Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — 7 10
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist 4 2 5 15 26
Victim had everyday activities disrupted 2 2 3 15 22
Victim feared for her life 1 2 3 19 26

Clinically abusive relationship I² 6 6 5 24 41
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 9 7 8 27 52

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated 1 2 2 14 20
Victim reported 4 to 10 events — 2 3 8 14
Victim reported 2 to 3 events 4 2 3 4 13
Victim reported a single event 13 3 4 3 23

Victim 35 years of age and over 12 6 8 20 46
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 39 16 24 59 137
Victim under 25 years of age 64 27 49 82 223

People with a current or previous spouse/partner (denominator) Male Female … … …
People 35 years of age and over with a current
or previous spouse/partner (denominator) 7 065 300 7 608 700 … … …
People 25 to 34 years of age with a current
or previous spouse/partner (denominator) 1 539 200 1 797 500 … … …
People 15 to 24 years of age with a current
or previous spouse/partner (denominator) 277 800 413 800 … … …

1. The dash indicates that the small sample size did not allow for a valid estimate.
2. Clinically abusive relationship I: The victim experienced one or more of the following: suffered injury, received care in a hospital, received care or follow-up from a doctor

or nurse, notified police, obtained help from a men’s support centre, received help from a women’s centre or women’s shelter.
3. Clinically abusive relationship II: Includes clinically abusive relationship I, plus victim did one or more of the following: contacted a crisis centre or called a telephone help

line, contacted a community services or family centre, spoke about it with a doctor or nurse, lawyer, counsellor or psychologist. This is a descriptive classification largely
inspired by Ehrensaft et al. (2004: 262).

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file
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among women (61%). These findings suggest the pos-
sibility that even though all types of violent partners can
be found in both sexes, the relative proportions of the
various types of perpetrators can significantly differ be-
tween men and women.4

Context of Violence According to the Johnson
Typology

Recent analyses have indicated that a variety score pro-
vides a more reliable measure of domestic violence
(Moffitt et al., 2001: 55-56; Ehrensaft et al., 2004: 262)
or controlling behaviours than simple prevalence, which
reports in dichotomous fashion whether a respondent
answered “Yes” or “No” to at least one of the items on
a scale. A variety score represents the total number of

items on the physical violence scale (CTS10) or control-
ling behaviours scale to which the respondent answered
“Yes.” The higher the score on the scale, the greater
the risk that the violent and controlling situation being
experienced by the victim will become oppressive and
harmful.

Table 5 shows the mean scores for the physical vio-
lence and controlling behaviours scales for all victims
of a current or previous spouse/partner in the 1999 GSS,
by type (situational couple violence or intimate terror-
ism) and severity of violence. Both men (4.2) and women
(4.5) answered yes to a significantly higher mean number
of items (out of 10) of physical violence in intimate ter-
rorism than in situational couple violence (2.4 and 2.3
respectively). Severe violence was characterized by a

Table 4
Type of Controlling Behaviour Reported by the Victim of a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner,¹ by Severity of Violence and Sex
of Victim, Canada, 1999

Sex of Victim and Type of Controlling Behaviour

Situational Intimate Total² Situational Intimate Total
Couple Violence Terrorism Couple Violence Terrorism

n %

Victim of Current Spouse/Partner
Male 237 900 55 900 293 700 81 19 100
Minor violence 133 900 19 800 153 700 46 7 52
Severe violence 104 000 36 100 140 000 35 12 48

Female 188 900 66 600 255 500 74 26 100
Minor violence 147 200 24 100 171 300 58 9 67
Severe violence 41 700 42 500 84 200 16 17 33

Victim of a Previous Spouse/Partner
Male 86 600 172 600 259 200 33 67 100
Minor violence 36 900 34 600 71 500 14 13 28
Severe violence 49 700 138 000 187 600 19 53 72

Female 90 900 346 500 437 400 21 79 100
Minor violence 45 000 97 100 142 100 10 22 32
Severe violence 45 900 249 400 295 300 10 57 68

Victim of a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner
Male 311 700 231 300 542 900 57 43 100
Minor violence 165 100 53 400 218 500 30 10 40
Severe violence 144 200 174 900 319 000 27 32 59

Female 270 300 415 600 685 900 39 61 100
Minor violence 187 000 121 600 308 700 27 18 45
Severe violence 82 400 292 500 375 000 12 43 55

1. Data in this table come from the victims, who provided information on controlling behaviours used by a current or previous spouse/partner, i.e. the perpetrator.
2. Among victims of violence on the part of a current or ex-spouse/partner in the 5 years preceding the survey, we can estimate there were approximately 5,400 men and

2,300 women whose response was categorized as «Not stated/path uncertain.» These  should be added to the estimates of victims of minor or severe violence to arrive at
the total number of victims.

3. Estimates have been rounded to the nearest hundred.

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file

that a “clinically abusive relationship” was associated
with a higher level of controlling behaviours as meas-
ured by the Controlling Abuse Scale, which provided
contextual information about domestic violence
(Ehrensaft, 2004: 262).

The type of domestic violence appeared to be associ-
ated with the frequency of violence. Among those re-
porting more than 10 violent acts, 66% of men and 73%
of women were victims of intimate terrorism and se-
vere violence. Conversely, if the victim reported a single
violent act, 54% of men and 55% of women were vic-
tims of minor situational couple violence. The age of
the victim did not seem to be associated with the type
of domestic violence.

Table 7 presents the rates per 1,000 of the physical and
clinical consequences of domestic violence, by
Johnson’s typology. In both men and women, the preva-
lence rates of both types of domestic violence mark-
edly decreased with the victim’s age. The prevalence
rates for victims of intimate terrorism with severe vio-
lence increased with the number of events reported by
the victims. Conversely, the prevalence rates for victims
of minor situational couple violence significantly in-
creased when the victim reported only one violent event.

The prevalence rate (per 1,000) of victims having suf-
fered physical or clinical consequences in intimate ter-
rorism with severe violence was significantly higher in
women compared to men. This was the case for vic-
tims who suffered injuries (19 for women vs. 5 for men),
received hospital care or medical attention or follow-up
from a doctor or nurse (8 vs. 1), notified the police (16
vs. 6), received help from a crisis centre or shelter (7 vs.
1), or feared for their lives (19 vs. 4).

Johnson’s Typology and the Consequences of
Domestic Violence Perpetrated by a Previous
Spouse/Partner

Among victims of domestic violence by a previous
spouse/partner, a large majority of both men and women
who experienced physical or clinical consequences ap-
pear to have been in the category of intimate terrorism
and severe violence according to Johnson’s typology
(cells outlined in bold in Table 8).

This was the case for 77% of men and women who
suffered injuries, and 84% of men and women who re-
ceived care in a hospital or medical attention or follow-
up from a doctor or nurse. Among those who notified

police, 76% of male victims and 71% of female victims
were in the category of intimate terrorism with severe
violence. This was also the case for 80% of male and
74% of female victims whose daily activities were dis-
rupted, and 83% and 77% of those who feared for their
lives.

It should be noted that the number of female victims
who experienced such consequences was significantly
higher in every category, even though the overall pro-
portions of all male and female victims of intimate ter-
rorism with severe violence were similar.

The prevalence rates (per 1,000) of physical and clinical
consequences among victims of a previous spouse/part-
ner were significantly higher in women compared to men
(Table 9). This was the case for victims who suffered
injuries (41 vs. 15),  received hospital care or medical
attention from a doctor or nurse (16 vs. 4), notified the
police (33 vs. 18), received help from a crisis centre or
shelter (14 vs. 2), or feared for their lives (39 vs. 10).

It should also be noted that, among victims of a previ-
ous spouse/partner, the prevalence rates for the physi-
cal consequences of intimate terrorism and severe
violence were 4 to 20 times higher than those observed
for minor situational couple violence. However, among
victims of a current spouse/partner, the prevalence rates
of the two types of domestic violence were more com-
parable (results not shown). This suggests that victims
of a previous spouse/partner were more likely to report
intimate terrorism and severe violence than those of a
current spouse/partner, and/or that victims of intimate
terrorism and severe violence were more likely to termi-
nate the relationship with a current partner.

Victims of intimate terrorism are mostly to be found
among victims of a previous spouse/partner. Indeed,
among women, intimate terrorism with severe violence
perpetrated by a previous partner comprised 85% of all
cases of intimate terrorism perpetrated by either a cur-
rent or previous partner. The proportion among men was
79%. The proportions for intimate terrorism with minor
violence were 80% in women and 65% in men. In con-
trast, among women, minor situational couple violence
perpetrated by a previous partner comprised 24% of all
such cases perpetrated by either a current or previous
spouse/partner. The proportion among men was 22%.
For severe situational couple violence, the proportions
were 56% and 34% for women and men respectively.

