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compromised social relationships and social isolation (Cho 
et al., 2020a; Coker et al., 2021; Laskey et al., 2019), under-
scoring the need for accessible and comprehensive sup-
port services for both immediate protection and long-term 
recovery. Despite the harms of IPV, victims, and especially 
male victims, often refrain from seeking professional sup-
port (Barrett et al., 2020; Cho et al., 2020b; Morgan et al., 
2014; PettyJohn et al., 2023). Furthermore, a growing body 
of literature reports that, when male victims do access sup-
port, they frequently report negative experiences, including 
inadequate service provision and even experiences of being 
re-victimized in the process (Douglas et al., 2012; Huntley 
et al., 2019; Lysova et al., 2020; Machado et al., 2017, 2024; 
Taylor et al., 2022; Tsui, 2014; Walker et al., 2020).

Research on service provision for male and female IPV 
victims has typically followed separate tracks, relying on 

Introduction

Studies from across the world show that a large proportion 
of both women and men experience interpersonal violence 
(IPV) (Desmarais et al., 2012; Scott-Storey et al., 2023). 
Victims of IPV experience a range of adverse outcomes, 
including physical injury, mental health problems, trauma, 
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Abstract
Purpose  Research suggests that male victims of interpersonal violence (IPV) experience differential treatment when seeking 
help from service providers. However, little research has explicitly investigated gender differences in actual service provi-
sion. The present study investigated whether there are gender differences in the number and type of services provided to IPV 
victims by the social services (research question 1), as well as if these gender differences vary depending on the victim’s type 
of relation with the offender (research question 2).
Methods  We used data from the SU-Kvinnofrid (“Women’s peace/safety”) project, with information on all IPV victims 
(n = 2,998; 2,814 female and 184 male) seeking support from the social services in 34 Swedish municipalities. Data were 
analyzed using logistic and negative binomial regression models.
Results  On average, there were no or only small gender differences in service provision. However, these average differences 
masked significant variation based on the offender’s relationship to the victim. Men generally received fewer services when 
victimized by a partner but more when victimized by a non-partner (e.g., a family member); a pattern primarily driven by 
safety-focused and, to a lesser extent, practical support.
Conclusions  The findings do not support the view that there is a general bias against male victims. Rather, they suggest that 
service provision is critically shaped by the inherently relational nature of IPV, and that gender differences in treatment can-
not be understood by only focusing on the gender of the victim. Future research should not only adopt a positional perspec-
tive – stressing men as victims – but also a relational perspective, focusing on how different types of relationships influence 
service provision.
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single-gender samples (Huntley et al., 2019; Machado et 
al., 2024; Ravi et al., 2022). Despite recurrent reports of 
discrimination and bias against male victims in qualitative 
studies (Hines, 2015; Machado et al., 2020, 2024; Taylor et 
al., 2022; Walker et al., 2020), little research has explicitly 
investigated gender differences in actual service provision 
(see Cho et al. (2020) and Schaffner et al. (2023) for excep-
tions). Without such head-to-head comparisons, it is diffi-
cult to assess to what extent reports of inadequate service 
provision for male victims are due to gender discrimination 
rather than more general factors that affect male and female 
victims alike.

Existing research on service provision has narrowly 
focused on violence between intimate partners, and, more-
over, focused on the gender of the victim, not on the gender, 
or other relevant characteristics, of the offender (Douglas et 
al., 2011; Lysova et al., 2020; Machado et al., 2024; Mach-
ado et al., 2017; PettyJohn et al., 2023; Tsui, 2014). This 
narrow focus overlooks the inherently relational nature of 
IPV and risks sidelining more complex patterns of violence 
within family systems or other significant relationships (e.g., 
between carers and care providers). Such violence may dis-
proportionally be experienced by marginalized groups such 
as ethnic minorities with strong familial ties or victims with 
disabilities (Nosek et al., 1997; White et al., 2013; Yoshida 
et al., 2009).

Against this background, the present study investigated 
the following two research questions:

RQ1  Are there gender differences in the number and type of 
services provided to victims of IPV by the social services?

RQ2  Do these gender differences vary depending on the 
victim’s type of relation with the offender?

