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A B S T R A C T

Child abuse is not only a serious violation of children’s rights and well-being, but also the worst example of how 
to relate and bond with others. Violence against an intimate partner during adulthood may have as background 
the emotional experiences and early learning associated with parents as the most significant developmental 
figures. The study of men who have been convicted of crimes of domestic violence against women may shed 
light on how childhood experiences impact aggressive adult behavior. Accordingly, this research explores the 
relationships between attachment style, childhood parental abuse experiences and aggression in adult life in a 
sample of men convicted of intimate partner violence (N=265). This was carried out using the Spanish version 
of the Buss and Perry Aggression Questionnaire and the Melero and Cantero Adult Attachment Questionnaire. 
After the cleaning and analysis of the data by means of k-means cluster analysis, ANOVA and multiple hierarchi-
cal linear regression, it becomes clear that the fact of having been a victim of childhood abuse among this type 
of men, although it constitutes a risk factor for violent behavior in adult life, does not determine it. Something 
similar could be said about the different attachment styles, with secure types functioning as a protective factor 
and insecure types being associated to a greater extent and with different forms of violence.

Estilo de apego inseguro y maltrato infantil: su relación con la 
agresión en hombres condenados por violencia contra sus parejas

R E S U M E N

El maltrato infantil no es sólo una grave violación de los derechos y el bienestar de niños y niñas, sino también 
el peor ejemplo de cómo relacionarse y establecer vínculos con los demás. La violencia contra pareja durante 
la edad adulta puede tener como trasfondo experiencias emocionales y aprendizajes tempranos asociados con 
los padres como figuras más significativas del desarrollo. El estudio de los hombres que han sido condenados 
por delitos de violencia contra las mujeres puede arrojar luz sobre cómo las experiencias de la infancia influyen 
en el comportamiento agresivo de los adultos. En consecuencia, esta investigación explora las relaciones entre 
el estilo de apego, las experiencias de maltrato en la infancia por parte de las y los progenitores y la agresividad 
en la vida adulta en una muestra de hombres condenados por violencia contra su pareja (N=265). Tras la 
depuración y análisis de los datos mediante análisis de conglomerados, ANOVA y regresión jerárquica lineal 
múltiple, se pone de manifiesto que el hecho de haber sido víctima de maltrato en la infancia entre este tipo 
de hombres, aunque constituye un factor de riesgo para la conducta violenta en la vida adulta, no la determina. 
Algo similar podría decirse de los diferentes estilos de apego, funcionando los seguros como factor protector y 
los inseguros en mayor medida y con diferentes formas de violencia.
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The phenomenon of intimate partner violence (IPV) is highly 
complex. From an ecological perspective which integrates individual, 
relational, community and structural variables (Heise, 1998), the 
study of batterers is key to its understanding. Male batterers are 
not a homogeneous group (Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994), so 
different typologies have been proposed. These have considered, 
among others, individual variables of the affective domain (Dutton, 
2006, 2007; Holtzworth-Munroe & Meehan, 2004; Holtzworth-
Munroe & Stuart, 1994; Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000).

Attachment theory (Bowlby 1973, 1986) maintains, on the one 
hand, that humans are biologically prepared to approach others in 
search of protection and security. On the other hand, it defines the 
attachment system as an organized set of relatively stable behaviors 
whose function is to maintain proximity to the caregiver. It is a 
system that maintains a balance between proximity and exploratory 
behaviors, depending on the existing dangers in the environment 
and the ease of access to the attachment figure. 

In adulthood, depending on early bonding experiences and 
throughout the life cycle, a series of cognitive-emotional schemas 
about oneself and others operate. These schemas function as internal 
operating models, interfere in the perception of social interactions 
and, therefore, in relationships with others (Bartholomew & 
Horowitz, 1991; Bretherton, 1985; Feeney & Noller, 1996; Melero & 
Cantero, 2008).