4. Statistics Canada seems not to have published any analysis of the psychometric properties of the controlling behaviours scale used in the 1999 GSS (Riou, Rinfret-Raynor
& Cantin, 2003: 63). The items in the scale closely resemble those used in the 1989 Psychological Maltreatment of Women Survey conducted by Tolman (Johnson & Leone,
2005: 329). It is possible that this scale was less appropriate for measuring controlling behaviours experienced by men, as indicated by the lower Cronbach coefficients in
male victims compared to female victims, notably among respondents with a current spouse/partner, for which they were 0.56 and 0.70 respectively (Laroche, 2003: annex,
p. 225). The large proportion of male victims of severe situational couple violence on the part of a current spouse/partner (35%) compared to that observed in female victims
(16%), may result from an inadequate assessment of controlling behaviours suffered by men. With an improved scale, some of these cases might then fall into the
category of “intimate terrorism” and severe violence. Steps should be taken to perhaps clarify the psychometric characteristics of this scale.

Severity of Violence
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Table 5
Mean Number of Physical Violence and Controlling Behaviour Items Reported by Victims of a Current or Previous Spouse/
Partner in the 5 Years Preceding the Survey, by Severity of Violence, Type (Situational Couple Violence or Intimate Terrorism)
and Sex of Victim, Canada, 1999

Sex of Victim Type of Domestic Violence

Physical Violence Items on the  CTS10 Controlling Behaviour Items

Situational Couple Intimate Total Situational Couple Intimate Total
Violence Terrorism Violence Terrorism

n

Male 2,4 4,2 3,2 0,9 4,1 2,2
Minor violence 1,4 1,8 1,5 0,7 3,6 1,4
Severe violence 3,5 4,9 4,3 1,1 4,3 2,8

Female 2,3 4,5 3,6 0,8 4,9 3,3
Minor violence 1,6 1,8 1,7 0,7 4,3 2,1
Severe violence 4,0 5,6 5,3 1,1 5,1 4,2

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file

and Severity of Violence

higher mean number of items for men (4.3) and women
(5.3) than minor violence (1.5 and 1.7). Male and female
victims of severe physical violence in intimate terrorism
answered “Yes” to a much greater number of items (4.9
and 5.6) than victims of minor situational couple vio-
lence (1.4 and 1.6).

The same table shows analogous results with regards
to the variety of controlling behaviours reported by vic-
tims. Both male and female victims of severe violence
and intimate terrorism answered “Yes” to a mean of 4.3
and 5.1 items respectively (out of 7) compared to a mean
of 0.7 items for victims of both sexes of minor situational
couple violence.

Johnson’s Typology and the Consequences of
Domestic Violence Perpetrated by Current and
Previous Spouse/Partners

To establish whether Johnson’s typology can indeed dis-
tinguish between various categories of victims, we ex-
amined whether the prevalence of the physical and
clinical consequences of domestic violence was differ-
ent in situational couple violence and intimate terror-
ism.

Table 6 presents the proportions of victims of a current
or previous spouse/partner by type and severity of vio-
lence according to victims reporting various physical or
clinical consequences of domestic violence.

The majority of both male and female victims of do-
mestic violence who suffered physical or clinical con-
sequences appear to have been in the     type of
relationship that can be classified     as intimate terrorism
associated with severe violence (cells outlined in bold
in Table 6). This was the case for men and women who
suffered injuries (65% and 67% respectively), received
care in a hospital or medical attention or follow-up from
a doctor or nurse (73% and 72%), received help from a
crisis centre or shelter (57% and 69%), feared for their
lives (79% and 72%),     and whose situation was notified
to the police (64% and 60%).

Though the percentages of all male and female victims
suffering physical consequences in intimate terrorism
were comparable, it must be emphasized that the
number of female victims was significantly higher in vir-
tually every category.

Among the victims in the GSS of what can be defined
as a “clinically abusive relationship I”5 (Ehrensaft et al.,
2004: 262; Moffitt et al., 2001: 60), 60% of men and
59% of women were victims of intimate terrorism and
severe violence. This was also the case for a “clinically
abusive relationship II”6 (52% and 53% respectively) as
defined by Ehrensaft et al. (2004: 262). These results
are in accordance with those of Ehrensaft et al. (2004:
263, Table 2) which, in the Dunedin sample, showed

Table 6
Consequences¹ of Domestic Violence by a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner in the 5 Years Preceding the Survey, by Type in
Johnson’s Typology, Severity of Violence and Sex of Victim, Canada, 1999

Category of Victim Situational Couple Violence Intimate Terrorism Denominator

Minor Severe Minor Severe

% n

Male
Total Victims of a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner 30 27 10 32 542 900
Victim with injuries — 21 — 65 71 900
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — — — 73 14 800
Police were notified — 19 — 64 81 700
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — 57 12 200
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist — 29 — 48 81 600
Victim had everyday activities disrupted — — — 62 53 200
Victim feared for his life — — — 79 41 000

Clinically abusive relationship I² — 22 — 60 125 200
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 12 25 9 52 194 600

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated — — — 66 91 000
Victim reported 4 to 10 events 12 37 10 42 125 300
Victim reported 2 to 3 events 20 37 8 34 102 100
Victim reported a single event 54 23 10 13 224 600

Victim 35 years of age and over 31 24 11 33 293 400
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 31 31 6 31 192 600
Victim under 25 years of age 27 26 — 34 57 000

Female
Total Victims of a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner 27 12 18 43 685 900
Victim with injuries 10 15 9 67 277 600
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — 12 — 72 104 100
Police were notified 14 14 11 60 254 500
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter 11 — — 69 100 900
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist 15 9 19 56 260 100
Victim had everyday activities disrupted 8 9 14 69 219 700
Victim feared for her life 6 9 13 72 258 700

Clinically abusive relationship I² 15 14 11 59 402 700
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 18 13 16 53 507 200

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated 7 8 11 73 195 000
Victim reported 4 to 10 events — 15 19 59 136 900
Victim reported 2 to 3 events 31 15 26 28 130 500
Victim reported a single event 55 11 19 15 223 600

Victim 35 years of age and over 26 12 17 44 347 300
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 28 12 17 43 246 400
Victim under 25 years of age 29 12 22 37 92 200

1. The dash indicates that the small sample size did not allow for a valid estimate.
2. Clinically abusive relationship I: The victim experienced one or more of the following: suffered injury, received care in a hospital, received care or follow-up from a doctor

or nurse, notified police, obtained help from a men’s support centre, received help from a women’s centre or women’s shelter.
3. Clinically abusive relationship II: Includes clinically abusive relationship I, plus victim did one or more of the following: contacted a crisis centre or called a telephone help

line, contacted a community services or family centre, spoke about it with a doctor or nurse, lawyer, counsellor or psychologist. This is a descriptive classification largely
inspired by Ehrensaft et al. (2004: 262).

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file

5. Clinically abusive relationship I: Victim experienced one or more of the following: suffered injury, received care in a hospital, received care or follow-up from a doctor or
nurse, notified police, obtained help from a men’s support centre, received help from a women's centre or women’s shelter.

6. Clinical abusive relationship II: Includes clinically abusive relationship I, plus victim did one or more of the following: contacted a crisis centre or called a help line,
contacted a community services or family centre, spoke about it with a doctor or nurse, lawyer, counsellor or psychologist.
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Table 5
Mean Number of Physical Violence and Controlling Behaviour Items Reported by Victims of a Current or Previous Spouse/
Partner in the 5 Years Preceding the Survey, by Severity of Violence, Type (Situational Couple Violence or Intimate Terrorism)
and Sex of Victim, Canada, 1999

Sex of Victim Type of Domestic Violence

Physical Violence Items on the  CTS10 Controlling Behaviour Items

Situational Couple Intimate Total Situational Couple Intimate Total
Violence Terrorism Violence Terrorism

n

Male 2,4 4,2 3,2 0,9 4,1 2,2
Minor violence 1,4 1,8 1,5 0,7 3,6 1,4
Severe violence 3,5 4,9 4,3 1,1 4,3 2,8

Female 2,3 4,5 3,6 0,8 4,9 3,3
Minor violence 1,6 1,8 1,7 0,7 4,3 2,1
Severe violence 4,0 5,6 5,3 1,1 5,1 4,2

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file

and Severity of Violence

higher mean number of items for men (4.3) and women
(5.3) than minor violence (1.5 and 1.7). Male and female
victims of severe physical violence in intimate terrorism
answered “Yes” to a much greater number of items (4.9
and 5.6) than victims of minor situational couple vio-
lence (1.4 and 1.6).

The same table shows analogous results with regards
to the variety of controlling behaviours reported by vic-
tims. Both male and female victims of severe violence
and intimate terrorism answered “Yes” to a mean of 4.3
and 5.1 items respectively (out of 7) compared to a mean
of 0.7 items for victims of both sexes of minor situational
couple violence.