To this end, we used a unique dataset of all IPV victims 
(n = 2,988) seeking support from the social services in 34 
Swedish municipalities, with detailed data on the type 
of services provided and the total length of the case. We 
emphasize that the study is explorative and associational. 
With 184 male victims in the data, estimates of gender dif-
ferences by offender type are imprecise, and the observa-
tional data preclude causal conclusions. Nonetheless, given 
the dearth of descriptive, and even more so causal, quanti-
tative research on the topic, explorative and associational 
research fills a critical gap in the literature and provides a 
foundation upon which future research with larger samples 
or causal designs can build.

In this study, we define interpersonal violence broadly, as 
encompassing violence between intimate partners but also 
violence in other constellations of close relationships such 
as between family members.

Research Background

Epidemiological research shows high rates of IPV exposure 
both in women and men, though with higher rates in women 
(Desmarais et al., 2012; Hamby, 2009; Straus, 2011; Swed-
ish National Council for Crime Prevention, 2024) and with 
women more frequently reporting severe violence accom-
panied by more profound physical and psychological con-
sequences (Ansara et al., 2010; Kimmel, 2002; Tjaden et 
al., 2000). Male victims are less inclined to seek support 
from formal service providers (Ansara et al., 2010; Barrett 
et al., 2020; Cho et al., 2020; Cho, Seon, Cho et al., 2020a, 
b), possibly due to shame, stigma, masculinity norms, fear 
of professional bias, and limited availability of appropriate 
services (Machado et al., 2024; Moore, 2021).

Two bodies of literature have investigated gender differ-
ences in actual service provision by IPV agencies, social 
services and the police and legal system. First, a primar-
ily qualitative strand of research, using male-only samples, 
has reported negative experiences by male IPV victims 
when seeking help. These include being denied help, being 
referred to batterer’s programs or otherwise treated as an 
offender, feeling discredited or ridiculed, gender-stereotypi-
cal attitudes by professionals, and low ratings of helpfulness 
(Douglas et al., 2012; Machado et al., 2017, 2024; Moore, 
2021; Taylor et al., 2022; Tsui, 2014; Walker et al., 2020). 
These findings have in research and by advocacy groups 
been interpreted as indicating bias, discrimination, and 
unfair or differential treatment against male victims as male 
victims, in turn grounded in a gender-stereotypical under-
standing of IPV by service providers (Machado et al., 2020, 
2024; Moore, 2021; SAVE, 2010; Taylor et al., 2022; Tsui, 
2014; Walker et al., 2020). However, in light of reports of 
similar negative experiences among female victims (Epstein 
et al., 2019; Robinson et al., 2008), it is difficult to ascertain 
whether the findings from male-only samples specifically 
reflect systematic and gender-based bias or general inad-
equacies affecting help-seekers regardless of gender.

Second, two quantitative studies, both from the United 
States, have explicitly investigated gender differences in the 
type or helpfulness of actually received services. Using a 
convenience sample of college students, Cho et al. (2020) 
found that male IPV victims were less likely than female 
victims to rate formal services, but more likely to rate infor-
mal help (e.g., from friends), as helpful. Using client data 
from IPV agencies, Schaffner et al. (2023) found that male 
clients were less likely than female clients to receive all 
types of services save for legal support, with the gender gap 
being largest for shelter and practical support (e.g., financial 
assistance) but smaller for emotional support such as coun-
selling and therapy. A related study, using client data from 
Croatia, found that male victims were somewhat more likely 
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to seek legal counselling, but that there were no gender dif-
ferences in social or psychological counselling (Peraica et 
al., 2021). However, this study only examined what type of 
services that clients sought, not what they actually received.