Operational models correspond to behavioral patterns that 
combine anxiety and avoidance dimensions. These, in turn, can 
show positive and negative polarity. Thus, four categories of 
attachment are established: secure, preoccupied, dismissing and 
fearful (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). People with a secure 
attachment have a positive model of themselves and others (low 
anxiety and low avoidance) and are comfortable both in solitude 
and in establishing intimate relationships. Those who develop a 
preoccupied attachment style (high anxiety and low avoidance) 
maintain a negative self-image and a positive image of others, with 
great concern for their relationships and a constant need for approval 
and a fear of abandonment. They depend on others to maintain a 
positive self-concept and try to achieve it through control. The 
dismissing style (high avoidance and low anxiety) characterizes 
those people who have a positive self-image and a negative image 
of others. They tend to avoid and deny the need for intimacy and to 
take their self-sufficiency to an extreme. Finally, people with fearful 
attachment (high anxiety and avoidance) maintain a negative 
model of both themselves and others, on whom they are highly 
dependent. At the same time, they are reserved about intimacy for 
fear of rejection.

There appears to be a relationship between insecure attachment 
and the use of general violence, while secure attachment is related 
to a decrease in violence (Ogilvie et al. 2014), as well as to the use of 
prosocial behavior (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2011). In addition, insecure 
attachment has been linked to increased likelihood of intimate 
partner aggression (Oka et al., 2014).

Lawson and Brossart (2009) found that anxious attachment styles 
(which would include preoccupied and fearful) are good predictors 
of psychological and mild physical aggression. Meanwhile, avoidant 
styles (dismissing and fearful) are good predictors of violence, both 
mild and severe, as well as sexual coercion (Babcock et al., 2000; 
Barbaro & Shackelford, 2019; Péloquin et al., 2011).

Among people with high attachment anxiety, fearful attachment 
aggressors would be those who have received more abuse and 
rejection in past attachments and would show a greater propensity 
to respond by assaulting their partner when experiencing 
abandonment when they are not available (Dutton, 1995; Dutton et 
al., 1994). Fearful attachment has also been related to Holtzworth-
Munroe and Stuart’s (1994) borderline typology.

At present, the scientific literature offers inconsistent results on 
the relationship between avoidant attachment style and aggression. 
Following the classification of batterers by Waltz et al. (2000), 
the types generally considered violent were characterized by 
showing avoidant attachment, antisocial and narcissistic traits, and 
instrumental use of violence. Genest and Mathieu (2014), in a study 
with intimate partner aggressors, found that avoidant styles are the 
ones that contribute most to the manifestation of anger. For their 
part, Mauricio and López (2009) found that avoidant individuals 
were those who best fit the typology of severe violence. However, 
other studies have not found significant associations between an 
avoidant style and aggression (Barbaro et al., 2019; Péloquin et al., 
2011; Velotti et al., 2020).

It would seem that batterers with avoidant traits do not need 
to control their partners (Sonkin et al. 2019). This would be 
consistent with the so-called demand-withdrawn phenomenon 
(Christensen & Heavey 1990; Doumas et al., 2008). This refers to 
the pairing between a man with avoidant attachment and a woman 
with anxious attachment (Bond & Bond, 2004). The person with 
anxious attachment is more committed to the relationship and 
hyperactivates the attachment system to avoid abandonment. On 
the other hand, the person with avoidant attachment disengages 
in order to maintain distance when perceiving that their partner is 
not available. Thus, avoidant persons, due to their need for distance, 
may feel pressured by their partner when they are asked to remain 
committed to the relationship.

Despite its relative stability, attachment style is amenable to be 
modified. A change in attachment style could improve interactions 
in intimate relationships (Lawson et al., 2006; Olufowote et al., 
2020). Regarding the second issue that concerns us, linked to 
the intergenerational transmission of violence, it is evident that 
relationships with significant figures in childhood have a significant 
impact throughout the life cycle (Thornberry et al., 2003). Thus, it is 
argued that children who have grown up in violent homes are more 
likely to develop an aggressive interpersonal style in their adult 
relationships (Franklin & Kercher, 2012).

These assumptions can be based on social learning theories, 
understanding that children learn by modeling from their parents 
(Rosenbaum & O’Leary, 1981). It is also possible to sustain these 
ideas by appealing to attachment theory, understanding that an 
insecure relationship of minors with their parents puts them at risk 
of developing anxious, fearful or avoidant bonds in their romantic 
relationships in the future, which would be at the heart of their violent 
relationship patterns (Egeland et al., 1988; González-Méndez et al., 
2017). At this point, it is worth alluding to the evolutionary-contextual 
model of Capaldi and Gorman-Smith (2003), since, in addition to 
integrating individual variables (development, temperament, learning 
history, etc.) with others of an environmental nature, it stresses 
the importance of parental behavior (coercive parenting or lack of 
supervision) in relation to future behavior. Individual idiosyncrasies 
in interaction with other contextual experiences could favor or inhibit 
the intergenerational transmission of the use of intimate partner 
violence in adulthood (Teva et al., 2021).