Johnson’s Typology and the Consequences of
Domestic Violence Perpetrated by Current and
Previous Spouse/Partners

To establish whether Johnson’s typology can indeed dis-
tinguish between various categories of victims, we ex-
amined whether the prevalence of the physical and
clinical consequences of domestic violence was differ-
ent in situational couple violence and intimate terror-
ism.

Table 6 presents the proportions of victims of a current
or previous spouse/partner by type and severity of vio-
lence according to victims reporting various physical or
clinical consequences of domestic violence.

The majority of both male and female victims of do-
mestic violence who suffered physical or clinical con-
sequences appear to have been in the     type of
relationship that can be classified     as intimate terrorism
associated with severe violence (cells outlined in bold
in Table 6). This was the case for men and women who
suffered injuries (65% and 67% respectively), received
care in a hospital or medical attention or follow-up from
a doctor or nurse (73% and 72%), received help from a
crisis centre or shelter (57% and 69%), feared for their
lives (79% and 72%),     and whose situation was notified
to the police (64% and 60%).

Though the percentages of all male and female victims
suffering physical consequences in intimate terrorism
were comparable, it must be emphasized that the
number of female victims was significantly higher in vir-
tually every category.

Among the victims in the GSS of what can be defined
as a “clinically abusive relationship I”5 (Ehrensaft et al.,
2004: 262; Moffitt et al., 2001: 60), 60% of men and
59% of women were victims of intimate terrorism and
severe violence. This was also the case for a “clinically
abusive relationship II”6 (52% and 53% respectively) as
defined by Ehrensaft et al. (2004: 262). These results
are in accordance with those of Ehrensaft et al. (2004:
263, Table 2) which, in the Dunedin sample, showed

Table 6
Consequences¹ of Domestic Violence by a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner in the 5 Years Preceding the Survey, by Type in
Johnson’s Typology, Severity of Violence and Sex of Victim, Canada, 1999

Category of Victim Situational Couple Violence Intimate Terrorism Denominator

Minor Severe Minor Severe

% n

Male
Total Victims of a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner 30 27 10 32 542 900
Victim with injuries — 21 — 65 71 900
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — — — 73 14 800
Police were notified — 19 — 64 81 700
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — 57 12 200
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist — 29 — 48 81 600
Victim had everyday activities disrupted — — — 62 53 200
Victim feared for his life — — — 79 41 000

Clinically abusive relationship I² — 22 — 60 125 200
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 12 25 9 52 194 600

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated — — — 66 91 000
Victim reported 4 to 10 events 12 37 10 42 125 300
Victim reported 2 to 3 events 20 37 8 34 102 100
Victim reported a single event 54 23 10 13 224 600

Victim 35 years of age and over 31 24 11 33 293 400
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 31 31 6 31 192 600
Victim under 25 years of age 27 26 — 34 57 000

Female
Total Victims of a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner 27 12 18 43 685 900
Victim with injuries 10 15 9 67 277 600
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — 12 — 72 104 100
Police were notified 14 14 11 60 254 500
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter 11 — — 69 100 900
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist 15 9 19 56 260 100
Victim had everyday activities disrupted 8 9 14 69 219 700
Victim feared for her life 6 9 13 72 258 700

Clinically abusive relationship I² 15 14 11 59 402 700
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 18 13 16 53 507 200

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated 7 8 11 73 195 000
Victim reported 4 to 10 events — 15 19 59 136 900
Victim reported 2 to 3 events 31 15 26 28 130 500
Victim reported a single event 55 11 19 15 223 600

Victim 35 years of age and over 26 12 17 44 347 300
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 28 12 17 43 246 400
Victim under 25 years of age 29 12 22 37 92 200

1. The dash indicates that the small sample size did not allow for a valid estimate.
2. Clinically abusive relationship I: The victim experienced one or more of the following: suffered injury, received care in a hospital, received care or follow-up from a doctor

or nurse, notified police, obtained help from a men’s support centre, received help from a women’s centre or women’s shelter.
3. Clinically abusive relationship II: Includes clinically abusive relationship I, plus victim did one or more of the following: contacted a crisis centre or called a telephone help

line, contacted a community services or family centre, spoke about it with a doctor or nurse, lawyer, counsellor or psychologist. This is a descriptive classification largely
inspired by Ehrensaft et al. (2004: 262).

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file

5. Clinically abusive relationship I: Victim experienced one or more of the following: suffered injury, received care in a hospital, received care or follow-up from a doctor or
nurse, notified police, obtained help from a men’s support centre, received help from a women's centre or women’s shelter.

6. Clinical abusive relationship II: Includes clinically abusive relationship I, plus victim did one or more of the following: contacted a crisis centre or called a help line,
contacted a community services or family centre, spoke about it with a doctor or nurse, lawyer, counsellor or psychologist.
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among women (61%). These findings suggest the pos-
sibility that even though all types of violent partners can
be found in both sexes, the relative proportions of the
various types of perpetrators can significantly differ be-
tween men and women.4

Context of Violence According to the Johnson
Typology

Recent analyses have indicated that a variety score pro-
vides a more reliable measure of domestic violence
(Moffitt et al., 2001: 55-56; Ehrensaft et al., 2004: 262)
or controlling behaviours than simple prevalence, which
reports in dichotomous fashion whether a respondent
answered “Yes” or “No” to at least one of the items on
a scale. A variety score represents the total number of

items on the physical violence scale (CTS10) or control-
ling behaviours scale to which the respondent answered
“Yes.” The higher the score on the scale, the greater
the risk that the violent and controlling situation being
experienced by the victim will become oppressive and
harmful.

Table 5 shows the mean scores for the physical vio-
lence and controlling behaviours scales for all victims
of a current or previous spouse/partner in the 1999 GSS,
by type (situational couple violence or intimate terror-
ism) and severity of violence. Both men (4.2) and women
(4.5) answered yes to a significantly higher mean number
of items (out of 10) of physical violence in intimate ter-
rorism than in situational couple violence (2.4 and 2.3
respectively). Severe violence was characterized by a

Table 4
Type of Controlling Behaviour Reported by the Victim of a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner,¹ by Severity of Violence and Sex
of Victim, Canada, 1999

Sex of Victim and Type of Controlling Behaviour

Situational Intimate Total² Situational Intimate Total
Couple Violence Terrorism Couple Violence Terrorism

n %

Victim of Current Spouse/Partner
Male 237 900 55 900 293 700 81 19 100
Minor violence 133 900 19 800 153 700 46 7 52
Severe violence 104 000 36 100 140 000 35 12 48

Female 188 900 66 600 255 500 74 26 100
Minor violence 147 200 24 100 171 300 58 9 67
Severe violence 41 700 42 500 84 200 16 17 33

Victim of a Previous Spouse/Partner
Male 86 600 172 600 259 200 33 67 100
Minor violence 36 900 34 600 71 500 14 13 28
Severe violence 49 700 138 000 187 600 19 53 72

Female 90 900 346 500 437 400 21 79 100
Minor violence 45 000 97 100 142 100 10 22 32
Severe violence 45 900 249 400 295 300 10 57 68

Victim of a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner
Male 311 700 231 300 542 900 57 43 100
Minor violence 165 100 53 400 218 500 30 10 40
Severe violence 144 200 174 900 319 000 27 32 59

Female 270 300 415 600 685 900 39 61 100
Minor violence 187 000 121 600 308 700 27 18 45
Severe violence 82 400 292 500 375 000 12 43 55

1. Data in this table come from the victims, who provided information on controlling behaviours used by a current or previous spouse/partner, i.e. the perpetrator.
2. Among victims of violence on the part of a current or ex-spouse/partner in the 5 years preceding the survey, we can estimate there were approximately 5,400 men and

2,300 women whose response was categorized as «Not stated/path uncertain.» These  should be added to the estimates of victims of minor or severe violence to arrive at
the total number of victims.

3. Estimates have been rounded to the nearest hundred.

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file

that a “clinically abusive relationship” was associated
with a higher level of controlling behaviours as meas-
ured by the Controlling Abuse Scale, which provided
contextual information about domestic violence
(Ehrensaft, 2004: 262).

The type of domestic violence appeared to be associ-
ated with the frequency of violence. Among those re-
porting more than 10 violent acts, 66% of men and 73%
of women were victims of intimate terrorism and se-
vere violence. Conversely, if the victim reported a single
violent act, 54% of men and 55% of women were vic-
tims of minor situational couple violence. The age of
the victim did not seem to be associated with the type
of domestic violence.

Table 7 presents the rates per 1,000 of the physical and
clinical consequences of domestic violence, by
Johnson’s typology. In both men and women, the preva-
lence rates of both types of domestic violence mark-
edly decreased with the victim’s age. The prevalence
rates for victims of intimate terrorism with severe vio-
lence increased with the number of events reported by
the victims. Conversely, the prevalence rates for victims
of minor situational couple violence significantly in-
creased when the victim reported only one violent event.