Common to both these strands of literature is that they 
have solely or primarily focused on the gender of the, pri-
marily heterosexual, victim. This restrictive focus implies 
a conflation of victim and offender, such that potential dif-
ferences in service provision or ratings depending on the 
gender of the victim cannot be disentangled from corre-
sponding differences depending on the gender, or other rel-
evant characteristics, of the offender. However, theory as 
well as research underscores that IPV is an inherently rela-
tional phenomenon (Johnson, 2006): neither the nature and 
dynamics of the violence, nor the responses to the violence 
by third parties, can be understood by focusing solely on the 
victim. In research focused on intimate partner violence in 
heterosexual couples, the offenders of violence against male 
victims are by definition women. However, broadening the 
scope to intimate partner violence in same-sex couples or to 
IPV in families and other significant relationships makes it 
clear that relationships can be more complex, and both men 
and women can be victimized by male as well as female 
offenders.

Differential treatment of male and female victims by 
service providers can come about through two processes: 
(1) differential needs of the victim requiring different types 
or extent of services, for instance due to exposure to more 
severe violence, or (2) differential treatment at a given level 
or type of need, which would constitute a form of bias or dis-
crimination. Importantly, both processes may be influenced 
by the relationship between the victim and the offender, 
including the genders of the respective parties.

As for differential needs, research suggests that, overall, 
men exhibit higher levels of aggressiveness (Hyde, 2005), 
use more physical and severe forms of violence (Archer, 
2022; DeLisi et al., 2015), and are much more likely to com-
mit homicide (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 
2013). Although subject to some controversy (Straus, 2011), 
most evidence suggests that this pattern holds for intimate 
violence as well (Hamby, 2009; Kimmel, 2002). Thus, 
victimization by male offenders may result in more harm, 
greater danger, and thus a greater need of supportive ser-
vices. Likewise, there is evidence of higher prevalence or 
severity of IPV in same-sex, especially gay, couples (Green-
wood et al., 2002; Rollè et al., 2018; Tjaden et al., 1999), 
higher prevalence against victims with disabilities, in which 
the offender is often a (possibly male) carer or relative 
rather than a romantic partner (Rosen, 2006), and higher 
prevalence or severity in honor contexts, when the offender 
is also often a (male) relative (Cooney, 2014; Idriss, 2022; 
Oberwittler et al., 2014). In other words, when broadening 

the scope to include IPV outside heterosexual couples, it 
is relatively more likely that male victims will be victim-
ized by another man and also be exposed to more severe 
violence.

As for differential treatment at a given level or type of 
need, vignette studies indicate that the type of relation-
ship between victim and offender, including the offender’s 
gender, shapes how the violence is perceived by the gen-
eral public, with male-to-female violence more likely to be 
condemned and viewed as abusive than female-to-male or 
same-sex violence (Felson et al., 2009; Russell et al., 2015; 
see also Parker et al. (2022). These studies thus indicate 
biased attitudes by the general public. We are not aware of 
any related studies that directly test biased attitudes among 
staff in relation to IPV service provision, but research on 
other types of clients and service provision suggests that 
such biases may exist. For instance, caseworkers have been 
found to be more favourably inclined to same-sex clients 
(Pedersen et al., 2020), which, since women are typically 
overrepresented among social workers (Kullberg, 2005), 
could imply bias against male IPV clients. In line with this, 
women are more likely to get applications for social assis-
tance granted by the social services in Sweden (Hussénius, 
2021), possibly because women are deemed as more deserv-
ing of help and as less responsible for their own situation 
(Kullberg, 2005).

The Swedish Context

According to the Social Services Act (SFS, 2001:453), the 
municipal (local) social services are responsible for sup-
porting victims of IPV in Sweden. Importantly, although 
“special consideration” should be given to child and female 
victims, regulations governing the social services’ obliga-
tions are largely gender-neutral and the social services are 
obliged to support all victims, regardless of their gender. 
Relatedly, the official discourse is increasingly character-
ized by a gender-neutral understanding of IPV (e.g., Gov-
ernment Offices of Sweden (2024), as is the approach of 
government agencies for developing instruments used for 
detecting IPV; instruments that are also implemented by 
the social services (Goicolea et al., 2023; National Board of 
Health and Welfare, 2014).

Data and Methods

Data and Population

We used data collected through the SU-Kvinnofrid (Swed-
ish for “Women’s peace/safety”) project, launched by the 
Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions to 
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more services in a quantitative sense, and hence as indi-
cating that the client was deemed to be in need of more 
resources. There were no missing data on type or number 
of services, but 808 clients (27%) lacked information on the 
length of the case.