The complexity of the interplay between environmental, 
relational and individual risk and protective factors may account 
for the inconsistencies observed in the current literature on the 
relationship between attachment type and violence in adult intimate 
partner relationships and on the intergenerational transmission of 
violence. While some papers find that suffering or witnessing abuse 
in childhood has a slight relationship with perpetration of violence 
in adulthood when it comes to men (Hughes & Cossar, 2016; Smith 
et al., 2015; Teva et al., 2021), others only find this relationship exists 
for women (Knight et al., 2016; Shakoor et al., 2020), or a stronger 
relationship in women than in men (Cui et al., 2010; Toplul-Dermitas 
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& Hatipo lu-Sümer, 2021). Neepl et al. (2019) indicate that the 
transmission of violence may not only contribute to perpetuating 
coercive parenting but remains over time, causing aggression also 
in the partner both in late adolescence and adulthood.  

Considering the above, this paper studies a group of men who 
have been convicted of a gender violence offense with the aim 
of finding out whether different attachment styles (secure and 
insecure - preoccupied, rejecting and fearful) and having been 
abused by the father and/or mother are adequate predictors of 
aggression in adult life.

Insecure attachment styles and parental abuse are expected to 
be significant predictors of aggression. In particular, high anxiety 
attachment styles (fearful and preoccupied).

Method

Participants and procedure

This study involved 265 men who were in the first session 
of an intervention program for men convicted of gender-based 
violence in the Region of Madrid, Spain. They were in a situation 
of probation or an alternative measure to prison. From the initial 
total number of cases, those who did not respond adequately to 
the psychometric tests were excluded. Thus, the final valid number 
of participants totaled 176. Their ages ranged from 20 to 80 years 
(M=39.34, SD=10.88). 69.4% were Spanish and the remaining 
30.6% were foreigners (8% Europeans, 1.3% Asians, 5.9% Africans 
and 13.9% Latin Americans). The project obtained a favorable 
report from the Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Psychology of 
the Complutense University of Madrid and authorization from the 
General Secretariat of Penitentiary Institutions. The sampling was 
by convenience. It was the psychologists and those responsible 
for the Social Insertion Centers who allowed access to survey the 
participants in their first session of the programs. The participants 
were verbally informed of the characteristics of the research and 
were also provided with an information sheet and an informed 
consent form to sign regarding their participation. They then 
answered the questionnaires individually. The participants did 
not receive any compensation for participating in the study.

Instruments

The information was collected through a questionnaire that 
included a section on sociodemographic data created for this purpose, 
a series of questions on whether the participant had suffered physical 
and psychological abuse by his father and/or mother, and the 
psychometric tests mentioned below:

From the sum of the dichotomous items (“Yes/No”) measuring 
child maltreatment two variables were created indicating whether 
respondents had been victims of physical or psychological violence by 
the father or mother. 

Aggression Questionnaire (AQ, Buss & Perry, 1992, Spanish 
version by Andreu et al., 2002)

This is composed of 29 items related to aggressive behavior 
and feelings. They are answered on a Likert-type scale with 
five response options, ranging from completely false for me to 
completely true for me). For this study, it presents good overall 
reliability measured by Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient (α=0.88), as 
well as good or sufficient reliability for each of the four subscales 
of which it consists of: physical aggressiveness (α= 0.86); verbal 
aggressiveness (α= 0.68), anger (α= 0.77) and hostility (α= 0.72). 

Internal consistency indices for this sample were ω=0.852 for 
physical aggressiveness, ω=0.736 for verbal aggressiveness, 
ω=0.814 for irascibility and ω=0.765 for hostility.