The prevalence rate (per 1,000) of victims having suf-
fered physical or clinical consequences in intimate ter-
rorism with severe violence was significantly higher in
women compared to men. This was the case for vic-
tims who suffered injuries (19 for women vs. 5 for men),
received hospital care or medical attention or follow-up
from a doctor or nurse (8 vs. 1), notified the police (16
vs. 6), received help from a crisis centre or shelter (7 vs.
1), or feared for their lives (19 vs. 4).

Johnson’s Typology and the Consequences of
Domestic Violence Perpetrated by a Previous
Spouse/Partner

Among victims of domestic violence by a previous
spouse/partner, a large majority of both men and women
who experienced physical or clinical consequences ap-
pear to have been in the category of intimate terrorism
and severe violence according to Johnson’s typology
(cells outlined in bold in Table 8).

This was the case for 77% of men and women who
suffered injuries, and 84% of men and women who re-
ceived care in a hospital or medical attention or follow-
up from a doctor or nurse. Among those who notified

police, 76% of male victims and 71% of female victims
were in the category of intimate terrorism with severe
violence. This was also the case for 80% of male and
74% of female victims whose daily activities were dis-
rupted, and 83% and 77% of those who feared for their
lives.

It should be noted that the number of female victims
who experienced such consequences was significantly
higher in every category, even though the overall pro-
portions of all male and female victims of intimate ter-
rorism with severe violence were similar.

The prevalence rates (per 1,000) of physical and clinical
consequences among victims of a previous spouse/part-
ner were significantly higher in women compared to men
(Table 9). This was the case for victims who suffered
injuries (41 vs. 15),  received hospital care or medical
attention from a doctor or nurse (16 vs. 4), notified the
police (33 vs. 18), received help from a crisis centre or
shelter (14 vs. 2), or feared for their lives (39 vs. 10).

It should also be noted that, among victims of a previ-
ous spouse/partner, the prevalence rates for the physi-
cal consequences of intimate terrorism and severe
violence were 4 to 20 times higher than those observed
for minor situational couple violence. However, among
victims of a current spouse/partner, the prevalence rates
of the two types of domestic violence were more com-
parable (results not shown). This suggests that victims
of a previous spouse/partner were more likely to report
intimate terrorism and severe violence than those of a
current spouse/partner, and/or that victims of intimate
terrorism and severe violence were more likely to termi-
nate the relationship with a current partner.

Victims of intimate terrorism are mostly to be found
among victims of a previous spouse/partner. Indeed,
among women, intimate terrorism with severe violence
perpetrated by a previous partner comprised 85% of all
cases of intimate terrorism perpetrated by either a cur-
rent or previous partner. The proportion among men was
79%. The proportions for intimate terrorism with minor
violence were 80% in women and 65% in men. In con-
trast, among women, minor situational couple violence
perpetrated by a previous partner comprised 24% of all
such cases perpetrated by either a current or previous
spouse/partner. The proportion among men was 22%.
For severe situational couple violence, the proportions
were 56% and 34% for women and men respectively.

4. Statistics Canada seems not to have published any analysis of the psychometric properties of the controlling behaviours scale used in the 1999 GSS (Riou, Rinfret-Raynor
& Cantin, 2003: 63). The items in the scale closely resemble those used in the 1989 Psychological Maltreatment of Women Survey conducted by Tolman (Johnson & Leone,
2005: 329). It is possible that this scale was less appropriate for measuring controlling behaviours experienced by men, as indicated by the lower Cronbach coefficients in
male victims compared to female victims, notably among respondents with a current spouse/partner, for which they were 0.56 and 0.70 respectively (Laroche, 2003: annex,
p. 225). The large proportion of male victims of severe situational couple violence on the part of a current spouse/partner (35%) compared to that observed in female victims
(16%), may result from an inadequate assessment of controlling behaviours suffered by men. With an improved scale, some of these cases might then fall into the
category of “intimate terrorism” and severe violence. Steps should be taken to perhaps clarify the psychometric characteristics of this scale.

Severity of Violence
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Prevalence of Domestic Violence According to
the Johnson Typology

Johnson and Leone (2005) describe findings related to
these two types of domestic violence based on the data
of an American survey conducted in 1995-1996 by Tjaden
and Thoennes (1998: 14). The National Violence Against
Women Survey (NVAWS) comprised a representative
sample of 8,005 men and 8,000 women, 18 years of
age and over. The aim of the Johnson and Leone analy-
sis of a sub-sample of 4,967 married women in this sur-
vey was to verify whether intimate terrorism and
situational couple violence differed in terms of their con-
sequences.

In order to determine the existence of a general pattern
of control, Johnson and Leone used a seven-item scale3

covering controlling behaviours exerted by the respond-
ent’s husband. The authors calculated a variety score
comprising the number of items to which the respond-
ent answered “Yes.” Cluster analysis was used to deter-
mine whether there was Low Control or High Control.
Respondents who answered “Yes” to two or fewer items
(96% of the sample) had husbands categorized as ex-
erting Low Control, while those who answered “Yes” to
three or more items (4% of the sample) had husbands
categorized as exerting High Control. The cutting point

between these two groups corresponded to two stand-
ard deviations above the mean variety score for all re-
spondents in the survey with a current husband (Johnson
& Leone, 2005: 329).

A score of Low Control was defined as “situational cou-
ple violence,” while a score of High Control was defined
as “intimate terrorism.” The study showed that 65% of
cases of domestic violence involving the current spouse
reported by the wives in the sample could be classified
as situational couple violence and 35% as intimate ter-
rorism. As a possible explanation for this large percent-
age of intimate terrorism, Johnson and Leone state that,
as Straus had already suggested, the framing of the in-
terviews in the NVAWS had overtones of “crime,” vio-
lence and personal safety, rather than those reflecting a
survey on family conflict (Johnson & Leone, 2005: 330;
Straus, 1999: 26-27).

The 1999 GSS also involved a controlling behaviours
scale that had seven items (Figure 2). Using the same
cutting point as Johnson and Leone, it is possible to
determine in which category of Johnson’s typology the
victims of domestic violence in Canada can be classi-
fied.

In Table 4, the results show that the majority of cases of
domestic violence reported by victims, both male (81%)
and female (74%), of the current spouse/partner, could
be categorized as situational couple violence. In con-
trast, the majority of cases of domestic violence reported
by victims, both male (67%) and female (79%), of a pre-
vious spouse/partner, could be categorized as intimate
terrorism. Though similar proportions of male (53%) and
female (57%) victims of a previous spouse/partner re-
ported severe violence in the context of intimate terror-
ism, a much higher number of women (249,400) reported
this compared to men (138,000).

Though the majority of male victims of their current or a
previous spouse/partner reported having experienced
severe violence (59%), situational couple violence was
the most frequent type (57%). The majority of female
victims of their current or a previous spouse/partner also
reported having experienced severe violence (55%).
However, intimate terrorism was the most frequent type

Figure 2
Statements About Controlling Behaviours Describing a
Current or Previous Spouse/Partner
General Social Survey 1999, sections C and E

1. He/She tries to limit your contact with family or friends.

2. He/She puts you down or calls you names to make you feel
bad.

3. He/She is jealous and doesn’t want you to talk to other men/
women.

4. He/She harms, or threatens to harm, someone close to you.

5. He/She demands to know who you are with and where you
are at all times.

6. He/She damages or destroys your possessions or property.

7. He/She prevents you from knowing about or having access
to the family income, even if you ask.

Source : Statistics Canada (2000) : 29-30 et 35-36.

3. The introduction and questions were the following: “I would like to read to you some statements that some women have used to describe their husband/partner. Thinking
about your current husband/partner would you say he/she: (E3) Is jealous or possessive? (E5) Tries to limit your contact with family and friends? (E6) Insists on knowing who
you are with at all times? (E7) Calls you names or puts you down in front of others? (E8) Makes you feel inadequate? (E10) Shouts or swears at you? (E12) Prevents you from
knowing about or having access to the family income even when you ask?” (Johnson & Leone, 2005: 329; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1999: [61-62]). The 1993 Violence Against
Women Survey (five items) and the 1999 General Social Survey (seven items) had similar introductions and items that corresponded to questions E3, E5, E6, E7 and E12
of the questionnaire employed by Tjaden and Thoennes in 1995-1996.

