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ABSTRACT Using data from Argentina’s National Study on Violence Against Women 
[Estudio nacional sobre violencias contra las mujeres] carried out in 2015, the article 
identifies the risk factors that increase women’s vulnerability to psychological abuse. 
Findings show that women who are more prone to be victims of this kind of partner 
violence are those who are less educated, older, do not earn a wage for their work, live 
with children at home, are involved in less “formal” long-term relationships, as well as 
those whose male partners have a lower educational level than their own and/or have 
alcohol problems and/or were victims or witnesses of violence during their childhood. 
The article suggests possible intervention strategies to eradicate abuse, which should be 
primarily targeted at empowering women and strengthening their independence from 
their partners. 
KEY WORDS Violence Against Women; Risk Groups; Prevention; Argentina.

RESUMEN A partir del análisis del Estudio nacional sobre violencias contra las mujeres, 
realizado en Argentina, en 2015, se identifican los factores de riesgo que incrementan 
la vulnerabilidad de las mujeres hacia el maltrato psicológico. Los resultados muestran 
que las mujeres más proclives a ser víctimas de este tipo de violencia en la pareja son 
quienes tienen menos educación, mayor edad, no trabajan por un salario, conviven con 
hijos en el hogar, se encuentran inmersas en relaciones menos “formales” en vínculos de 
mayor duración, están emparejadas con varones que tienen menos educación que ellas 
y/o tienen problemas con el alcohol y/o fueron víctimas o testigos de violencia durante 
su infancia. El artículo sugiere posibles estrategias de intervención para erradicar el mal-
trato, las cuales deben dirigirse, principalmente, a empoderar a las mujeres y reforzar su 
independencia respecto de la pareja.
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INTRODUCTION

Violence against women has been acknowl-
edged as a violation of basic human rights, and 
it has far-reaching consequences for women, 
their children, and society as a whole.(1) This 
is a public health problem that not only has 
a physical impact but it also has an impact 
upon the work, economic, social, and family 
environments. Violence has adverse conse-
quences on women’s health – including both 
their sexual health and reproductive health(2) 
– on their emotional well-being and on their 
dignity,(3) and it is also a direct threat to their 
children’s well-being.(4)

The last decades have seen great progress 
in regard to violence against women, which 
has become quite relevant on both the public 
and research agendas. In this context, physical 
assault has been the focus of attention of law-
makers and researchers.(5) However, there is 
not only one type of violence, as it may be 
psychological, sexual, economic, property, 
and/or symbolic, as established by Act No. 
26485, of Integral Protection of Women. 
Psychological violence is one type of vio-
lence that has not been studied extensively 
and, at the same time, it is possibly the most 
common type of violence suffered by women.
(6) In this regard, for instance, Romans et al.(7) 
explain that psychological abuse is much 
more frequent than both physical and sexual 
abuse in Canada. This finding is consistent 
with studies conducted in Latin America, 
where findings confirm that psychological vi-
olence is the most frequent type of violence 
used against women (for instance, Ludermir 
et al.(8) in Brazil; Gallardo Sánchez et al.(9) and 
Hidalgo García and Valdés López(10) in Cuba; 
Castillo(11) in Paraguay).

The scarce information available in 
Argentina also shows that this is quite a sig-
nificant problem. According to Argentina’s 
National Study on Violence Against 
Women,(12) 23.7% of women who are in a re-
lationship have been victims of one type of 
psychological abuse. Information supplied by 
the Department of Domestic Violence of the 
Argentina’s Federal Supreme Court of Justice 

shows that most of the police reports filed 
in 2014 in the City of Buenos Aires were on 
psychological violence (96%), followed by 
physical violence (67%), economic violence 
(37%), and finally sexual violence (10%). In 
the same line of thought, a study carried out in 
that city among female patients of the General 
Program of Internal Medicine at Hospital 
de Clínicas “José de San Martín”[Medicina 
Interna General del Hospital de Clínicas](13) 
highlights that psychological abuse is the most 
frequent type of abuse: 41% of women claim 
that they were victims of this type of abuse, 
whereas half of that percentage of women 
claim that they were victims of physical and/
or sexual violence.

Physical violence has been the principal 
focus of attention, as it is believed to cause 
greater damage to the victims.(5) Nevertheless, 
different studies show that psychological vi-
olence has negative consequences that are 
equally damaging.(14,15,16) Moreover, the psy-
chological factor of violence is the strongest pre-
dictor of posttraumatic stress.(17) Furthermore, 
it has been proven that, on several occasions, 
psychological abuse is followed by physically 
aggressive behavior in the relationship.(15,18,19) 
Therefore, in terms of prevention, the study of 
psychological violence is essential; given that 
it is followed by physical violence, it becomes 
necessary to make necessary interventions in 
order to prevent it from evolving into this type 
of abuse.

This paper is intended to contribute to 
the knowledge about psychological violence 
in Argentina. More specifically, it aims at 
identifying the factors that increase the pos-
sibilities women have of being victims of 
psychological violence in Argentina, and at 
establishing what risk factors make certain 
types of women more vulnerable to this 
type of violence. The results of this study 
are expected to contribute to the spread of 
knowledge about violence against women 
in Argentina and to be helpful for the devel-
opment of programs and policies regarding 
violence prevention.

In Argentina, studies on violence against 
women are scarce. There are few publications 
based on empirical studies on this problem. 
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Most of the published articles available ad-
dress this problem in the City of Buenos 
Aires, in the health care area, and use biased 
samples. For instance, Aleman et al.(20) carry 
out a study in different Primary Health Care 
Centers in the City of Buenos Aires. Using a 
survey answered by health care professionals 
who treat women, they analyze the response 
capacity of the health care system to gender vi-
olence. In the same line of thought, Amoroso 
and Fernández(21) describe a few of the prin-
cipal features of the approach to this problem 
at Hospital Magdalena V. de Martínez in the 
municipality of Tigre. Both studies highlight 
the need to train health care professionals 
in order to improve their capacity to detect 
cases of violence against women, and the 
need for them to use a gender-based health 
care approach. Furthermore, Amoroso and 
Fernández(21) stress the importance of visual-
izing within the health care system not only 
physical violence, but also all other types 
of abuse that women are exposed to. Other 
studies(13,22) focus directly on potential victims 
– women – using a survey amongst patients 
of the General Program of Internal Medicine 
at Hospital de Clínicas “José de San Martín”. 
Pontecorvo et al.(13) intend to find the preva-
lence of the different types of violence, and 
conclude that psychological abuse is more 
frequent than physical and sexual abuse 
amongst the respondents. Tajer et al.(23) 
combine interviews with health care profes-
sionals and with women who are victims and 
determine how violence damages women’s 
health. This study was carried out in public 
hospitals, health community centers and 
NGOs located in the City of Buenos Aires. 
Regarding psychological violence, women 
acknowledge the great impact it has had on 
their lives: it has deeply affected their person-
alities, their self-esteem, their fears and be-
cause of this type of violence, they feel what 
they called “signal anxiety,” a concept that 
refers to a functionality model that helps them 
to preserve their lives and, at the same time, 
keeps them in a continuous state of alert.

In summary, the existing studies in 
Argentina show the need to visualize psycho-
logical violence,(21) which is the most frequent 

type of violence suffered by women(13) and 
it causes severe damage to their health.(23) 
However, in Argentina, studies on which 
women are more prone to become victims 
of this type of intimate partner violence 
have not been carried out. Even worldwide, 
studies on psychological violence are scarce, 
which is strange, considering that this type 
of abuse has been acknowledged as one of 
the most serious types of abuse that demands 
full attention from investigators, physicians, 
lawyers, and governments.(14) This article is 
groundbreaking because it analyzes a subject 
that has not been previously studied locally 
and addresses it from a quantitative ap-
proach, using a novel database: Argentina’s 
National Study on Violence Against Women. 
In this case, the subject matter of the study 
is the general population of women between 
the ages of 18 and 69 who live in Argentina, 
and the women who took part in the survey 
were randomly chosen (probability sam-
pling and two-stage sampling). Analyzing 
psychological violence is essential not only 
because it is one of the most prevailing – 
and less visible – types of abuse suffered by 
women, but also because it has a great neg-
ative impact on the victims and their families 
and, furthermore, it is followed by physical 
violence. Recognizing the specific risk factors 
for psychological violence will show where 
it is necessary to make interventions in order 
to prevent not only this type of violence, but 
also the other types that follow it.

Theoretical perspectives on intimate 
partner violence against women

Theories from different perspectives – psy-
chological, sociological, and feminist, prin-
cipally – have been developed, which have 
attempted to determine why women are 
victims of intimate partner violence(24) (it is 
important to mention that the different the-
oretical approaches described here are on 
heterosexual couples, that is to say, women 
whose partners are men). These theoretical 
approaches do not completely exclude the 
others; instead, they overlap and interact with 
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each other. Nevertheless, each of them high-
lights the role of one or more of the main risk 
factors. These different factors are specially 
highlighted in this article, in order to help un-
derstand and contrast these perspectives.