 Exposure  Client gender was registered as legal gender 
(0 = male; female = 1), with an option for other genders. 2,814 
(94%) identified as female, 184 (6%) as male and 10 (< 1%) as 
other. Only male and female clients were included in the study.

Moderator    The offender was operationalized as either a 
partner (former or current; coded 1) or a non-partner (par-
ent, child, other extended family member, or other). The 
original variable allowed case officers to register more than 
one offender, and of the 2,649 clients coded as victimized 
by a partner, 144 were in addition victimized by a non-part-
ner. 2,517 female and 132 male clients were victimized by 
a partner, and 297 female and 52 male clients by a non-
partner. 45 clients had missing data on offender. There were 
unfortunately no data on the gender of the offender.

Confounders  The following variables were used to adjust for 
possible confounding of the moderating effect of the relation 
with offender on social service support: organizational type 
of the unit where the client was registered (1 = investigation 
unit; 2 = service provider; 3 = both investigation unit and 
service provider); municipal classification (1 = smaller/rural 
municipalities; 2 = medium-sized towns and municipalities 
near medium-sized towns; 3 = large cities and municipalities 
near large cities); municipal population size (1 = < 15,000; 
2 = 15,000–39,999; 3 = 40,000–99,999; 4 = ≥ 100,000); cli-
ent age in years (1 = 18–24; 2 = 25–44; 3 = 45–64; 4 = ≥ 65); 
and client national background (1 = born in Sweden with at 
least one Swedish-born parent; 2 = born in Sweden with two 
foreign-born parents; 3 = born in Europe; 4 = born outside 
Europe; 5 = not known).

Statistical Methods

For the count outcomes (number of different types of ser-
vices and case length), negative binomial regression mod-
els were estimated to account for the overdispersion of the 
outcomes:

log (E [Yi|Xi, Mi, Zi]) = β 0 + β 1Xi� (model 1a)

log (E [Yi|Xi, Mi, Zi]) = β 0 + β 1Xi + β 2Mi + β 3(Xi ∗ Mi) � ( model 1b)

log (E [Yi|Xi, Mi, Zi]) =) β 0 + β 1Xi + β 2Mi + β 3(Xi ∗ Mi

+β 4(Xi ∗ Zi) + β 5(M i ∗ Zi) � (model 1c)

systematically follow up and evaluate the services provided 
by the social services to IPV victims. 34 of Sweden’s 290 
municipalities participated and provided the data used in 
the study, with the data covering the period January 2021 
to October 2023. Participating municipalities gathered 
information on all adult clients (aged 18 and above) seek-
ing assistance for interpersonal partner or honor-based vio-
lence. The data included 29 indicators, most of which were 
taken from instruments developed by the National Board of 
Health and Welfare for systematic evaluation of IPV cases. 
Case managers and social workers documented the required 
information from initial registration through case resolution 
or project conclusion. Swedish municipalities have a high 
degree of autonomy in deciding how to organize the support 
and what type of services to provide. The organizational 
approach to IPV support varied across the included munici-
palities, with some channelling clients through Personal 
Social Services and others utilizing specialized violence-
intervention agencies.

The final data comprised 3,070 clients, with the 2,998 
identifying as either male or female and having complete 
data on offender type included in the study. The included 
municipalities were largely nationally representative in 
socio-economic composition and gender distribution, but 
tended to be more urbanized, had a younger population and 
a higher proportion of residents with migrant backgrounds 
(see Online Resource A). Additional information can be 
found in the SU-kvinnofrid project report (Swedish Asso-
ciation of Local Authorities and Regions, 2024).