Table 7
Rate¹ per 1,000 of Consequences of Domestic Violence by a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner in the 5 Years Preceding the
Survey, by Type in Johnson’s Typology, Severity of Violence and Sex of Victim, Canada, 1999

Category of Victim Situational Couple Intimate Terrorism Total
 Violence

Minor Severe Minor Severe

Rate per 1,000

Male
Total Victims of a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner 19 16 6 20 61
Victim with injuries — 2 — 5 8
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — — — — 2
Police were notified — 2 — 6 9
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — — 1
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist — 3 — 4 9
Victim had everyday activities disrupted — — — 4 6
Victim feared for his life — — — 4 5

Clinically abusive relationship I² — 3 — 8 14
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 3 6 2 11 22

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated — — — 7 10
Victim reported 4 to 10 events 2 5 1 6 14
Victim reported 2 to 3 events 2 4 — 4 11
Victim reported a single event 14 4 3 3 25

Victim 35 years of age and over 13 10 5 14 42
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 38 38 8 39 125
Victim under 25 years of age 56 53 — 70 205

Female
Total Victims of a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner 19 8 12 30 70
Victim with injuries 3 4 2 19 28
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — 1 — 8 11
Police were notified 4 4 3 16 26

Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — 7 10
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist 4 2 5 15 26
Victim had everyday activities disrupted 2 2 3 15 22
Victim feared for her life 1 2 3 19 26

Clinically abusive relationship I² 6 6 5 24 41
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 9 7 8 27 52

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated 1 2 2 14 20
Victim reported 4 to 10 events — 2 3 8 14
Victim reported 2 to 3 events 4 2 3 4 13
Victim reported a single event 13 3 4 3 23

Victim 35 years of age and over 12 6 8 20 46
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 39 16 24 59 137
Victim under 25 years of age 64 27 49 82 223

People with a current or previous spouse/partner (denominator) Male Female … … …
People 35 years of age and over with a current
or previous spouse/partner (denominator) 7 065 300 7 608 700 … … …
People 25 to 34 years of age with a current
or previous spouse/partner (denominator) 1 539 200 1 797 500 … … …
People 15 to 24 years of age with a current
or previous spouse/partner (denominator) 277 800 413 800 … … …

1. The dash indicates that the small sample size did not allow for a valid estimate.
2. Clinically abusive relationship I: The victim experienced one or more of the following: suffered injury, received care in a hospital, received care or follow-up from a doctor

or nurse, notified police, obtained help from a men’s support centre, received help from a women’s centre or women’s shelter.
3. Clinically abusive relationship II: Includes clinically abusive relationship I, plus victim did one or more of the following: contacted a crisis centre or called a telephone help

line, contacted a community services or family centre, spoke about it with a doctor or nurse, lawyer, counsellor or psychologist. This is a descriptive classification largely
inspired by Ehrensaft et al. (2004: 262).

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file
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According to Straus & Gelles (1990: 98,104,120,163),
the difference in consequences reported by men and
women can in large part be explained by the greater
average size, height, weight and strength of men,
thereby increasing the risk of injury among women.
Furthermore, men’s physical characteristics allow them
to fend off assaults from their female partners when
they are the victims of aggression. However, additional
factors may contribute to the different outcomes of as-
sault in men and women. Moffitt et al (1999: 10) show
that in the Dunedin longitudinal cohort, men who per-
petrated severe physical abuse at 21 years of age were
more deviant in their personal characteristics than
women perpetrators. Ehrensaft et al. (2004: 264) ob-
served that male perpetrators in the same cohort, in-
volved in clinically abusive relationships at 26 years of
age, presented with statistically significant deviance
traits on half of the 10 personality scales at age 18,
whereas female perpetrators showed deviance only on
the aggression scale.

Victims’ Reactions to Domestic Violence

In the 1999 GSS, men and women also differed in the
way they reacted to domestic violence. As indicated pre-
viously, there is reason to believe that, in general, women
terminated a union marked by violence more quickly than
men. Indeed, more women than men brought their situ-
ation to the attention of the police (37% vs. 15%), con-
fided in family or friends (81% vs. 56%), and had a
greater propensity to seek support services (48% vs.
17%). In addition, women who were victims of severe
violence were more likely than men to report devastat-
ing psychological effects that ensue from physical abuse
(Laroche, 2003: 107-111).

The reason most often mentioned by both women and
men for having reported domestic violence to the po-
lice was to put an end to it and seek protection (72%
and 39% respectively). The duty to call the police in such
circumstances was reported as the second reason. Sig-
nificantly fewer women than men, 16% versus 32%,
indicated that the violence was not severe enough or
they did not require help as reasons for explaining not
contacting the police or support services (Laroche, 2003:
190-198).

Nevertheless, many male victims of their current or pre-
vious spouse/partner reported suffering harmful physi-
cal and psychological consequences of domestic
violence. The differences between men and women
were less pronounced in terms of the psychological ef-
fects compared to the physical ones. Approximately

35% of male and 11% of female victims of domestic
violence did not call the police, seek help from support
services or talk to anyone close to them about it (Laroche,
2003: 218-219). The fact that men are less likely to con-
fide in a family member or friend, to report their situa-
tion to the police or seek assistance from a support
organization, in the few instances in which such help is
available, constitute an additional factor of vulnerability
and, if the violence is recurring, increase the risk of their
resorting to physical violence as well (Langhinrichsen-
Rohling, 2005: 115; Ehrensaft et al.; 2004: 267; Kwong
et al., 1999: 157; Straus & Gelles, 1990: 501).

Johnson’s Typology – Situational Couple
Violence and Intimate Terrorism

The typology suggested by Michael P. Johnson (1995)
attempts to reconcile the apparent contradiction be-
tween the results on the prevalence of domestic vio-
lence obtained by surveys conducted on representative
samples using the Conflict Tactics Scales developed by
Murray A. Straus, and those obtained through clinical
observation, recruited for example in shelters for bat-
tered women (Johnson, 1999: [3]). Though it has four
categories, the simplest version of this typology distin-
guishes two main types of domestic violence, namely
situational couple violence and intimate terrorism
(Johnson, 1995: 284-285; Johnson, 1999: [3]; Johnson
& Ferraro, 2000: 949; Johnson & Leone, 2005: 322) (the
other two types are violent resistance and mutual vio-
lent control).

According to Johnson, situational couple violence erupts
during conflicts or specific arguments that get out of
control. However, this type of violence is less likely to
escalate over time and to cause injury. It is  more likely
to be mutual between the partners (Johnson, 1999: [5]).
Intimate terrorism denotes the will or compulsion of the
aggressor to exert general control over the partner, and
physical violence is only one element embedded in a
general pattern of controlling behaviours (Johnson,
1999: [4]). In other words, the distinguishing feature of
intimate terrorism is the existence of a pattern of both
violent and non-violent behaviours rooted in the attempt
to dominate the partner (Johnson & Ferraro, 2000: 949).
Physical violence tends to be recurring in this type, es-
calating over time to assume severe forms, thereby
strongly increasing the risk of injury or physical effects.
This is why there is a greater chance that this type of
domestic violence would be brought to the attention of
third parties (Johnson, 1999: [5]).

Table 8
Consequences¹ of Domestic Violence by a Previous Spouse/Partner in the 5 Years Preceding the Survey, by Type in Johnson’s
Typology, Severity of Violence and Sex of Victim, Canada 1999

Category of Victim Situational Couple Intimate Terrorism Denominator
Violence

Minor Severe Minor Severe

% n

Male
Total Victims of a Previous Spouse/Partner 14 19 13 53 259 200
Victim with injuries — — — 77 53 900
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — — — 84 12 800
Police were notified — — — 76 65 000
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — 52 11 100
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist — — — 62 52 300
Victim had everyday activities disrupted — — — 80 39 900
Victim feared for his life — — — 83 34 000

Clinically abusive relationship I² — 14 — 73 93 200
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 10 14 11 64 132 200

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated — — — 81 57 200
Victim reported 4 to 10 events — 20 — 61 60 000
Victim reported 2 to 3 events — 28 — 48 55 600
Victim reported a single event 24 22 20 34 75 700

Victim 35 years of age and over 16 17 17 50 138 500
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 13 21 — 57 88 400
Victim under 25 years of age — — — 57 32 300

Female
Total Victims of a Previous Spouse/Partner 10 10 22 57 437 400
Victim with injuries — 10 9 77 212 900
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — — — 84 79 600
Police were notified 7 10 12 71 191 000
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — 77 75 100
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist 9 7 22 63 188 400
Victim had everyday activities disrupted — 7 14 74 173 400
Victim feared for her life — 6 15 77 207 800

Clinically abusive relationship I² 6 10 13 70 292 000
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 7 11 18 63 358 100

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated — — 11 84 148 700
Victim reported 4 to 10 events — 13 18 66 101 900
Victim reported 2 to 3 events 15 15 33 38 82 600
Victim reported a single event 27 13 35 26 104 300

Victim 35 years of age and over 10 11 19 60 211 700
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 11 10 23 57 160 000
Victim under 25 years of age — — 31 49 65 600

1. The dash indicates that the small sample size did not allow for a valid estimate.
2. Clinically abusive relationship I: The victim experienced one or more of the following: suffered injury, received care in a hospital, received care or follow-up from a doctor

or nurse, notified police, obtained help from a men’s support centre, received help from a women’s centre or women’s shelter.
3. Clinically abusive relationship II: Includes clinically abusive relationship I, plus victim did one or more of the following: contacted a crisis centre or called a telephone help

line, contacted a community services or family centre, spoke about it with a doctor or nurse, lawyer, counsellor or psychologist. This is a descriptive classification largely
inspired by Ehrensaft et al. (2004: 262).