Adult Attachment Questionnaire (CAA, Melero & Cantero, 
2008)

This instrument consists of 40 items integrated in four 
scales: Scale 1: low self-esteem, need for approval and fear of 
rejection; Scale 2: hostile conflict resolution, resentment and 
possessiveness; Scale 3: expression of feelings and comfort 
with relationships; Scale 4: emotional self-sufficiency and 
discomfort with intimacy. The instrument uses a 6-point Likert 
scale, with 1 being completely agree and 6 being completely 
disagree. Depending on how these scales are combined, subjects 
can be classified into two clusters (secure or insecure) or four 
clusters (worried, distant, fearful-hostile or secure). Its internal 
consistency ranges from 0.68 to 0.86. In the present sample, the 
consistency indices are ω=0.843 for Scale 1, ω=0.843 for Scale 2, 
ω=0.778 for Scale 3 and ω=0.637 for Scale 4. 

Design

The research design was cross-sectional since the variables of 
interest were only evaluated during the first treatment session.

Data analysis

The Jamovi (2.0.0.0) and R (RStudio, 4.2.0) programs were used 
to perform the analyses. In order to facilitate their interpretation, 
the variable age was centered. The internal consistency indices 
of the scales used were obtained and some descriptive analyses 
were performed. To obtain the four attachment styles of the CAA 
questionnaire, the pre-screening sample (N=265) was used and a 
k-means cluster analysis was performed with an initial value of four 
clusters, with scale standardization, MacQueen algorithm and 25 
random initial values. In order to find out which group represented 
which affective style, an analysis of variance was performed to find 
out if there were differences between the groups and to determine 
the mean and standard deviation of each cluster with the four scales 
of the questionnaire. Descriptive analyses of the quantitative and 
categorical variables were then performed.

Next, with the sample already screened (N=176), a hierarchical 
multiple linear regression was used to determine the influence 
of variables related to adult bonding, age and having suffered 
psychological and physical abuse by a parent on the use of 
aggression. The G*Power program was used to determine the 
expected power and effect size with a total sample size and a 
confidence level of 0.95. First, taking into account the principle of 
parsimony, the variables were included step by step from the null 
model to the final model chosen, controlling for the age variable. 
Parameters were estimated and forecasts were obtained using 
the least squares method. Secondly, the quality of the models 
was assessed with the corrected coefficient of determination 
corresponding to each one, and finally, the assumptions of 
linearity, independence, normality, homoscedasticity and non-
collinearity were checked.

Results

The k-means cluster analysis divided the subjects (N=265) into 
four groups based on their responses on the four subscales. The 
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k-means was chosen because it is valid when n>200 and is used 
when the final groups are clear. In addition, it was the one used 
by Melero and Cantero in their validation. The ANOVAs performed 
(see Table 1) show that the four groups are different. The Welch 
statistic was used because it is the recommended statistic when 
homoscedasticity cannot be assumed (Vargha & Delaney, 1998). 
Combining the means of each group and the scales present in 
Melero and Cantero (2008), the affective styles corresponding to 
each of the clusters were obtained.

Table 2. 
Descriptive data of the participants’ variables

Variable
Participants (N=176)

% M SD Range
Aggression 37.6 22.9 1-104
Age(N=172) 39.3 10.9 20-80
Fearful-hostile attachment 17.6%
Preoccupied attachment 8%
Dismissed attachment 36.9%
Secure attachment 37.5%
Father abuse 19.4%
Mother abuse 9.6%

After screening participants (N=176), four significantly different 
adult attachment styles were observed: fearful-hostile attachment 
(17.6%), preoccupied (8%), secure (37.5%) and distant (36.9%). 

Table 2 presents the descriptive data of the sociodemographic 
variables, providing the sample size, mean and standard deviation for 
quantitative variables and the percentage in the case of categorical 
variables. The participants vary widely in age (M=39, Range= 20-80). 
High variability was also observed in the responses in aggression 
(M=37.6, Range=1-104). Regarding attachment styles, secure and 
distant attachment styles predominate in the sample, with a low 
prevalence of preoccupied attachment. The results suggest that 
rather low percentages of the sample had suffered physical and 

psychological abuse by the father (19.4%) and the mother (9.6%).