Furthermore, it is important to high-
light that these theories focus, primarily, on 
physical abuse. Although the different types 
of violence are strongly interconnected,(25,26) 
the risk factors for each one may be different. 
There is scarce evidence that shows the spe-
cific factors for psychological violence,(16) al-
though there are several relevant studies in 
this regard.(27,28,29,30) The principal aspects of 
the different existing theoretical perspectives 
are described in this article, and then their 
usefulness for studying psychological abuse 
is assessed.

Sociological perspective

The subject matter of this perspective is fo-
cused on the resources, as risk factors for 
intimate partner violence against women. Di-
verse authors analyze the resources of the 
family environment, whereas other authors 
focus on the absolute or personal resources 
of women and/or those relative to men. Fi-
nally, a fourth group of authors focus their 
analysis on the neighborhood/community 
where women/the family live, that is to say, 
the contextual resources. Broadly speaking, 
this perspective assumes that the availability 
of resources, and having access to them, fa-
cilitate women’s empowerment and, as such, 
they have consequences in relationships. 
Generally, it is believed that this empower-
ment diminishes the chances of experiencing 
violence; however, at the same time, other 
authors believe that, on the contrary, it may 
be the source of conflict and violence.

The influence of these resources should 
not only be analyzed on these four levels 
(family, absolute, relative, and contextual). 
There are different types of resources that 
should be taken into account as well. Existing 
literature mostly highlights the influence of 
educational, economic, social, and labor 
resources. Cunradi et al.,(31) for instance, 

highlight that educational resources are more 
relevant predictors of intimate partner vio-
lence than employment status. Nevertheless, 
other studies suggest that employment status 
and income are more important risk factors 
for violence than educational level.(32) At 
the same time, other authors study the in-
fluence of other types of resources such as, 
for example, age(33,34,35) and/or marital con-
dition,(35,36,37,38) among others.

Family level

The importance of the place occupied by the 
family on the social structure is highlighted 
here: in families that have scarce economic 
and social resources, women are more likely 
to experience violence due to the conditions 
they live in.(39) In this respect, Steinmetz(40) 
and Straus et al.(41) suggest that the connec-
tion between family resources and violence 
may be indirect, regulated by stress levels 
which, in general, are lower in families with 
more resources. Family resources are princi-
pally analyzed using family income and/or 
socioeconomic status of the family. Several 
empiric studies highlight their relevance as 
risk factors associated with violence against 
women: Moreno Martín,(42) in a study car-
ried out in eight Latin-American cities and 
in Madrid; Cunradi et al.(31) and Vest et al.(34) 
in The US; Hindin and Adair(43) in The Phil-
ippines; Tuesca and Borda(44) in Colombia; 
Jeyaseelan et al.(45) in India; Yount and Li(46) 
in Egypt. Nevertheless, it is important to take 
into account that, just as Hoffman et al.(47) and 
Heise(48) highlight, violence against women 
happens in all social classes, although they 
acknowledge that it is more frequent and se-
vere in lower socioeconomic levels.

Presence of children, marital status and 
other conditions, and duration of the rela-
tionship are also considered to be relevant 
risk factors at the family level, associated with 
intimate partner violence. Firstly, Fagan et 
al.,(49) Vest et al.(34) and Yount and Carrera(28) 
show a strong positive connection between 
living with children and domestic violence 
against women. In this respect, it is essential 
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to prevent intimate partner violence, as it will 
not only benefit the direct victims, but their 
children as well.(34) Children who live in a vi-
olent environment are potentially vulnerable 
to be victims of some type of abuse and, at 
the same time, are more likely to become po-
tential victims or perpetrators of violence as 
adults. Secondly, existing findings regarding 
the influence of marital condition show that 
women’s exposure to intimate partner vi-
olence is higher in consensual unions than 
in marriages.(35,36,37,38) Evidence seems to in-
dicate that women who are in informal re-
lationships suffer higher levels of intimate 
partner violence than married women; 
hence, marriage serves as a protective factor.
(35) Finally, results regarding the duration of 
the relationship are inconsistent.(50) Several 
authors describe that men are more prone 
to use intimate partner violence as the du-
ration of the relationship increases.(38,50,51) 
Nevertheless, other studies say the opposite, 
and show that violence against women de-
creases over time(52,53): men are less prone to 
use intimate partner violence as they become 
more committed to the relationship. Thus, 
commitment makes men renounce their 
own interest and, at the same time, prioritize 
the needs of the relationship. In this regard, 
findings by Kim et al.(33) support this theory in 
what refers to psychological abuse and show 
that it decreases over time.

Absolute/personal level

Another line of studies highlights the role of 
women’s personal resources, regardless of 
the resources of the family environment and/
or their partners. This perspective suggests 
that the principal cause of violence against 
women is the vulnerable situation they are 
in: the fact of having few resources of their 
own makes women dependent on their part-
ners and, therefore, increases their probabil-
ities of experiencing violence.(54) Women’s 
education has been repeatedly considered a 
key protective resource, given that it grants 
them social consolidation via social net-
works and confidence, and the ability to use 

information and resources available in soci-
ety.(55) Several authors have shown that highly 
educated women are at a lower risk of expe-
riencing violence: Thompson et al.(56) in The 
US; Jewkes et al.(57) in South Africa; Koenig et 
al.(58) in Uganda; Bates et al.(59) in Bangladesh; 
Flake(60) in Peru. Women’s employment status 
is also considered an absolute resource that 
affects their risk of being victims of violence. 
In this line of thought, diverse studies show 
that women who work have less probabili-
ties of experiencing violence, because they 
are less dependent on their partners.(41,61,62) 
Women’s age is also highlighted as a protec-
tive factor against violence.(32) Results show 
a negative association between age and vio-
lence against women,(33,34,35,56) that is to say, 
younger women are more prone to experi-
ence intimate partner violence. It is important 
to remember that, just as Flood and Pease(63) 
explain, age is not just a number, as it also 
brings along development processes and as-
sociated relations, such as greater experience, 
self-confidence, and/or higher social capital, 
which serve as protective factors against vi-
olence. Finally, being part of a minority is 
highlighted as a risk factor for violence: im-
migrant women have higher probabilities of 
experiencing intimate partner violence,(64,65) 
which is considered to be the result of their 
low social capital and their alienation.(66,67) In 
short, this approach considers that women 
with fewer personal resources (for instance, 
those who are less educated, are unem-
ployed, are young and/or are immigrant) are 
more vulnerable to violence not only be-
cause they are more exposed to the risk, but 
also because they have fewer possibilities of 
escaping from such situation.(68)

Relative level

This perspective highlights the importance of 
the relative resources between the members 
of a relationship. The facts that women have 
fewer resources than men, as well as the op-
posite situation (when women have more re-
sources) are highlighted as risk factors that 
make women more vulnerable to violence. 
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Basically, it is believed that imbalance of re-
sources – therefore, imbalance of power – 
between the members of a relationship is a 
critical item.

On the one hand, a line of thought be-
lieves that women are more likely to ex-
perience violence when they have fewer 
social and/or economic resources than their 
partners, inasmuch as men use violence 
against women “because they can.”(69) Recent 
evidence supporting this approach can be 
found, for instance, in Yount(70) in Egypt and 
in Yount and Carrera(28) in Cambodia. It is sug-
gested that women who are socioeconomi-
cally dependent on their partners are more 
tolerant to violence and are at a higher risk 
of experiencing it.(28) On the other hand, the 
status inconsistency theory also highlights the 
role of relative resources, but in an opposite 
direction: women are at a higher risk of suf-
fering violence when they have more social 
and/or economic resources than men.(71,72) 
According to this theory, the patriarchal order 
based on male domination is threatened 
when women have more resources than men 
and, therefore, violence is used in these cases 
in order to restore the traditional women sub-
ordination system.(47) Findings by MacMillan 
and Gartner(73) in Canada, by Flake(60) in Peru 
and by Antai(74) in Nigeria support this theory. 
Moreover, Yount and Carrera(28) stress the 
importance of this theory to explain, specif-
ically, psychological abuse. These authors 
show that women who are more educated 
than their partners have greater probabilities 
of experiencing psychological abuse, but not 
physical abuse. They explain that men resort 
to psychological violence in order to restore 
their power when they feel threatened by 
women’s educational level, whereas women 
have enough power in the relationship – due 
to their higher educational level – to prevent 
physical abuse.

Relative resources between the members 
of a relationship are generally conceptualized 
in terms of education, employment status or 
income.(75,76) Other types of resources have 
been less studied. For instance, MacMillan 

and Gartner(73) corroborate the status in-
consistency theory using the analysis of the 
occupational situation of the members of a re-
lationship: when the woman has a job and the 
man is unemployed, women’s risk of being 
victims of violence increases substantially in 
Canada. Few studies have focused on the rel-
ative resources regarding ethnic/racial status of 
the members of a relationship. In this regard, 
Frías and Ángel(77) and Safranoff(78) examine, 
in Mexico and in Spain respectively, to what 
extent women’s risk of experiencing violence 
is different depending on the ethnic and racial 
composition of a relationship (if both members 
are immigrants/natives, or if the woman is an 
immigrant and the man is a native or if the 
man is an immigrant and the woman is a 
native), which is based on the fact that being 
an immigrant makes individuals vulnerable to 
their native partners.