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file
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The Severity and Frequency of Violence and its
Consequences

Male and female victims differed in terms of the physi-
cal consequences of violence perpetrated by a current
or previous spouse/partner (Table 3). Women were much
more likely than men to experience injury (40% vs. 13%),
to receive medical attention or follow-up from a doctor
or nurse (15% vs. 3%) or to have their normal everyday
activities disrupted (32% vs. 10%).

Severe violence and a high number of violent events
were two factors that when combined significantly in-
creased the victim’s risk of injury, of receiving immedi-

ate medical care or follow-up, of missing work or of
being incapable of carrying on normal everyday activi-
ties (Table 3). Among women, approximately 61% of
victims of severe violence suffered injuries compared
to 16% of victims of minor violence. Among men, these
percentages were 20% and 4% respectively. Similarly,
the risk of suffering injury was associated with the
number of violent incidents reported by victims. Among
victims who had experienced a single violent incident,
22% of women reported suffering injuries and a mini-
mal percentage of men. However, in victims having re-
ported more than 10 incidents of violence, 63% of
women and 28% of men reported suffering injuries.

Table 3
Number and Proportion of Victims of a Single Violent Act or More than 10 Violent Acts, in the 5 Years Preceding the Survey, by
Certain Physical Consequences, Severity of Violence and Sex of Victim, Canada, 1999

Physical consequences Severity of Violence

Minor Severe Total¹ Minor Severe Total

n %

Total Victims of Violent Acts
Male 218 500 319 000 542 900 100 100 100
Injury — 62 300 71 900 4 20 13
Medical care at a hospital — — — — — —
Medical care or follow-up by a doctor or nurse — 13 400 14 800 — 4 3
Missed work, stopped daily activities 11 700 39 700 53 200 5 12 10

Female 308 700 375 000 685 900 100 100 100
Injury 50 200 227 400 277 600 16 61 40
Medical care at a hospital 11 700 60 800 72 600 4 16 11
Medical care or follow-up by a doctor or nurse 16 900 87 200 104 100 5 23 15
Missed work, stopped daily activities 47 400 171 600 219 700 15 46 32

Victim of a Single Act of Violence
Male 145 100 79 500 224 600 100 100 100
Injury — — — — — —
Medical care at a hospital — — — — — —
Medical care or follow-up by a doctor or nurse — — — — — —
Missed work, stopped daily activities — — — — — —

Female 165 100 58 500 223 600 100 100 100
Injury 21 500 26 800 48 200 13 46 22
Medical care at a hospital — — — — — —
Medical care or follow-up by a doctor or nurse — — 13 500 — — 6
Missed work, stopped daily activities 12 900 22 300 35 200 8 38 16

Victim of More than 10 Acts of Violence
Male 16 900 68 700 91 000 100 100 100
Injury — 24 600 25 300 — 36 28
Medical care at a hospital — — — — — —
Medical care or follow-up by a doctor or nurse — — — — — —
Missed work, stopped daily activities — 22 200 25 100 — 32 28

Female 34 200 158 500 195 000 100 100 100
Injury — 113 700 121 900 — 72 63
Medical care at a hospital — 32 500 35 100 — 21 18
Medical care or follow-up by a doctor or nurse — 47 500 51 100 — 30 26
Missed work, stopped daily activities — 85 000 94 500 26 54 48

1. Among victims of violence on the part of a current or previous spouse/partner in the 5 years preceding the survey, we can estimate there were approximately 5,400 men
and 2,300 women whose response was categorized as «Not stated/path uncertain.» These should be added to the estimates of victims of minor or severe violence to arrive
at the total number of victims.

2. Estimates have been rounded to the nearest hundred.

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file

Table 9
Rate¹ per 1,000 of Consequences of Domestic Violence by a Previous Spouse/Partner in the 5 Years Preceding the Survey, by
Type in Johnson’s Typology, Severity of Violence and Sex of Victim, Canada 1999

Category of Victim Situational Couple Intimate Terrorism Denominator
Violence

Minor Severe Minor Severe

Rate per 1,000

Male
Total Victims of a Previous Spouse/Partner 13 18 13 50 94
Victim with injuries — — — 15 19
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — — — 4 5
Police were notified — — — 18 24
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — — 4
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist — — — 12 19
Victim had everyday activities disrupted — — — 12 14
Victim feared for his life — — — 10 12

Clinically abusive relationship I² — 5 — 25 34
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 5 7 5 31 48

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated — — — 17 21
Victim reported 4 to 10 events — 4 — 13 22
Victim reported 2 to 3 events — 6 — 10 20
Victim reported a single event 7 6 5 9 27

Victim 35 years of age and over 10 11 11 31 63
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 26 41 — 109 191
Victim under 25 years of age — — — 171 300

Female
Total Victims of a Previous Spouse/Partner 11 11 24 62 108
Victim with injuries — 6 5 41 53
Victim received care in a hospital or medical attention
or follow-up from a doctor or nurse — — — 16 20
Police were notified 3 5 6 33 47
Victim received help from a crisis centre or shelter — — — 14 19
Victim consulted a counsellor or psychologist 4 3 10 29 47
Victim had everyday activities disrupted — 3 6 32 43
Victim feared for her life — 3 8 39 52

Clinically abusive relationship I² 4 8 10 51 72
Clinically abusive relationship II³ 7 10 16 56 89

Victim reported more than 10 events or Don’t know/Not stated — — 4 31 37
Victim reported 4 to 10 events — 3 4 17 25
Victim reported 2 to 3 events 3 3 7 8 20
Victim reported a single event 7 3 9 7 26

Victim 35 years of age and over 6 7 13 39 65
Victim 25 to 35 years of age 27 25 58 144 254
Victim under 25 years of age — — 119 189 389

People with a previous spouse/partner (denominator) Male Female … … …
People 35 years of age and over with a previous
spouse/partner (denominator) 2 194 500 3 235 200 … … …
People 25 to 34 years of age with a previous
spouse/partner (denominator) 461 600 630 300 … … …
People 15 to 24 years of age with a previous
spouse/partner (denominator) 107 800 168 800 … … …

1. The dash indicates that the small sample size did not allow for a valid estimate.
2. Clinically abusive relationship I: The victim experienced one or more of the following: suffered injury, received care in a hospital, received care or follow-up from a doctor

or nurse, notified police, obtained help from a men’s support centre, received help from a women’s centre or women’s shelter.
3. Clinically abusive relationship II: Includes clinically abusive relationship I, plus victim did one or more of the following: contacted a crisis centre or called a telephone help

line, contacted a community services or family centre, spoke about it with a doctor or nurse, lawyer, counsellor or psychologist. This is a descriptive classification largely
inspired by Ehrensaft et al. (2004: 262).

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file
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Table 2
Prevalence of Domestic Violence by a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner in the 5 Years Preceding the Survey, by Age Group
and Sex of Victim, Canada, 1999

Age Group Male Female Denominator

Rate Rate
n per 1,000 % n per 1,000 % Male Female

Victim of Current Spouse/Partner
15-24 yrs 24 700 130 8 26 600 90 10 189 200 296 700
25-34 yrs 111 200 86 38 88 400 60 35 1 289 900 1 482 800
35-54 yrs 136 500 37 46 119 300 34 47 3 691 800 3 510 000
55 yrs and over 21 300 9 7 21 300 11 8 2 258 200 1 890 300
Total 293 700 40 100 255 500 36 100 7 429 200 7 179 800

Victim of a Previous Spouse/Partner
15-24 yrs 32 300 300 12 65 600 389 15 107 800 168 800
25-34 yrs 88 400 191 34 160 000 254 37 461 600 630 300
35-54 yrs 129 900 90 50 198 600 117 45 1 442 300 1 700 100
55 yrs and over — — — 13 200 9 3 752 200 1 535 100
Total 259 200 94 100 437 400 108 100 2 763 900 4 034 300

Victim of a Current or Previous
Spouse/Partner
15-24 yrs 57 000 205 10 92 200 223 13 277 800 413 800
25-34 yrs 192 600 125 35 246 400 137 36 1 539 200 1 797 500
35-54 yrs 263 500 60 49 313 400 71 46 4 355 600 4 416 800
55 yrs and over 29 900 11 6 33 900 11 5 2 709 700 3 191 900
Total 542 900 61 100 685 900 70 100 8 882 300 9 820 000

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file

The majority of the victims of violence perpetrated by
the current spouse/partner, 52% of men and 67% of
women, reported having experienced minor violence.
In contrast, an even larger majority of victims of a previ-
ous spouse/partner, 72% of men and 68% of women,
reported having suffered severe violence. The preva-
lence rate per 1,000 of violence by the current spouse/
partner was higher in men (40) than in women (36),
whereas the prevalence rate per 1,000 of violence by a
previous spouse/partner was higher in women (108)
than in men (94).