To perform the hierarchical linear regression, the least squares 
method was used and the goodness of fit was evaluated with the 
adjusted coefficient of determination (0.222). The resulting formula 
for the final model is as follows:

Predictor (aggression) = 28.523 - .454(age) + 20.435 
(attachment1-4) +1.150 (attachment2-4) + 7.687 (attachment3-4) + 
10.121(fatherabuse) - 4.453(motherabuse) + ε

Model 1 improved the fit with respect to the null model 
(ΔR²=0.119). Only the age variable was included in this model in 
order to control for it (see Table 2 for the results of both models).  The 
same was true for model 2 versus model 1 (ΔR²=0.07). The adjusted 
coefficient of determination of model 2 indicates that the variables 
age, attachment style and father and mother abuse share 22.26% of 
the variance of the variable aggression exercised in the couple.

In the final model (η2
p=0.250), the variables age (β=-0.214, 

p=0.001, η2
p =0.057), physical and/or psychological abuse by the 

father (β=0.29, p=0.000, η2
p =0.083) and attachment style (η2

p =0.117) 
were significant. It should be stressed that having been abused by 
the mother (β=-0.07, p=0.29) was not a significant variable in this 
model.

The attachment variable was constituted as a dummy variable 
comparing all attachment styles with secure attachment. The 
predictions indicate that, holding all other variables constant, 
aggression increases by up to 20.43 points on average (or 17.62% on 
the aggression scale) when abusers have fearful-hostile attachment 
compared with secure attachment and increases by 7.68 points on 
average (or 6.62% according to the aggression scale scores) when 
men show distant attachment.

In addition, the likelihood of committing aggression increases 
10.12 points on average (or 8.72%) when men have been abused by 
their father. Finally, age is inversely related to aggression, since it 
decreases on average by 0.45 points (or 0.38%) for each year that 
age increases.

Table 1. 
Mean differences between the scales of the questionnaire and the four attachment styles according to the Melero and Cantero (2008) scale.

Scales
Attachment styles (N=265)

Fearful Worried Dismissing Secure
M SD M SD M SD M SD Significance

Scale 1: Low self-esteem, need for approval and fear of rejection 45.5 8.69 17.7 3.78 33.2 7.52 22.6 6.53 F (156.6)***
Scale 2: Hostile conflict resolution, rancor and possessiveness 36.0 7.92 13.0 3.8 25.0 5.83 17.9 5.06 F (120)***
Scale 3: Expression of feelings and comfort with relationships 40.5 5.86 21.2 7.41 35.1 5.36 44.7 5.8 F (89)***
Scale 4: emotional self-sufficiency and discomfort with intimacy 21.1 5.39 10.6 2.86 19.0 4.04 11.9 3.41 F (95.8)***

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

Table 3. 
Hierarchical multiple linear regression 

Null Model Model 1 Model 2
B SE B IC B SE B IC B SE B IC

Age -.522 .158 -.246*** [-.393, -.099] -.476 .149 -.022** [-.363, -.085] -.454 .144 -.214** [-.348, -.079]
Attachment 1-4 21.726 4.643 .940*** [.543, 1.336] 20.435 4.486 .8843*** [.501, 1.267]
Attachment 2-4 -.288 6.250 -.012 [-.546, .521] 1.150 6.025 0.049 [-.465, .564]
Attachment 3-4 9.389 3.759 .406** [.085, .727] 7.687 3.655 0.3326* [.020, .644]
father’s abuse 10.121 2.620 0.294*** [.143, .444]
mother’s abuse -4.453 4.227 -.079 [-.228, .069]
Intercept 37.726*** 1.713 30.393*** 2.647 28.523*** 2.601
R2 adjusted 0.063 0.179 0.222
ΔR² 0.119 .070

Note. Attachment (fearful-hostile = 1, preoccupied = 2, dismissed = 3, secure =4)
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001



211I. Osa Subtil, P. V. Meteo Fernández and A. Arias Astray / Ansiedad y Estrés 28(3) (2022) 207-213

Discussion

The aim of this study was to determine whether different styles 
of insecure attachment (fearful, preoccupied and dismissed) versus 
secure, and having been abused by a parent (father and/or mother), 
predict aggression in men who have already been convicted of an 
offense of gender violence. 