Contextual/community level

A fifth and more recent analysis approach 
within the sociological perspective has as its 
subject matter the context where violence 
takes place. This approach suggests that there 
is a higher risk of intimate partner violence 
in unstructured neighborhoods with high 
poverty, criminality, and social problem-
atic levels.(41,79,80) This is based on two argu-
ments: on the one hand, it is believed that, 
in these neighborhoods, social acceptance 
of violence as a means of solving conflicts 
is higher.(79,80) On the other hand, it is men-
tioned that, due to the structural features of 
these neighborhoods, there are fewer social 
bonds among community members; there-
fore, informal control as a means of prevent-
ing violence against women decreases.(79,80) 
Research studies carried out by O’Campo 
et al.(81) and Benson et al.(79) conclude that, 
indeed, there are higher levels of violence 
against women in neighborhoods with fewer 
resources and higher economic and residen-
tial instability.
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Feminist perspective

In addition to the sociological perspective, a 
second feminist analysis approach also tries to 
determine what factors increase the risk of in-
timate partner violence against women. This 
approach suggests that the principal cause for 
the existence of this type of violence is patri-
archy,(51,82,83) which is defined as a social dom-
ination system where women are subjugated 
to men. According to this approach, intimate 
partner violence against women originates in 
the asymmetric power relationships among 
men and women in patriarchal societies, that 
is to say, in gender inequalities of structural 
nature. The feminist perspective has received 
strong criticism because it assumes that vio-
lence against women is universal, that is to 
say, all women are potential victims of abuse 
given that the cause of violence is gender in-
equality based on the fact of being a woman 
itself.(24) Nevertheless, feminism is not a ho-
mogeneous movement, and different explan-
atory approaches to intimate partner violence 
against women have been developed within 
it, each with its own perspectives and be-
liefs.(84) In this regard, for instance, intersec-
tionality theories appear within the feminist 
approach.(85) These theories account for vi-
olence against women based not only on 
structural gender inequality, but also on other 
types of inequality, such as those caused by 
ethnicity, religion or social class.(85,86,87,88) Ul-
timately, this feminist approach associates vi-
olence against women with social exclusion, 
and therefore shares many subjects of study 
with diverse approaches of the sociological 
perspective, although they differ in the anal-
ysis of the results, precisely because the in-
tersectionality theory adopts a view that also 
takes gender into account.(24) Therefore, ac-
cording to this approach, the idea of the uni-
versal nature of violence conveyed by the 
previously described feminist approach dis-
appears, because the risk of being a victim 
of violence would not only depend on be-
ing a woman, but on the intersection of being 
a woman and, for example, an immigrant, 
young and/or from a lower social class.(24)

Psychological perspective

Finally, a third analysis approach focuses on 
the study of individual features, both of vic-
tims and perpetrators, from a psychological 
perspective. It is suggested that certain men-
tal illnesses, defects in social skills, violence 
in the family of origin, and alcohol abuse are 
significantly associated with intimate partner 
violence against women.(89) Therefore, it is 
assumed that violence is an individual prob-
lem, independent from the socio-cultural 
context and structural matters.

On the one hand, this approach has fo-
cused on the study of certain personality 
disorders; the conclusions were that men 
who resort to intimate partner violence 
show more symptoms associated with these 
disorders.(90) One of the disorders analyzed 
was depression, and that study highlights 
that violent men suffer from depression on 
higher levels than non-violent men.(91,92) 
Other factors analyzed from this psycho-
logical perspective are defects in psycho-
social skills. For instance, showing defects in 
communication environments, sympathy and 
assertiveness have been positively associated 
with violence; therefore, the lack of skills at 
solving conflicts may contribute to a higher 
use of violence.(93)

On the other hand, different studies 
show that men who have alcohol and/or 
drug problems are more prone to resort to in-
timate partner violence.(94,95,96) While several 
authors do not think that this has a significant 
effect,(97) other authors believe that it is one 
of the most significant predictors of violence 
against women.(27) It is suggested that alcohol 
and drug abuse are associated with violence 
because they help consumers become unin-
hibited and it affects their skills to interpret 
social rules.(55,98) A survey conducted in the 
City of Buenos Aires(99) shows that four out of 
ten women claim that their partners had con-
sumed alcohol at the moment of the physical 
assault. In Peru, a study(30) carried out specif-
ically on psychological violence shows that 
alcohol abuse by men is associated with this 
type of abuse and it increases women’s risk of 
being victims of violence by 66%. However, 
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different studies emphasize that this is a 
complex association, and probably other 
factors of structural or individual type have 
an influence.(24,100) At the same time, other 
authors stress that alcohol and/or drug abuse 
are not only associated with perpetration of 
violence, but also with victimization,(97,101) 
that is to say, women who have alcohol and/
or drug abuse problems are more prone to 
suffer intimate partner violence.

Finally, victimization in the family of 
origin has also been one of the most relevant 
variables to account for intimate partner vio-
lence against women from the psychological 
perspective, based on social learning the-
ories and intergenerational transmission the-
ories. This factor has been analyzed from two 
points of view: when, during their childhood, 
the individuals witnessed parental violence 
and when the individuals were victims of 
any type of parental violence. It can be seen 
that those individuals who come from a vi-
olent family environment (either as victims 
or witnesses) consider the use of violence 
for solving conflicts in the relationship to be 
normal and, therefore, it becomes a risk factor 
both for victimization and for perpetration of 
intimate partner violence.(102) These findings 
suggest that it is necessary to detect intimate 
partner violence against women at an early 
stage, in order to protect not only women, 
but their children as well, which would help 
to reduce the levels of intimate partner vio-
lence in coming relationships. Regarding vic-
timization, different studies show that having 
witnessed intimate partner violence between 
their parents during childhood increases the 
risk of being victims of intimate partner vi-
olence in adulthood.(27,95,103,104,105) Caballero 
et al.(30) and Castillo(11) show that, both in 
Peru and in Paraguay, having a father with 
a history of violence against the mother is 
associated with psychological violence and 
it increases women’s risk of experiencing it. 
In the same line of thought, other research 
studies prove that having suffered violence 
during childhood (victim) is also positively 
associated with the risk of victimization.

DATA AND ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES

This article is based on data supplied by Ar-
gentina’s National Study on Violence Against 
Women, carried out by the Ministry of Justice 
and Human Rights within Argentina’s Presi-
dency in 2015.

The nationwide sample is comprised of 
1,221 women over the age of 17. Questions 
about psychological abuse were only asked 
to those women who were in a relationship 
at the moment of the survey, that is why, for 
the analyses, only those women who were 
married, were in a consensual union, or in a 
non-cohabiting relationship were chosen (the 
survey only analyzes heterosexual couples). 
Furthermore, due to the existence of missing 
values in the principal variables, the sample 
used in the analysis was made up of 772 
women. The primary technique used is lo-
gistic regression.

The dependent variable was a binary 
indicator about whether women were ex-
periencing psychological intimate partner 
violence at the moment of the survey. This 
variable has been developed using a series 
of specific types of behavior: if their partners/
boyfriends/husbands become angry if they 
are talking to another man; try to limit their 
contact with their family and friends; follow 
them or harass them in such a way that they 
feel they are under surveillance or scared; 
give them demeaning nicknames, insult them 
or display demeaning behavior toward them 
and make them feel badly and/or damage 
or destroy their belongings. Those women 
who “always,” “frequently” or “sometimes” 
are victims of any of these specific types of 
abuse are considered to be experiencing psy-
chological violence and, therefore, are given 
the value 1 in the dependent variable. Those 
women whose current partners “never” re-
sorted to any of these types of violent be-
havior are given the value 0 in the binary 
variable. It can be seen in the descriptive 
analysis (Table 1) that, in Argentina, 24.5% 
of women who are in a relationship were 
victims of one of the types of psychological 
violence being studied.
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Independent variables derive from the dif-
ferent factors that literature has considered 
to be risk factors for violence. The different 
hypotheses derived from the previously de-
scribed theories will be tested. Each of these 
hypotheses highlights the role of a different 
descriptive factor of violence against women 
(risk factors). Unfortunately, the feminist per-
spective cannot be analyzed, as the survey 
does not have any information on sexist atti-
tudes and/or patriarchal values, which have 
been the more commonly used indicators to 
test this approach.(65,107)

Most of the risk factors have been exten-
sively studied in connection with physical vi-
olence. This article examines to what extent 
they also have a significant influence on psy-
chological violence. The factors will not be 
considered alternative, but complementary, 
as they are all believed to have an essential 
role. It is expected that, in Argentina, each 

of the theoretical perspectives (sociological 
and psychological) can provide relevant 
descriptive items about psychological vio-
lence. It is important to remember that vio-
lence against women is a multidimensional 
problem,(16) which means that neither of 
these theories by itself provides a necessary 
and adequate condition to account for it. 
As highlighted by Heise,(48) violence against 
women is not the result of just one factor, 
but the result of complex interrelationships 
among individual, relational, social, cultural, 
and contextual factors.