The finding that the prevalence was higher in men than
in women among victims of a current spouse/partner,
while it was higher in women than in men among vic-
tims of a previous spouse/partner, could be due to the
fact that men tend to remain longer in a union in which
domestic violence is occurring (Laroche, 2003: 37).
Other results support this hypothesis. In Canada in 1999,
54% of all male victims over the five years preceding
the survey were assaulted by their current spouse/part-
ner versus 37% of all female victims. A similar phenom-
enon was observed in the 12 months preceding the
survey; 71% of male victims were assaulted by their
current spouse/partner as opposed to 55% of female
victims. However, the 1999 GSS did not collect the data
required to directly verify whether men remained in a
relationship longer than women from the time they be-
came a victim of domestic violence.

Age of Victims of Domestic Violence

Domestic violence occurred much more frequently in
younger adults than in older ones. The 1999 GSS re-
vealed that 46% of male and 49% of female victims (of
a current or previous partner) were under 35 years of
age, but men and women in this age group comprised
only 20% and 23% respectively of the population 15
years of age and over with a current or previous spouse/
partner. In addition, 49% of male and 46% of female
victims were in the 35-54 age category. Men and women
in this age category constituted 49% and 45% respec-
tively of all people living with a current or previous
spouse/partner (Laroche, 2003: 117-118).

In the 15-24 age category, the prevalence rate per 1,000
of domestic violence perpetrated by a current or previ-
ous spouse/partner in the five years preceding the sur-
vey was 205 and 223 in men and women respectively
(Table 2). Similar high rates have been observed in other
surveys in comparable age groups, but over a 12-month
period preceding the survey (Magdol et al., 1997: 73;
Moffitt & Caspi, 1999: 4). In the 25-34 age category, the
rates per 1,000 were 125 in men and 137 in women. In
people 35-54 years of age, the rates were lower, 60 and
71 per 1,000 respectively, and in the over-55 category,
they were 11 for both sexes.

Discussion

Firstly, Johnson’s typology provides a relatively simple
technique for revealing distinctly different types of do-
mestic violence. Contrasts between various categories
of victims likely presupposes an etiology of violence
specific to each (Macmillan & Kruttschnitt, 2005: 16-17;
Straus, 1999: 29) and the heterogeneity of the types of
violent spouses (Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 2005: 111;
Cavanaugh & Gelles, 2005: 157-158; Kruttschnitt et al.,
2004: 84; Holtzworth-Munroe & Meehan, 2004: 1370;
Delsol, Margolin & John, 2003: 635).

According to Johnson & Ferraro (2000: 950), the het-
erogeneity of the causes of domestic violence  could,
in the case of intimate terrorism, correspond to two dis-
tinct psychological profiles of perpetrators resulting from
different developmental histories. The first type of per-
petrator has mainly sociopathic and violent characteris-
tics, the second a deep emotional dependency on the
relationship with the partner.

Using data from longitudinal surveys, a number of re-
searchers, (Ehrensaft et al.: 2004; Ehrensaft et al.: 2003;
Moffitt et al.: 2001; Capaldi & Owen: 2001; Magdol et
al.: 1998)  have begun to empirically determine the de-
velopmental antecedents and individual pathways likely
to lead to domestic violence.

Johnson and Ferraro (2000) believe it is possible to es-
tablish a link between Johnson’s typology of domestic
violence and the typology of perpetrators developed by
Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2000). According to
Holtzworth-Monroe, “family only” perpetrators seem to
be more likely involved in situational couple violence,
whereas “generally violent-antisocial” and “borderline/
dysphoric” perpetrators seem to mainly engage in inti-
mate terrorism (Johnson & Ferraro, 2000: 950). Other
researchers have also suggested a relationship between
Johnson’s typology of domestic violence and
Holtzworth-Munroe’s typology of violent spouses
(Cavanaugh & Gelles, 2005: 161-162; Holtzworth-
Munroe & Meehan, 2004: 1370; Delsol, Margolin & John,
2003: 647).

An empirical test of Holtzworth-Munroe’s typology on a
non-representative sample recruited through flyers in
public locations, radio public service announcements
and word of mouth, indicated that in terms of dominat-
ing their partner, generally violent/psychologically dis-
tressed perpetrators were more controlling than all other
types of perpetrator (Delsol, Margolin & John, 2003:
644). They observed that they were the only type of vio-

lent spouse who scored high on psychological control,
on psychopathology, and attitudes condoning violence
against women. Indeed, a primary difference between
them and other types of perpetrator was their high score
on psychological control, which included jealousy, sus-
picion, monitoring their partner’s schedule and limiting
contact and activities with other people (Delsol, Margolin
& John, 2003: 646).

Such typologies of violent spouses are of great utility
from many perspectives, for example, in targeting ef-
fective prevention programs, screening high-risk domes-
tic violence situations, and developing appropriate,
type-specific treatments that have a greater chance of
success (Macmillan & Kruttschnitt, 2005: 41; Cavanaugh
& Gelles, 2005: 164; Holtzworth-Munroe & Meehan,
2004: 1383). However, typologies of violent spouses re-
quire data on the severity and frequency of domestic
violence, the generality of violence on the part of the
perpetrator (marital only or also extrafamilial), and the
batterer’s psychopathology or personality disorder char-
acteristics (Holtzworth-Munroe & Meehan, 2004: 1371;
Kruttschnitt et al., 2004: 85; Delsol, Margolin & John,
2003: 635).

In comparison, the distinction between intimate terror-
ism and situational couple violence in Johnson’s typol-
ogy only requires knowledge of the controlling
behaviours of the victim’s current or previous spouse/
partner. With additional data on the directionality and
initiation of violence, it is possible to differentiate the
four types of domestic violence suggested by Johnson.
It seems easier to collect this kind of data, as was done
in the 1999 GSS, than to collect data on the psychopa-
thology of current and previous spouses and the gener-
ality of their violent behaviour.

Secondly, the data from the GSS do not seem to cor-
roborate Johnson’s hypothesis that intimate terrorism
is almost the exclusive domain of male perpetrators
(Johnson, 1999: [9]). In addition, the GSS data do not
provide evidence for Johnson’s suggestion that popula-
tion surveys suffer from a sampling bias due to high
rates of non-response, resulting in the exclusion of the
majority of victims of intimate terrorism who can only
be detected with some validity in clinical populations
(Johnson, 1999: [5]).

As Ehrensaft et al. have emphasized (2004: 258-259),
such a hypothesis seems to contradicts long-established
epidemiological research methodology, by stating that
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A single event may encompass all the items of the CTS10,
while another event may cover only one. A series of
events could relate to several items, but the items could
differ from one event to another. In the 1999 GSS ques-
tionnaire, the number of events of domestic violence
was the subject matter of a series of questions2 asked
of respondents who had previously answered “Yes” to
at least one of the items in the CTS10.

The degree of severity was indicated by the rank of each
item on the CTS10 (Figure 1). Acts of physical aggres-
sion were classified as “minor violence” if the respond-
ent answered positively to not more than the first four
items on the CTS10, and as “severe violence” if the re-
spondent answered positively to at least one of items 5
to 10 shown in Figure 1. The prevalence and the preva-
lence rate indicate the number and proportion respec-
tively of respondents who reported an act of aggression
corresponding to the wording of at least one of the 10
items in the CTS10, thereby revealing at least one do-
mestic violence event in the five years preceding the
survey.

2. The series comprised questions D11-D13 and F11-F13.

Table 1
Prevalence of Domestic Violence by a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner in the 12 Months and 5 Years Preceding the Survey,
by Severity of Violence and Sex of Victim, Canada, 1999

Severity of Violence Male Female

12-Month Prevalence¹ 5-Year Prevalence² 12-Month Prevalence¹ 5-Year Prevalence²

Rate Rate Rate Rate
n per 1,000 n per 1,000 n per 1,000 n per 1,000

Victim of Current Spouse/Partner 123 700 17 293 700 40 119 100 17 255 500 36
Minor violence … … 153 700 21 … … 171 300 24
Severe violence … … 140 000 19 … … 84 200 12

Victim of a Previous Spouse/Partner 47 800 17 259 200 94 100 600 25 437 400 108
Minor violence … … 71 500 26 … … 142 100 35
Severe violence … … 187 700 68 … … 295 300 73

Victim of a Current or Previous
Spouse/Partner 173 100 19 542 900 61 218 200 22 685 900 70
Minor violence … … 218 500 25 … … 308 700 31
Severe violence … … 319 000 36 … … 375 000 38

People with a current
spouse/partner (denominator) 7 429 200 … 7 429 200 … 7 179 800 … 7 179 800 …
People with a previous
spouse/partner (denominator) 2 763 900 … 2 763 900 … 4 034 300 … 4 034 300 …
People with a current or previous
spouse/partner (denominator) 8 882 300 … 8 882 300 … 9 820 000 … 9 820 000 …

1. At least one incident of domestic violence experienced in the 12 months preceding the survey.
2. At least one incident of domestic violence experienced in the 5 years preceding the survey. Among victims of violence on the part of a current or ex-spouse/partner in the

5 years preceding the survey, we can estimate there were approximately 5,400 men and 2,300 women whose response was categorized as «Not stated/path uncertain.»
These  should be added to the estimates of victims of minor or severe violence to arrive at the total number of victims.