The proposed model can provide information on variables 
associated with men’s violence toward their partner. Although 
aggression was measured using self-reported psychometric tests, 
the measure of perpetration is objective insofar as the participants 
are men who have been convicted of an offense of intimate partner 
violence. In addition, this work provides information on attachment 
styles and how parental experiences of abuse are related to 
aggression in this population group. Consistent with findings in 
the current literature, insecure attachment styles, specifically 
preoccupied and fearful, and having been abused by both parents, 
were expected to be significant predictors of aggression.

The results support the study hypotheses, albeit partially. First, 
62.5% of the abusers were primarily insecurely attached compared 
with 37.5% who were secure. This is in line with studies indicating 
that batterers are essentially insecure while showing that a 
significant percentage of batterers have a secure attachment (Barria, 
2015; Pimentel & Santelices, 2017).

Attachment style significantly predicts aggression. Specifically, 
aggression increases on average by 17.62% in fearful versus secure 
aggressors and by 6.62% in avoidant versus secure aggressors. High 
anxiety attachment styles (fearful and preoccupied) were expected 
to have more weight on aggression. However, the preoccupied 
attachment style was not significant. Only 8% of the participants 
showed preoccupied attachment, so the statistical power may have 
been affected by the sample size.

As has been found in other research, among attachment styles 
with high anxiety, this work shows that only fearful attachment 
style is a significant predictor of aggression (Babcock et al., 2000; 
Barbaro & Shackelford, 2019; Péloquin et al., 2011; Velotti et al., 
2020). Fearful attachment style has been related to controlling 
intimate partner behavior in maltreating men (Mahalik et al., 
2005). These results are consistent with the idea that people with 
an anxious attachment, in this case fearful, become hyperactive and 
develop controlling behavior toward their partner when faced with 
a threat of abandonment in order to avoid possible abandonment 
and reduce distress (Allison et al., 2008).

On the other hand, the relationship between avoidant 
attachment and aggression shows certain inconsistencies in the 
literature. These could be explained by the type of measure used. 
Thus, the studies in which no relationship has been found are those 
that evaluated aggression with self-reported instruments in the 
general population (Velotti et al., 2020). The research that does find 
a relationship was conducted with people already convicted of a 
violent crime (Lawson & Brossart, 2009, 2013; Lawson & Malnar, 
2011). This suggests two things. First, that avoidant offenders 
express anger indirectly, which is more complicated to ascertain 
even though it is still violent (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2011). The 
second, that avoidant style is related to aggression in interaction 
with other variables and, in this context, has been linked to more 
severe aggression (Lawson & Brossart, 2009, 2013; Lawson & Malnar, 
2011). This may be indicative of the fact that in studies conducted 
with the general population they do not represent cases of severe 
aggression, since these types of subjects are likely to be deprived of 
their liberty, or else do not intend to participate voluntarily in these 
studies (Boira et al., 2014).

Attachment style constitutes a relevant but not sufficient 
variable to explain men’s aggression in couples. The data from this 

research seem to indicate that it is more coherent to understand 
intimate partner violence within the framework of a constellation 
of individual, relational and contextual variables with complex 
interactions among them. 

The data from this research show that having suffered 
psychological or physical abuse by the father is a significant 
predictor of aggression. Specifically, having suffered this type of 
child abuse increases aggression scores in abusers by an average 
of 8.72%. Of the total sample of abusers, 19.4% reported having 
suffered psychological or physical aggression from their father and 
9.6% from their mother. These data are in line with Bandura’s (1973) 
social learning model to explain the intergenerational transmission 
of violence. This model appreciates that children imitate the violent 
relationship patterns of their parents as an appropriate model, 
stating that men model behavior from their fathers and women 
from their mothers.

However, 71% of perpetrators did not report being abused by 
their parents. These results are consistent with research that has 
associated childhood abuse experiences with partner perpetration 
in adulthood (Brassard et al., 2020) by 56% to 63% (Roberts et al., 
2010). They are also in line with research indicating that having been 
abused in childhood is a risk factor, but not a causal factor for the use 
of violence in adult relationships (Cascardi & Jouriles, 2018; Roberts 
et al., 2010). The fact that most of the aggressors in the sample 
were not abused highlights that intergenerational transmission 
of violence is a further risk factor for gender-based violence but 
certainly not a determinant or necessary factor, as there would be 
other relevant variables involved in aggression (Capaldi & Gorman-
Smith, 2003). Consequently, the social learning hypothesis may 
be somewhat limited in explaining this phenomenon. In addition, 
given that the sample of abusers who have been abused by their 
mothers was small, statistical power may be affecting the results.