Independent variables: sociological 
perspective

A series of variables regarding family re-
sources, absolute resources of women, and 
relative resources between the members of 

Violence 
against 
women

Feminist 
perspective

Sociological 
perspective

Social system

Individual factors

Family resources

Absolute resources

Intersectionality

Contextual resources

Relative resources

Psychological 
perspective

Figure 1. Theoretical perspectives on violence against women.
Source: Own elaboration.
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Table 1. Percentage distribution of the sample according to the 
variables included in the analysis (N=722). Argentina, 2015.

VARIABLES %

DEPENDENT
Suffer some type of psychological intimate partner violence perpetrated by their current partners

Yes 23.3
No 76.7

INDEPENDENT

SOCIOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE
Absolute/personal resources of women

Age
From 18 to 30 years old 26.4
From 31 to 45 years old 43.9
From 46 to 69 years old* 29.7

Education
Did not graduate from secondary school 33.1
Graduated from secondary school-Went to university but did not graduate 39.8
Graduated from university* 27.1

Argentine nationality
Yes 96.0
No* 4.0

Do not earn a wage for their work
Yes (they do not earn a wage) 54.8
No (they earn a wage)* 45.2

Have not had any previous relationships
Yes (their current relationship is their first relationship) 60.3
No (they have had previous relationships)* 39.7

Family resources
Duration of the relationship

Less than 5 years 23.4
From 5 to 10 years 20.8
Over 10 years* 55.8

Marital condition
Consensual union 25.5
Non-cohabiting couple 15.9
Married* 58.5

Live together with children
Yes 72.4
No* 27.6

Relative resources
Age

The woman is older than the man 4.8
The man is older than the woman 33.9
Both of them are the same age* 61.3

Education
The woman has a higher educational level 24.6
The man has a higher educational level 18.3
Both of them have the same educational level* 57.1

PSYCHOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE
Family of origin

Witnessed: violence perpetrated to their mother
Yes 24.9
No* 75.1

Victim of: parental violence
Yes 20.2
No* 79.8

Alcohol
Their partners have alcohol problems

Yes 9.4
No* 90.6

Source: Own elaboration using data from Argentina’s National Study on Violences Against Women (12).
*Reference value
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a relationship is added to the basis of the so-
ciological perspective. Contextual resources 
are not analyzed, as the survey does not con-
tain any information about the neighborhood 
where the couple live.

In order to understand the effect of 
family resources, three variables that derive 
from the previously explained theories are 
included in the analysis: live together with 
children, marital condition, and duration 
of the relationship. Although the variable 
family income is in the survey, the decision 
was not to include it in the analysis due to 
the debate regarding its reliability(108) and the 
high number of missing values. The variable 
live together with children is comprised of, 
on the one hand, those women who do not 
live together with children (reference cat-
egory) and, on the other hand, those women 
who live together with one or more children. 
Marital status or other conditions is com-
prised of three categories: married (reference 
category), consensual union and non-cohab-
iting couple. Duration of the relationship is 
also comprised of three categories: less than 
5 years, from 5 to 10 years and, lastly, over 
10 years (reference category).

Absolute resources of women are ana-
lyzed using their education, age, nationality, 
employment status, and existence of pre-
vious relationships. Education is a variable 
that is comprised of three categories: the first 
category – lower level – includes women 
who, at the most, attended secondary school, 
although they did not graduate; the second 
category includes those women who grad-
uated from secondary school, a few of whom 
attended university, although they did not 
graduate; lastly, the third category – ref-
erence category – includes women who 
started studying at a higher education level 
– university – and graduated. The variable 
age is also comprised of three categories: 
18 to 30 years old, 31 to 45 years old and 
46 to 69 years old (reference category). 
Nationality is a dichotomous variable, where 
immigrant (without Argentine citizenship) is 
the reference category. Employment status 
is comprised of those women who earn a 
wage for their work (reference category) and 

those women who do not. The existence of 
previous relationships is comprised of, on 
the one hand, those women who have not 
had any previous relationships (their current 
relationship is their first intimate relationship) 
and, on the other hand, those women who 
have had previous relationships (reference 
category).

Lastly, variables connected to two types 
of relative resources are included in the 
sample: education and age. Each variable has 
three categories: education is comprised of 
those couples where both members have the 
same educational level (reference category), 
those couples where the woman has a higher 
educational level than the man and, finally, 
those couples where the woman has a lower 
educational level than the man; whereas age 
is comprised of the age of both members is 
similar (reference category), the woman is 
over 5 years older than the man or, on the 
contrary, the man is older.

Independent variables: psychological 
perspective

Finally, the psychological perspective is an-
alyzed using three factors. First, a variable 
about having witnessed violence during 
childhood is included: those women whose 
father was violent to their mother are given 
the value 1 in this binary variable, opposed to 
those women who did not witness violence 
in their family of origin (value 0). Second, a 
variable about whether women were victims 
of parental violence is added to the analysis 
(value 1). The reference category (value 0) 
is comprised of those women who were not 
victims of any type of physical parental vi-
olence. Third and last, a variable regarding 
alcohol problems in the relationship is ana-
lyzed, which is developed using a question 
about how often their current partners (hus-
bands or boyfriends) drink until they get in-
toxicated. Those women whose partners get 
intoxicated at least once a month are given 
the value 1 in this binary variable, whereas 
those women whose partners only get intox-
icated once or twice a year, or they never 
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get intoxicated, are given the value 0. Differ-
ent factors studied by the psychological per-
spective are not included in the analysis, as 
the survey does not have any information on 
whether, for instance, their current partners 
were victims of violence or witnessed vio-
lence in their family of origin and/or whether 
they have some sort of mental illness, and 
women are not asked if they have or used to 
have alcohol or drug problems either.

The analyses are carried out using logistic 
regression with the dependent variable about 
whether women are currently experiencing 
psychological intimate partner violence and 
all the previously explained independent 
variables, in order to identify the risk factors 
associated with psychological violence.

RESULTS

The sample of Table 2 shows the factors asso-
ciated with psychological violence in Argen-
tina. First, it can be seen that the three factors 
linked to the psychological perspective have 
a statistically significant influence on victim-
ization. At the same time, regarding the so-
ciological perspective, absolute resources of 
women (age, education, and employment 
status), family resources (duration of the rela-
tionship, marital condition, and live together 
with children) and educational resources rel-
ative to both members of a relationship also 
have an influence on the chances of experi-
encing psychological abuse. It was expected 
that, in Argentina, all the factors that were an-
alyzed would have a significant role, which 
is not corroborated. Unlike previous findings 
in other contexts, particularly regarding phys-
ical violence, several factors, such as nation-
ality, are not significant risk factors associated 
with psychological violence.

Sociological perspective

The sociological perspective has been an-
alyzed using family, absolute, and relative 
resources.

Regarding the first type of resources, 
the three factors analyzed in the family en-
vironment have a statistically-significant in-
fluence on the chances women have of being 
victims of psychological violence. First, it can 
be seen that women who are in short-term 
relationships (less than 5 years) are less 
prone to be victims of this type of violence, 
that is to say, in line with a line of studies, 
it is suggested that intimate partner violence 
is more frequent as the duration of the re-
lationship increases.(38,50,51) Nevertheless, 
it is important to take into account that this 
cannot be certainly concluded, given that the 
survey does not have any information about 
the first time women were victims of vio-
lence. Therefore, it is not possible to know 
whether, in long-term relationships, women 
started to experience violence recently or, on 
the contrary, they have been experiencing it 
for a long time. At the same time, it cannot 
be conclusively confirmed that women who 
are in short-term relationships experience 
less psychological violence because it is 
possible that those women who have been 
dating their partners for a short period of time 
find it easier to end the relationship with their 
aggressors. In order to have a better under-
standing of this matter, future studies will also 
have to include separated women who have 
been victims of violence, which this survey 
did not. From this first approximation, it can 
be concluded that, in Argentina, the levels of 
psychological intimate partner violence are 
higher in long-term relationships. Second, 
findings regarding marital condition show 
that marriage is a protective factor against psy-
chological violence,(35) in line with evidence 
found in other contexts.(36,37,38) Women who 
are in non-cohabiting relationships are more 
prone to be victims of psychological abuse: 
their chances of being victims of violence are 
3.2 times higher than the chances of married 
women. This difference is slightly smaller for 
consensual unions – cohabiting couples – 
(odds ratio 2.64) and it shows that women 
who are in informal relationships suffer 
higher levels of intimate partner violence. 
Lastly, in the family environment, presence 
of children is also a risk factor associated with 
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Table 2. Logistic regression of the probabilities that women have of 
experiencing some type of intimate partner violence perpetrated by their 
current partners according to the factors of the sociological perspective and 
the psychological perspective (N=772). Argentina, 2015.