3. Estimates have been rounded to the nearest hundred.

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey 1999, microdata file

Prevalence of Domestic Violence

The 1999 GSS data indicate that in Canada physical ag-
gression on the part of a current or previous spouse/
partner was reported by men and women in “similar”
proportions (Bunge, 2000: 11) (Table 1). The five-year
prevalence rates per 1,000 for domestic violence com-
mitted by a current or previous spouse/partner were 70
in women (685,900 victims) and 61 in men (542,900 vic-
tims). The similarity in prevalence rates may in large part
be due to the fact that violence between spouses con-
stitutes a largely bidirectional or mutual phenomenon,
as indicated by a number of studies (Ehrensaft et al.,
2003: 745, 749-750; Kwong et al., 2003: 294-295; Capaldi
& Owen, 2001: 431; Kwong et al., 1999: 155; Magdol et
al., 1997: 73; Morse, 1995: 263; Straus, 1993: 74; Brush,
1990: 61). However, the 1999 GSS did not ask respond-
ents whether they themselves had used physical vio-
lence with a current or previous partner. Therefore, data
are unavailable for establishing the degree to which do-
mestic violence was bidirectional.

real cases of a significantly clinical phenomenon can-
not be found by well-designed epidemiological research
conducted on large representative samples. Indeed, the
GSS data not only revealed a large number of cases of
intimate terrorism, but also provided a means of esti-
mating with a certain level of accuracy various clinical
populations, such as the number of cases in which po-
lice were notified or the number of women who sought
refuge in shelters in 1999 (Laroche, 2003: 187-189, 215).

The 1999 GSS showed that a very large sample is re-
quired to be able to establish the annual prevalence of
cases of domestic violence that we typically find in shel-
ters for battered women. We can estimate that 32,100
of the 218,000 female victims of domestic violence in
the 12 months preceding the survey received help from
a women’s centre or shelter in 1999 in Canada, indicat-
ing a prevalence rate of slightly over 3 per 1,000. Ap-
proximately 59% (18,900) of women in shelters had
suffered intimate terrorism with severe violence in the
12 months preceding the survey, for a prevalence rate
of under 2 per 1,000.

Given these results, it is not surprising that the NFVS
conducted in 1985 by Straus on a sample four times
smaller than that of the 1999 GSS, was unable to detect
a large number of cases of violence that would be typi-
cal of that found among women in shelters (Johnson,
1995: 289-290).

Lastly, one of the surprising aspects of the 1999 GSS
was the fact the annual prevalence rates measured by
the CTS10 were lower than those observed in a large
number of surveys using the version of the CTS con-
ceived by Straus. This is perhaps due to the fact that
the 1999 GSS was a survey on criminal victimization.
Straus (1999: 19) distinguishes two types of surveys on
domestic violence – family studies and crime studies.
Each presents a completely different portrait of the
prevalence of domestic violence, since a large number
of victims, even if they consider domestic violence un-
acceptable, are reluctant to report it as a crime (Straus,
1999: 18, 23). It has been demonstrated that participants’
responses in the same survey can significantly vary

when the description of the situation preceding the
questions on acts of violence puts emphasis on either
criminal victimization or on conflict with the spouse/part-
ner (Moffitt et al., 2001: 61-62).

In the 1999 GSS, the annual prevalence rates per 1,000
of domestic violence in Canada were 22 in women and
19 in men, significantly higher than those observed in
studies of criminal victimization conducted in Canada
in 1982 and 1988, and in police statistics (Laroche, 2003:
50-53). However, these rates were significantly lower
than those observed in studies conducted by Straus and
Gelles (1990: 116, 118) and Kwong, Bartholomew &
Dutton (1999: 153-154), which were based on surveys
using the CTS, but in a context of conflict resolution
with the spouse/partner.

This would seem to indicate that the sections on do-
mestic violence in the 1999 GSS constituted a hybrid
measurement instrument. They were part of a survey
on criminal victimization, but the CTS was used in dis-
tinct sections focusing on domestic violence. The CTS,
which enumerated precise acts or threats of physical
abuse in the sections of the survey on violence perpe-
trated by a current or previous partner, revealed compa-
rable prevalence rates between men and women, as is
normally the case with this instrument. However, these
rates were lower than those usually obtained when the
specified context is conflict resolution or disagreements
between partners.

In conclusion, applying Johnson’s typology to the 1999
GSS data provided a means of revealing the relation-
ship between the physical and clinical consequences
of domestic violence and the type of violence being per-
petrated. Identifying the type of violence and its effects,
and whether the perpetrator is a current or previous
spouse, can contribute to gaining a better understand-
ing of factors underlying prevalence rates, and help tar-
get prevention and treatment programs in a more precise
fashion.
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For the first time in Canada, a large-scale study repre-
sentative of the population 15 years of age and over
measured the prevalence of domestic violence in both
men and women. The sample of the General Social Sur-
vey (GSS) on victimization and spousal violence, con-
ducted by Statistics Canada in 1999, comprised 25,876
respondents residing in all 10 Canadian provinces,
11,607 men and 14,269 women.

In addition to prevalence, the survey covered various
qualitative aspects of domestic violence, such as
sociodemographic characteristics of the victims and
their spouse/partner, physical and psychological effects
of violence on the victims, and the help they sought
from family, police and support organizations.

A detailed report on the results of the survey, entitled
La violence conjugale envers les hommes et les femmes
au Québec et au Canada, 1999, (Laroche, 2003) was
published in 2003 by the Institut de la statistique du
Québec. It presents data on the prevalence of domes-
tic violence observed among men and women in both
Quebec and Canada as a whole.

The first five sections of this paper present a brief sum-
mary of certain results contained in the 2003 report. The
remaining sections describe and discuss the context
and consequences of domestic violence in more detail,
following the typology of domestic violence suggested
by Michael P. Johnson (1995).

Definition and Measurement of Domestic
Violence

Statistics Canada defines domestic (or spousal) violence
measured in the GSS as “experiences of physical or
sexual assault that are consistent with Criminal Code
definitions of these offences and could be acted upon
by a police officer” (Bunge, 2000: 12).

In the 1999 GSS, the prevalence of domestic violence
was measured by using a version of the Conflict Tactics
Scales1 conceived by Murray A. Straus and modified by
Statistics Canada (Figure 1). It comprised 10 items re-
lated to physical violence experienced by the respond-
ent and perpetrated by a spouse/partner during the five
years preceding the survey. In isolation, the items on

the CTS10 do not define specific events of domestic vio-
lence, unless there is a single event to which a single
item refers. The items identify qualitative aspects re-
lated to one or more domestic violence events.

Precise items on specific acts leave little room for the
subjective definition of each individual respondent as
to what constitutes an act of violence or not, which could
be the case if a single question were asked about “vio-
lence” or “assault” (Bunge, 2000: 13). Indeed, specific
items on domestic violence stimulate the respondent’s
memory with regards to a wide range of the forms physi-
cal assault can take, and contribute to mitigating the
problem of recalling events that could have happened a
long time before the interview. Therefore, using the
CTS10 helped eliminate, or at least reduce, subjectivity
and arbitrariness, hence individual variability, in the defi-
nition and measurement of violence.

Figure 1
Items of the Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS10) Perpetrated by
a Current or Previous Spouse/Partner in the 12 Months
and 5 Years Preceding the Survey
General Social Survey 1999, sections D and F

Minor violence
1. Has your current spouse/partner (or ex-partner) threatened

to hit you with his/her fist or anything else that could have
hurt you?

2. Has he/she thrown anything at you that could have hurt
you?

3. Has he/she pushed, grabbed or shoved you in a way that
could have hurt you?

4. Has he/she slapped you?

Severe Violence
5. Has he/she kicked you, bit you, or hit you with his/her fist?

6. Has he/she hit you with something that could have hurt
you?

7. Has he/she beaten you?

8. Has he/she choked you?

9. Has he/she used or threatened to use a gun or knife on you?

10. Has he/she forced you into any unwanted sexual activity, by
threatening you, holding you down, or hurting you in some
way?

Source : Statistics Canada (2000) : 31-32 et 37-38.

1. Hereinafter, CTS10 will be used to designate the version of the Conflict Tactics Scales employed in the GSS.
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