Having suffered abuse in childhood may be a model experience 
for future relationships, and may also influence the style of 
attachment generated with parents, which in turn may affect 
current attachments and the individual’s relationships in general. 
Exposure to abuse in childhood is considered a complex traumatic 
experience that is related to risk situations in bio-psycho-social 
areas and may extend into adult stages of life (Evans et al., 2021). 
Taking the ecological model as a frame of reference (Heise, 1998), 
and in line with other studies that affirm that the relationship 
between abuse experiences and subsequent IPV varies widely 
depending on other factors (Evans et al., 2021; Roberts et al., 2010; 
Wagner, Jones, & Cumbers, 2019), it could be thought that other 
types of confounding variables could be interacting in the results 
found which, in interaction with the attachment style and the abuse 
of the father, lead to the aggression. Understanding these last two 
variables as risk factors for perpetration, there must be others that 
act as protective factors. Specifically, the results presented here 
would point to the secure attachment style acting as a protective 
factor, preventing aggression or making it less severe (Lawson & 
David, 2018). This would be the reason why attachment-based 
therapy programs have been developed to work with batterers 
(Sonkin & Dutton, 2003). This is why it would be interesting in 
future research to develop a complex model that takes into account 
risk and protective factors considering experiences in childhood 
and their path to current attachments.

The inverse relationship found between age and aggression could 
be related, on the one hand, to the different patterns of education 
received in the different generations and, on the other hand, to a 
tendency to normalize violence in younger generations (Ng-Mak et 
al. 2002) and to express themselves more sincerely about these issues.

“In terms of intervention, it would be advisable to start working 
immediately with abused children, trying to minimise the risk 
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factors associated with the abuse itself, but, above all, paying 
special attention to the protective factors. This would contribute 
to minimising the intergenerational transmission of violence. It 
would be a way of protecting both the children themselves and their 
partners in adult life, given the risk associated with gender-based 
victimisation”.

Logically, this research is not without its limitations. First, 
although participants reported whether they had been abused by a 
parent, the concept of “abuse” is very general. The term “abuse” can 
include a spectrum of experiences ranging from coercive parenting 
practices to severe physical aggression. Moreover, as Dardis et al. 
(2017) indicated, men, in contrast to women, perceive aggression as 
less severe and their attitudes are more favorable when it comes to 
accepting the use of aggression.  In addition, and in the first place, 
this itself may have influenced the self-reported responses collected 
through the aggression questionnaire. Secondly, retrospective 
information may lead to misclassification or misremembering 
because of its much lower reliability than that obtained by direct 
observation or other means (Nader, 2003; Schacter, 2001). Thirdly, 
the sample size was very small for both the preoccupied offenders 
and for those who reported maternal abuse. The problem is that a 
small sample size brings little statistical power to the analyses. In 
addition, in the cluster analysis, the preoccupied group did not score 
as highly as expected on Scale 1. Finally, many other variables that 
may confound the results have not been controlled, among others, 
social desirability has not been controlled and it should be taken into 
account that the participants are in the first session of a judicially-
imposed psychological program.

In conclusion, with the aforementioned limitations, it would 
seem that having suffered abuse in childhood would be a risk factor, 
rather than a causal factor, for the exercise of violence against the 
partner in adult relationships on the part of men convicted in 
a binding ruling for gender-based violence. On the other hand, 
attachment style would constitute a relevant but not determinant 
variable in explaining why this type of man is or is not violent 
toward his partner. Anxious attachment styles would be associated 
in principle and to a greater extent with violent behavior. Fearful 
men clearly seek to control their partners. Avoidant ones do not 
seek control, they seem to explode after accumulating what ends 
up being unbearable tension with reactions of extreme violence. 
Although it is impossible to change the past, we can change the 
perception of it, as well as the way in which we have learned to 
relate to others. This is why work on bonding in adulthood may 
open a door to the effective treatment of male batterers and the 
prevention of gender-based violence against women in intimate 
partner relationships. It is therefore necessary to continue research 
on the variables that are associated with violent behavior toward 
their partners in adult men.
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