VARIABLES OR SE p-value

SOCIOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE
Absolute/personal resources of women

Age
From 18 to 30 years old 0.523 0.354 0.067
From 31 to 45 years old 1.366 0.248 0.208
From 46 to 69 years old* - - -

Education
Did not graduate from secondary school 3.656 0.320 0.000
Graduated from secondary school- attended university but did 
not graduate

1.783 0.269 0.032

Graduated from university* - - -
Argentine nationality

Yes 1.766 0.486 0.242
No* - - -

Do not earn a wage for their work
Yes (they do not earn a wage) 1.677 0.206 0.012
No (they earn a wage) - - -

Have not had any previous relationships
Yes (their current relationship is their first relationship) 1.205 0.200 0.351
No (they have had previous relationships)* - - -

Family resources
Duration of the relationship

Less than 5 years 0.550 0.346 0.084
From 5 to 10 years 1.001 0.281 0.998
Over 10 years* - - -

Marital condition
Consensual union 2.638 0.255 0.000
Non-cohabiting couple 3.244 0.366 0.001
Married* - - -

Live together with children
Yes 1.891 0.241 0.008
No* - - -

Relative resources
Age

The woman is older than the man 1.327 0.400 0.479
The man is older than the woman 1.022 0.204 0.914
Both of them are the same age* - - -

Education
The woman has a higher educational level 1.772 0.263 0.030
The man has a higher educational level 0.729 0.270 0.242
Both of them have the same educational level* - - -

PSYCHOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE
Family of origin

Witnessed: violence perpetrated to their mother
Yes 1.620 0.220 0.028
No* - - -

Victim of: parental violence
Yes 2.192 0.229 0.001
No* - - -

Alcohol
Their partners have alcohol problems

Yes 7.385 0.309 0.000
No* - - -

CONSTANT 0.013 0.631 0.000

Source: Own elaboration using data from Argentina’s National Study on Violence Against Women(12).
R2 of Nagelkerke = 0.233. -2 Plausibility algorithm = 737.469
*Reference value
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intimate partner violence: women who live 
together with their children are more prone to 
be victims of psychological violence, which 
highlights the need for prevention not just to 
protect women but their children as well.

Absolute or personal resources of 
women have been analyzed using their ed-
ucation, age, nationality, employment status, 
and the existence of previous relationships. 
Education, age, and employment status have a 
statistically-significant influence on women’s 
risk of being victims of psychological abuse, 
whereas nationality and the fact of having 
had previous relationships are not relevant. 
On the one hand, it can be seen that more 
educated women are less prone to experience 
psychological violence. The chances of suf-
fering psychological violence amongst less 
educated women (those who did not graduate 
from secondary school or less) are 3.7 times 
higher than the chances of more educated 
women (those who graduated from uni-
versity). Although this difference is significant, 
it diminishes as educational level becomes 
higher. On the other hand, employment 
status is also a factor associated with psycho-
logical violence: those women who do not 
earn a wage for their work are more prone to 
experience psychological violence than those 
women who earn a wage for their work (odds 
ratio 1.68). Both findings show that women 
with fewer resources (less educated and/or 
without a wage) are more vulnerable to vio-
lence, which is consistent with empiric evi-
dence found in other contexts.(41,56,58,59,60,61,62) 
However, findings regarding age show the op-
posite of previous studies.(33,34,35) In Argentina, 
younger women experience less psycho-
logical violence, which seems to indicate 
generational progress, probably as a result 
of the higher exposure of younger cohorts to 
university(63) and other positive influences (for 
instance, awareness campaigns, and recently 
enacted laws).

Lastly, along with family and personal re-
sources, relative resources are also a crucial 
factor for women. The status inconsistency 
theory(71,72) is corroborated regarding edu-
cation: when women have a higher educa-
tional level than their partners, they are more 

prone to suffer psychological violence. This 
finding seems to indicate that men resort to 
this type of abuse as a way to restore the 
traditional women subordination system,(47) 
which is threatened when women have more 
educational resources. Age difference be-
tween the members of a relationship does not 
affect women’s chances of being victims of 
psychological abuse, which suggests that age 
is a relevant factor in absolute terms, but not 
in relative terms.

Psychological perspective

The three factors analyzed from the psycho-
logical perspective are significantly associ-
ated with psychological violence. On the one 
hand, it can be seen that women whose part-
ners have alcohol problems have 7.39 times 
more chances of suffering psychological vi-
olence than women whose partners do not 
have these types of problems, which means 
that men who have alcohol problems are 
more prone to use violence against their part-
ners. On the other hand, the influence of hav-
ing grown up in a violent family environment 
(either as victims or as witnesses) validates 
the social learning theory and the intergen-
erational transmission theory in Argentina: 
women who witnessed domestic violence 
during their childhood and/or were victims 
of parental violence are more prone to be vic-
tims of psychological violence in adulthood.

DISCUSSION

This article identifies the factors that increase 
the chances women have of suffering psy-
chological abuse by male partners in Ar-
gentina. The results show that women who 
are more prone to be victims of this type of 
abuse are those who are less educated, older, 
do not earn a wage for their work, live with 
children at home, are involved in less “for-
mal” and long-term relationships, and have 
male partners with lower educational level 
and/or have alcohol problems and/or were 
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victims or witnesses of violence during their 
childhood.

The findings of this article show the ne-
cessity of empowering women to reinforce 
their independence from their partners and, 
consequently, improve their well-being.(109) It 
is observed that women with fewer resources 
(less education and/or without a wage) are 
more vulnerable, which can be attributed, at 
least partially, to their dependence on their 
partners.(54) Furthermore, older women and/
or the ones involved in long-term relation-
ships are probably more dependent on their 
partners, exposing them to an even higher risk 
of being victims, and narrowing the chances of 
escaping from such situations.(68) In this sense, 
it is crucial to make the best efforts to help this 
subgroup of women, because it is even pos-
sible that they are not aware of the abuse they 
are suffering if they have been experiencing 
that for a long time. It is essential to recognize 
every woman’s history of violence, but this 
information is not available in the survey be-
cause it contains no question about the first 
time that their male partners exerted violence 
against them. Summarizing, the results show 
that women’s dependence on their partners is 
a critical factor that increases the chances of 
suffering psychological abuse. The necessity 
of working on prevention strategies to erad-
icate violence is highlighted; such strategies 
specifically focus on empowering women to 
reinforce their independence. Evidence sug-
gests that educational and labor resources 
help women’s empowerment. Therefore, the 
interventions should aim to favor women 
gaining access to such resources; however, it 
is necessary to highlight that there have been 
generational improvements in Argentina be-
cause young women have less risk of suf-
fering violence. This can be the consequence 
of a generational change of values in favor 
of gender equality,(110,111,112) and the positive 
impact universities have on younger co-
horts,(63) as well as other good influences (for 
example, awareness campaigns and recently 
enacted laws).

Prevention of violence toward women is 
essential to protect them and their children 
as direct targets.(4,34) The results of this article 

reveal that those women who suffered vi-
olence in their original family during their 
childhood (whether as witnesses or victims) 
are more prone to suffer psychological vio-
lence in adulthood. In this way, children who 
live in a violent environment are potentially 
vulnerable to be victims of direct violence 
and, at the same time, prone to become po-
tential victims in adulthood. Additionally, the 
information reveals that women are more vul-
nerable to psychological abuse in households 
where children live, which highlights the ne-
cessity of making interventions specifically 
in those households to prevent violence in 
adulthood and also protect children’s rights.

Similarly, from a preventive point of 
view, taking measures against psychological 
abuse is essential, as it may be followed by 
physical violence.(15,18,19) The different theo-
retical perspectives studied in this article have 
been analyzed principally in connection with 
physical violence, given that this type of vio-
lence has been the main focus of attention.
(5) The findings of this article show that these 
perspectives are also relevant to study psy-
chological abuse. In this way, it should be 
noted that the risk factors are similar to both 
types of violence, which suggest an identical 
source. Given that psychological violence, at 
least occasionally and at lower levels, is very 
common in couples,(113) the emphasis has to 
be placed on the necessity of developing pre-
ventive measures because of its strong neg-
ative impact and the fact that it is not separate 
from physical violence.(15,18,19)

One limitation of this study lies in the 
impossibility of considering the feminist per-
spective using the indicators that are most 
frequently used to test this approach because 
of the lack of information in this regard in the 
survey. However, it is important to highlight 
that violence against women can be rooted in 
structural gender inequalities. Several factors 
that represent other inequality systems have 
been considered in this article, such as age, 
social class, nationality, and employment. 
According to the feminist intersectionality 
theories, these systems interact with structural 
gender inequality, but it is important to bear 
in mind that the latter is a key element on 
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which violence against women is based. In 
this way, the study of risk factors connected to 
violence against women must be approached 
from an intersectional perspective, taking 
into account all the different types of inequal-
ities, such as those based on structural issues 
based on gender, or women’s social status or 
age, among others.

The results of this article show even the 
existence of structural gender inequalities in 
Argentina. Women who have a higher educa-
tional level than their partners are more prone 
to suffer psychological violence, which con-
firms the theory of status inconsistency. Only 
the existence of structural gender inequalities 
explains this finding; basically, the cause is 
the prevailing patriarchal system, that is, a tra-
ditional social system of male domination.(24) 
In this way, it is considered that men use psy-
chological violence to restore the patriarchal 
order based on the subordination of women, 
which is threatened when they have more 
resources than men.(47) Given that violence 
has its roots in structural gender inequal-
ities, big efforts will be needed to eradicate 
them, because a massive cultural change is 
necessary. The importance of this theory to 

specifically explain psychological abuse has 
been stressed by Yount and Carrera.(28) These 
authors highlight that women who have a 
higher education level than their partners are 
more prone to suffer psychological abuse, 
but not physical: in these cases – because of 
their higher educational level – women have 
enough power in the relationship to prevent 
physical assaults. Future research studies 
should look into the way this theory also ex-
plains (or not) physical violence in Argentina.

This work has been an introductory ap-
proach to psychological violence in couples 
in Argentina, and there are still many topics 
to be delved into. Future research studies 
should consider other factors connected to 
violence, which have not been analyzed 
here, such as structural and/or contextual 
ones. At the same time, it is paramount that 
other types of violence – physical, sexual, 
economic – be explored, so that the specific 
risk factors connected to each of them can be 
identified. The development of combined in-
tervention strategies to eradicate all types of 
violence is essential. This article is a starting 
point that sets the guidelines of future re-
search studies.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This article has been written in the context of a 
post-doctoral fellowship financed by the National 
Scientific and Technological Research Council 
(CONICET) at the Population Studies Center 
[Centro de Estudios de Población (CENEP)]. I would 
like to express my gratitude to Hernán Olaeta and 
all the team at the Department of Crime Research 
of the National Secretary of Criminal Politics in 
Justice Matters and Crime Legislation [Departa-
mento de Investigaciones Criminológicas de la Di-
rección Nacional de Política Criminal en Materia 
de Justicia y Legislación Penal] within the Ministry 
of Justice and Human Rights of Argentina, espe-
cially Luis D’Angelo, Graciela Hubez and Daniel 
Pedro, for helping me get access to the database 
of the survey used in this article, as well as their 
willingness to clarify the doubts that I had about 
the alluded survey. 

REFERENCES

1. Naciones Unidas. Poner fin a la violencia contra 
la mujer: de las palabras a los hechos. Washington 
DC: Naciones Unidas; 2006.

2. Kishor S, Johnson K. Profiling domestic vio-
lence: a multi-country study. Calverton, Maryland: 
Macro International; 2004.

3. Campbell JC. Health consequences of intimate 
partner violence. The Lancet. 2002;359(9314): 
1331-1336.

4. Åsling-Monemi K, Peña R, Ellsberg MC, Persson 
LÅ. Violence against women increases the risk of 
infant and child mortality: a case-referent study in 
Nicaragua. Bulletin of the World Health Organi-
zation. 2003;81(1):10-16.



PSYCHOLOGICAL VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN 627
SA

LU
D

 C
O

LEC
TIV

A
. 2017;13(4):611-632. doi: 10.18294/sc.2017.1145

5. O’Leary KD. Psychological abuse: A variable 
deserving critical attention in domestic violence. 
Violence and Victims. 1999;14(1):3-23.

6. Alexander R. Wife-battering - an Australian pers-
pective. Journal of Family Violence. 1993;8(3):229-
251.

7. Romans S, Forte T, Cohen MM, Du Mont J, 
Hyman I. Who is most at risk for intimate partner vio-
lence?: A Canadian population-based study. Journal 
of Interpersonal Violence. 2007;22(12):1495-1514.

8. Ludermir AB, Valongueiro S, De Araújo TVB. 
Common mental disorders and intimate partner 
violence in pregnancy. Revista de Saúde Pública. 
2014;48(1):29-35. 

9. Gallardo Sánchez Y, Gallardo Arzuaga RL, 
Núñez Ramírez MA, Varela Vázquez ME. Caracte-
rización de la violencia intrafamiliar en la mujer: 
Media Luna. Revista Habanera de Ciencias Mé-
dicas. 2009;8(Supl 5):131-141.

10. Hidalgo García L, Valdés López DC. Violencia 
contra la mujer adulta en las relaciones de pareja. 
MEDISAN, 2014;18(2):181-187.

11. Castillo M. Violencia de pareja en el Paraguay 
según la Encuesta Nacional de Demografía y 
Salud Sexual y Reproductiva 2008. Revista Lati-
noamericana de Población. 2011;(9):27-48.

12. D’Angelo L, Hubez G, Pedro D, De Cesare 
MD, Farace R, Ricaurte HI. Estudio nacional 
sobre violencias contra las mujeres: Informe preli-
minar basado en la International Violence Against 
Women Survey. In: Degoumois MG. (coord.). 
Violencias contra las mujeres: Estudios en pers-
pectiva. Buenos Aires: Ministerio de Justicia y De-
rechos Humanos de la Nación; 2015. p. 1-73.

13. Pontecorvo C, Mejia R, Aleman M, Vidal A, 
Majdalani MP, Fayanas R, Perez Stable EJ. Vio-
lencia doméstica contra la mujer: Una encuesta 
en consultorios de atención primaria. Medicina 
(Buenos Aires). 2004;64(6):492-496.

14. Pico-Alfonso MA, Garcia-Linares MI, Celda-
Navarro N, Blasco-Ros C, Echeburúa E, Martinez 
M. The impact of physical, psychological, and 
sexual intimate male partner violence on women’s 
mental health: depressive symptoms, posttrau-
matic stress disorder, state anxiety, and suicide. 
Journal of Women’s Health. 2006;15(5):599-611.

15. Cascardi M, Vivian D. Context for specific epi-
sodes of marital violence: Gender and severity of 
violence differences. Journal of Family Violence. 
1995;10(3):265-293.

16. Margolin G, John RS, Foo L. Interactive and 
unique risk factors for husbands’ emotional and 
physical abuse of their wives. Journal of Family 
Violence. 1998;13(4):315-344.

17. Pico-Alfonso MA. Psychological intimate partner 
violence: The major predictor of posttraumatic 
stress disorder in abused women. Neuroscience & 
Biobehavioral Reviews. 2005;29(1):181-193.

18. O’Leary KD. Physical aggression between 
spouses. In: Handbook of family violence. New 
York: Springer; 1988. p. 31-55.

19. Capaldi DM, Crosby L. Observed and reported 
psychological and physical aggression in young, at-
risk couples. Social Development. 1997;6(2):184-
206.

20. Alemán M, Vernaz D, Tilli G, Mazur V, Sam-
martino BR, Marconi A, Antman J. Detección de 
violencia basada en género. Análisis de situación 
del sistema de Atención Primaria de Salud en 
Ciudad de Buenos Aires. Revista Argentina Salud 
Pública. 2010;1(5):22-27.

21. Amoroso I, Fernández G. Violencia de género 
y sistema de salud: Un análisis de la intervención 
hospitalaria. Limitaciones en la detección, recono-
cimiento efectivo y el abordaje desde el segundo 
nivel de atención. Revista Debate Público: Re-
flexión de Trabajo Social. 2014;4(8):91-100.

22. Majdalani MP, Alemán M, Fayanás R, Guedes 
A, Mejía RM. Validación de un cuestionario breve 
para detectar situaciones de violencia de género 
en las consultas clínicas. Revista Panamericana de 
Salud Pública. 2005;17(2):79-83.

23. Tajer D, Gaba M, Reid G. Impacto de la 
violencia de género en la salud de las mujeres: 
una investigación en la ciudad de Buenos Aires. 
Buenos Aires: Facultad de Psicología, Universidad 
de Buenos Aires; 2013.

24. Antón García L. Teorías criminológicas sobre 
la violencia contra la mujer en la pareja. Anales de 
la Cátedra Francisco Suárez. 2014;48:49-79.

25. Hamby SL, Sugarman DB. (1999). Acts of 
psychological aggression against a partner and their 
relation to physical assault and gender. Journal of 
Marriage and the Family. 1999;61(4):959-970.

26. Murphy CM, O’Leary KD. Psychological ag-
gression predicts physical aggression in early 
marriage. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology. 1989;57:579-582.

27. Coker AL, Smith PH, McKeown RE, King MJ. 
Frequency and correlates of intimate partner vio-



628 SAFRANOFF A.
SA

LU
D

 C
O

LE
C

TI
V

A
. 2

01
7;

13
(4

):6
11

-6
32

. d
oi

: 1
0.

18
29

4/
sc

.2
01

7.
11

45

lence by type: physical, sexual, and psychological 
battering. American Journal of Public Health. 
2000;90(4):553-559.

28. Yount KM, Carrera JS. Domestic violence 
against married women in Cambodia. Social 
Forces. 2006;85(1):355-387.

29. Castro R, Casique I. Violencia de pareja 
contra las mujeres en México: una comparación 
entre encuestas recientes. Notas de población. 
2009;87:35-62.

30. Caballero J, Alfaro M, Nuñez Y, Torres H. Vio-
lencia psicológica contra la mujer por su pareja en 
el Perú, 2004-2007. Revista Peruana de Epidemio-
logía. 2009;13(3):1-7.

31. Cunradi CB, Caetano R, Schafer J. Socioe-
conomic predictors of intimate partner violence 
among White, Black, and Hispanic couples in 
the United States. Journal of Family Violence. 
2002;17(4):377-389.

32. Capaldi DM, Knoble NB, Shortt JW, Kim HK. 
A systematic review of risk factors for intimate 
partner violence. Partner Abuse. 2012;3(2):231-
280.

33. Kim HK, Laurent HK, Capaldi DM, Feingold 
A. Men’s aggression toward womIn: A 10-year 
panel study. Journal of Marriage and Family. 
2008;70(5):1169-1187.

34. Vest JR, Catlin TK, Chen JJ, Brownson RC. Mul-
tistate analysis of factors associated with intimate 
partner violence. American Journal of Preventive 
Medicine. 2002;22(3):156-164.

35. Abramsky T, Watts CH, Garcia-Moreno C, De-
vries K, Kiss L, Ellsberg M, Heise L. What factors 
are associated with recent intimate partner vio-
lence?: Findings from the WHO multi-country 
study on women’s health and domestic violence. 
BMC Public Health. 2011;11:109.

36. Cui M, Durtschi JA, Donnellan MB, Lorenz 
FO, Conger RD. Intergenerational transmission 
of relationship aggression: a prospective lon-
gitudinal study. Journal of Family Psychology. 
2010;24(6):688-697.

37. Castro Martín T, García TM, González DP. 
Tipo de unión y violencia de género: una compa-
ración de matrimonios y uniones consensuales en 
América Latina. In: Rodríguez Wong LL, (org.). Po-
blación y salud sexual y reproductiva en América 
Latina. Río de Janeiro: ALAP Editor; 2008. (Serie 
Investigaciones Nº 4).

38. Brown SL, Bulanda JR. Relationship violence 
in young adulthood: A comparison of daters, co-
habitors, and marrieds. Social Science Research. 
2008;37(1):73-87.

39. Johnson MP. Patriarchal terrorism and common 
couple violence: Two forms of violence against 
women. Journal of Marriage and the Family. 
1995;57(2):283-294.

40. Steinmetz SK. Family violence: past, present 
and future. In: Sussman MB, Steinmetz SK, (eds.). 
Handbook of marriage and the family. New York: 
Plenum Press; 1987. p. 725-765. 

41. Straus MA, Gelles RJ, Steinmetz SK, (eds.). 
Behind closed doors: Violence in the American 
family. New York: Doubleday/Anchor; 1980.

42. Moreno Martín F. La violencia en la pareja. Re-
vista Panamericana de Salud Pública. 1999;5(4/5): 
245-258.

43. Hindin MJ, Adair LS. Who’s at risk?: Factors 
associated with intimate partner violence in 
the Philippines. Social Science & Medicine. 
2002;55(8):1385-1399.

44. Tuesca R, Borda M. Violencia física marital en 
Barranquilla (Colombia): prevalencia y factores de 
riesgo. Gaceta Sanitaria. 2003;17(4):302-308.

45. Jeyaseelan L, Kumar S, Neelakantan N, Peedi-
cayil A, Pillai R, Duvvury N. Physical spousal vio-
lence against women in India: some risk factors. 
Journal of Biosocial Science. 2007;39(5):657-670.

46. Yount KM, Li L. Domestic violence against 
married women in Egypt. Sex Roles. 2010;63(5-
6):332-347.

47. Hoffman KL, Demo DH, Edwards JN. Physical 
wife abuse in a non-Western society: an integrated 
theoretical approach. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family. 1994;56(1)131-146.

48. Heise LL. Violence against women an inte-
grated, ecological framework. Violence Against 
Women. 1998;4(3):262-290.

49. Fagan JA, Stewart DK, Hansen KV. Violent 
men or violent husbands? Background factors and 
situational correlates. In: Finkelhor D, Gelles RJ, 
Hotaling GT, Straus MA, (eds.). The dark side of 
families: Current family violence research. Beverly 
Hills CA: Sage; 1983. p. 49-68. 

50. Gaertner L, Foshee V. Commitment and the 
perpetration of relationship violence. Personal Re-
lationships. 1999;6(2):227-239.



PSYCHOLOGICAL VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN 629
SA

LU
D

 C
O

LEC
TIV

A
. 2017;13(4):611-632. doi: 10.18294/sc.2017.1145

51. Pagelow MD. Woman-battering: Victims and 
their experiences. Beverly Hills: Sage Publica-
tions; 1981. 

52. O’Leary KD, Barling J, Arias I, Rosenbaum 
A, Malone J, Tyree A. Prevalence and stability of 
physical aggression between spouses: a longitu-
dinal analysis. Journal of consulting and Clinical 
Psychology, 1989;57(2):263-268.

53. Feld SL, Straus MA. Escalation and desistance 
from wife assault in marriage. In: Straus MA, 
Gelles RJ, (eds.). Physical violence in American fa-
milies: Risk factors and adaptations to violence in 
8,145 families. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction; 
1990. p. 489-505.

54. Kim L, Gray KA. Leave or stay?: Battered women’s 
decision after intimate partner violence. Journal of 
Interpersonal Violence. 2008;23(10):1465-1482.

55. Jewkes R. Intimate partner violence: causes and 
prevention. The Lancet, 2002;359:1423-1429.

56. Thompson RS, Bonomi AE, Anderson M, Reid 
RJ, Dimer JA, Carrell D, Rivara FP. Intimate partner 
violence: Prevalence, types, and chronicity in 
adult women. American Journal of Preventive Me-
dicine, 2006;30(6):447-457.

57. Jewkes R, Levin J, Penn-Kekana L. Risk factors 
for domestic violence: findings from a South 
African cross-sectional study. Social Science & 
Medicine. 2002;55(9):1603-1617.

58. Koenig MA, Lutalo T, Zhao F, Nalugoda F, 
Wabwire-Mangen F, Kiwanuka N, Gray R. Do-
mestic violence in rural Uganda: evidence from 
a community-based study. Bulletin of the World 
Health Organization. 2003;81(1):53-60.

59. Bates LM, Schuler SR, Islam F, Islam MK. So-
cioeconomic factors and processes associated 
with domestic violence in rural Bangladesh. 
International family planning perspectives, 
2004;30(4):190-199.

60. Flake DF. Individual, family, and community 
risk markers for domestic violence in Peru. Vio-
lence Against Women. 2005;11(3):353-373.

61. Kalmuss D, Straus M. Wife’s marital depen-
dency and wife abuse. In: Straus M, Gelles R, 
(eds.). Physical violence in American families. 
New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers; 1990. p. 
369-382.

62. Strube MJ, Barbour LS. The decision to leave 
an abusive relationship: Economic dependence 
and psychological commitment. Journal of Ma-
rriage and the Family, 1983;45(4):785-793.

63. Flood M, Pease B. Factors influencing attitudes 
to violence against women. Trauma, Violence, & 
Abuse. 2009;10(2):125-142.

64. Raj A, Silverman J. Violence against immigrant 
womIn: the roles of culture, context, and legal im-
migrant status on intimate partner violence. Vio-
lence Against Women. 2002;8(3):367-398.

65. Rodríguez-Menés J, Safranoff A. Violence 
against women in intimate relations: a contrast of 
five theories. European Journal of Criminology. 
2012;9(6):584-602. 

66. Kasturirangan A, Krishnan S, Riger S. The 
impact of culture and minority status on women’s 
experience of domestic violence. Trauma, Vio-
lence & Abuse. 2004;5(4):318-332.

67. Menjivar C, Salcido O. Immigrant women 
and domestic violence: Common experiences 
in different countries. Gender and Society. 
2002;16(6):898-920.

68. Kabeer N. Reversed realities: Gender hierar-
chies in development thought. London: Verso; 
1994.

69. Gelles RJ. An exchange/social control theory. 
In: Finkelhor D, Gelles RJ, (eds.). The dark side of 
families: current family violence research. Beverly 
Hills: Sage; 1983.

70. Yount KM. Resources, family organization, 
and domestic violence against married women 
in Minya, Egypt. Journal of Marriage and Family. 
2005;67(3):579-596.

71. O’Brien J. Violence in divorce-prone families. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family. 1971;33:692-
698.

72. Rodman H. Marital power and the theory of 
resources in cultural context. Journal of Compa-
rative Family Studies. 1972;3:50-69.

73. Macmillan R, Gartner R. When she brings 
home the bacon: Labor-force participation and the 
risk of spousal violence against women. Journal of 
Marriage and the Family, 1999;61(4):947-958.

74. Antai D. Controlling behavior, power relations 
within intimate relationships and intimate partner 
physical and sexual violence against women in 
Nigeria. BMC Public Health. 2011;11:511.

75. Allen CM, Straus MA. Resources, power, and 
husband/wife violence. In: Straus MA, Hotaling 
GT, (eds.). The social causes of husband/wife 
violence. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press; 1980.



630 SAFRANOFF A.
SA

LU
D

 C
O

LE
C

TI
V

A
. 2

01
7;

13
(4

):6
11

-6
32

. d
oi

: 1
0.

18
29

4/
sc

.2
01

7.
11

45

76. Hornung CA, McCullough BC, Sugimoto T. 
Status relationships in marriage: risk factors in 
spouse abuse. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 
August, 1981;43(3):675-692.

77. Frías SM, Angel RJ. Ethnic heterogamy and 
the risk of partner violence in Mexico. Ethnic and 
Racial Studies. 2013;36(11):1666-1686.

78. Safranoff A. Analysing gender power relation-
ships through intermarriage in Spain. [PhD Disser-
tation]. Barcelona: Universitat Pompeu Fabra; 2014.

79. Benson ML, Fox GL, DeMaris A, Van Wyk J. 
Neighborhood disadvantage, individual economic 
distress and violence against women in intimate 
relationships. Journal of Quantitative Criminology. 
2003;19(3):207-235.

80. Raghavan C, Rajah V, Gentile K, Collado L, Ka-
vanagh AM. Community violence, social support 
networks, ethnic group differences, and male per-
petration of intimate partner violence. Journal of 
Interpersonal Violence, 2009;24(10):1615-1632.

81. O’Campo P, Gielen AC, Faden RR, Xue X, 
Kass N, Wang MC. Violence by male partners 
against women during the childbearing year: a 
contextual analysis. American Journal of Public 
Health. 1995;85:1092-1097.

82. Dobash RE, Dobash R. Violence against wives: 
a case against the patriarchy. New York: Free 
Press; 1979.

83. Yllo K. Through a feminist lens: gender, power 
and violence. In: Gelles R, Loseke D, (eds.). Cu-
rrent Controversies in Family Violence. London: 
Sage Publications; 1993. p. 47-62.

84. Medina J. Violencia contra la mujer en la 
pareja. Investigación comparada y situación en 
España. Valencia: Tirant Monografías; 2002.

85. Crenshaw K. Demarginalizing the intersection 
of race and sex: A black feminist critique of anti-
discrimination doctrine, feminist theory and anti-
racist politics. University of Chicago Legal Forum. 
1989;(1):139-167.

86. Bograd M. Strengthening domestic violence 
theories: Intersections of race, class, sexual orien-
tation, and gender. Journal of Marital and Family 
Therapy. 1999;25(3):275-289.

87. Hooks B. Feminist theory: from margin to 
center. 2da ed. Boston: South End Press; 2000.

88. Collins PH. Black feminist thought: knowledge, 
consciousness and the politics of empowerment. 
4a ed. New York: Routledge; 2008.

89. Holtzworth-Munroe A, Smutzler N, Bates L. A 
brief review of the research on husband violence: 
Part I, maritally violent versus nonviolent men. 
Agression and Violent Behavior. 1997;2(1):65-99.

90. Hart SD, Dutton DG, Newlove T. The preva-
lence of personality disorder among wife assaulters. 
Journal of Personality Disorders. 1993;7(4):329-341.

91. Hastings JE, Hamberger LK. Personality cha-
racteristics of spouse abusers: A controlled com-
parison. Violence and Victims. 1988;3(1):31-48.

92. Barnett OW, Hamberger LK. The assessment of 
maritally violent men on the California Psychological 
Inventory. Violence and Victims. 1992;7(1):15-28.

93. Maiuro RD, Cahn TS, Vitaliano PP. Asserti-
veness deficits and hostility in domestically violent 
men. Violence and Victims. 1986;1(4):279-289.

94. Coleman DH, Straus MA. Alcohol abuse and 
family violence. In: Gotheil E, Druley KA, Skoloda 
TK, Waxman HM, (eds.). Alcohol, drug abuse, 
and aggression. Springfield, IL: Charles C Thomas; 
1983. p. 104-124.

95. Hotaling G, Sugarman D. An analysis of risk 
makers in husband to wives violence: the cu-
rrent state of knowledge. Violence and Victims. 
1986;1(2):101-124.

96. Feingold A, Kerr DC, Capaldi DM. Associa-
tions of substance use problems with intimate 
partner violence for at-risk men in long-term 
relationships. Journal of Family Psychology. 
2008;22(3):429-428.

97. White HR, Chen PH. Problem drinking and 
intimate partner violence. Journal of Studies on 
Alcohol. 2002;63(2):205-214.

98. Flanzer JP. Alcohol and other drugs are key 
causal agents of violence. In: Loseke DR, Gelles 
RJ, Cavanaugh MM, (eds.). Current controversies 
on family violence. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage: 2005. p. 163-173.

99. Equipo Latinoamericano de Justicia y Género 
(ELA), Consultora Pensamiento Lateral, Dirección 
General de la Mujer, Ministerio de Desarrollo 
Humano y Hábitat. Las cifras de la violencia: Re-
sultados de la primera encuesta de percepción e 
incidencia sobre violencia contra las mujeres en 
las relaciones de pareja en la Ciudad de Buenos 
Aires [Internet]. 2016 [cited 10 May 2016]. Avai-
lable from: https://goo.gl/ZUymnH. 

100. Stith SM, Farley SC. A predictive model of 
male spousal violence. Journal of Family Violence. 
1993;8(2):183-201.



PSYCHOLOGICAL VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN 631
SA

LU
D

 C
O

LEC
TIV

A
. 2017;13(4):611-632. doi: 10.18294/sc.2017.1145

https://doi.org/10.18294/sc.2017.1145

The translation of this article is part of an inter-departmental and inter-institutional collaboration including the Undergraduate Program 
in Sworn Translation Studies (English<>Spanish) and the Institute of Collective Health at the Universidad Nacional de Lanús and the 
Health Disparities Research Laboratory at the University of Denver. This article was translated by Fernando Vellianitis and Román Elías 
Gargiulo under the guidance of Mariela Santoro, reviewed by Tayler Hendrix under the guidance of Julia Roncoroni, and prepared 
for publication by Aldana Sacco under the guidance of Vanessa Di Cecco. The final version was approved by the article author(s).

Recieved: 23 Sep 2016 | Modified: 12 Jun 2017 | Approved: 10 Jul 2017

CITATION 
Safranoff A. Psychological violence against women: What factors increase the risk of this kind of intimate partner abu-
se?. Salud Colectiva. 2017;13(4):611-632. doi: 10.18294/sc.2017.1145

Content is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International. 
Attribution — you must attribute the work in the manner specified by the author or licensor (but 
not in any way that suggests that they endorse you or your use of the work).
NonCommercial — You may not use this work for commercial purposes.

101. Schluter PJ, Abbott MW, Bellringer ME. 
Problem gambling related to intimate partner 
violence: Findings from the Pacific Islands Fa-
milies Study. International Gambling Studies. 
2008;8(1):49-61.

102. Browne KD, Herbert M. Preventing Family 
Violence. Chichester: Wiley; 1997. 

103. Kantor GK, Straus MA. Substance abuse as 
a precipitant of wife abuse victimizations. The 
American Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse. 
1989;15(2):173-189.

104. Follingstad DR, Rutledge LL, Polek DS, Mc-
Neill-Hawkins K. Factors related to physical vio-
lence in dating relationships. In: Viano EC, (ed.). 
Intimate violence: interdisciplinary perspective. 
Washington DC: Hemisphere Publishing; 1992.

105. Renner LM, Slack KS. Intimate partner vio-
lence and child maltreatment: Understanding 
intra-and intergenerational connections. Child 
Abuse & Neglect. 2006;30(6):599-617.

106. Downs WR, Miller BA, Testa M, Panek D. 
Long-term effects of parent-to-child violence 
for women. Journal of Interpersonal Violence. 
1992;7(3):365-382.

107. Parish WL, Wang T, Laumann EO, Pan S, 
Luo Y. Intimate partner violence in China: national 

prevalence, risk factors and associated health pro-
blems. International Family Planning Perspectives, 
2004;30(4)174-181.

108. Salvia A, Donza E. Problemas de medición y 
sesgos de estimación derivados de la no respuesta 
a preguntas de ingresos en la EPH (1990-1998). 
Asociación Argentina de Especialistas de Estudios 
del Trabajo. 1999;18:93-120.

109. Casique I. Factores de empoderamiento y 
protección de las mujeres contra la violencia. Re-
vista Mexicana de Sociología. 2010;72(1):37-71.

110. Torres A, Lapa T. Familia y jóvenes en 
Europa: Convergencia y diversidad. Revista de Es-
tudios de Juventud. 2010;90:11-32.

111. Callejo J. La emergencia de una nueva con-
cepción de la familia entre las y los jóvenes españoles. 
Revista de Estudios de Juventud. 2010;90:43-66.

112. Domínguez M. ¿Cada vez más igualitarios? 
Los valores de género de la juventud y su apli-
cación en la práctica. Revista de Estudios de Ju-
ventud. 2010;90:103-141.

113. Shortt JW, Capaldi DM, Kim HK, Kerr 
DC, Owen LD, Feingold A. Stability of intimate 
partner violence by men across 12 years in young 
adulthood: Effects of relationship transitions. Pre-
vention Science. 2012;13(4):360-369.