Variables

Outcomes: Social Service Support  Case managers regis-
tered all services provided to the client from the initiation 
to the termination of the case or the end of the project. Ser-
vices could be classified into 19 detailed categories. For the 
purposes of this study, we grouped them into (1) emotional 
support (individual or group-based therapy); (2) safety-
focused support (e.g., protected shelters); and (3) practical 
support that is not directly related to the violence (e.g., prac-
tical assistance with household chores, financial support). 
The different types of services were not mutually exclusive, 
and we generated three binary variables indicating if each 
respective type of service was provided.
Two additional outcome variables were also used: (4) The 
total number of different types of services provided was 
computed based on the 19 categories in the original vari-
able (henceforth: number of services), and (5) the number 
of days from the initiation to the termination of the case 
(henceforth: case length). These variables are count vari-
ables, where higher values may be interpreted as indicating 
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For the binary outcomes (types of services), correspond-
ing logistic regression models were estimated:

ln
(

pi

1 − pi

)
= β 0 + β 1Xi� (model 2a)

ln
(

pi

1 − pi

)
= β 0 + β 1Xi + β 2Mi + β 3(Xi ∗ Mi)�(model 2b)

In

(
pi

1 − pi

)
= β 0 + β 1Xi + β 2Mi + β 3(Xi ∗ Mi)

+β 4(Xi ∗ Zi) + β 5(M i ∗ Zi) � (model 2c)

Where ln
(

pi

1−pi

)
 is the natural logarithm of the odds of 

the service type for client i, and the right-hand side of the 
models are equivalent to models 1a-1c.

Models 1a and 2a thus estimate the average gender dif-
ference, models 1b and 2b the unadjusted moderation by 
relation with offender, and models 1c and 2c moderation 
adjusted for confounders. β 1 in models 1a and 2a formally 
tests RQ1, and β 3 in models 1b-1c and 2b-2c formally 
tests RQ2. No confounders were used to test RQ1 regarding 
average gender differences since gender is fixed character-
istic (at least within the scope the present cross-sectional 
analysis) that cannot meaningfully be said to be caused, and 
thus confounded, by the confounders available in the data 
(e.g., municipal size or client age) (Holland, 1986).

The coefficients from models 1a-2c were subsequently 
used to generate predicted counts or probabilities depending 
on gender and the moderators, and presented graphically to 
facilitate interpretation of the results (Jann, 2014). All anal-
yses were conducted using Stata v. 18 (StataCorp, 2023).

Results

Table 1 shows summary statistics of the sample. The aver-
age number of services provided was around 2 for both men 
and women, and all three types of services were relatively 
common in both genders. Women’s cases were somewhat 
longer than men’s on average (153 vs. 128 days). Both gen-
ders were most often victimized by a partner, but the pro-
portion was larger among women. There were no or only 
small gender differences in the confounders.

Table 2 presents the negative binomial regression mod-
els, with Fig. 1 showing predicted counts for illustrative pur-
poses. As for RQ1, there are no gender differences on average 
in the number of services (IRR = 0.97, 95% CI [0.85,1.11], 
p = 0.658), but men’s cases are somewhat shorter (IRR = 0.83, 
95% CI [0.69,1.00], p = 0.045). As for RQ2, the moderation 
models show that the small or non-existent average gender 
differences mask important variation by offender type. Men 
receive fewer services than women when victimized by a 

Where i denotes clients, log(E) is the natural logarithm of 
the expected count (the link function for the model), and 
(E [Yi|Xi, Mi, Zi]) is the expected value of Y for client i, 
given covariate values ( Xi, Mi, and Zi). β 0 is the inter-
cept, β 1 is the effect of the exposure (gender; X), β 2 is 
the effect of the moderator (relation with offender; M), β 3 
is the interaction between gender and the moderators. The 
vector of the confounders captured by Z are interacted with 
both gender (Xi ∗ Zi) and the moderators (M i ∗ Zi), thus 
allowing for heterogeneous confounding effects across cate-
gories of gender and offender. All confounders were entered 
as categorical variables.

Table 1  Summary statistics
Women Men 

Outcomes: Support
Amount of support (number) 2.10

(1.99)
2.04
(1.93)

Case length (in days) 153.70
(173.14)

127.62
(115.23)

Support with safety 0.390 0.348
Practical support 0.531 0.516
Emotional support 0.548 0.571
Moderator
Offender: partner 0.894 0.717
Confounders
Organizational type
Investigation unit 0.624 0.599
Service provider 0.202 0.249
Both investigation unit and service provider 0.171 0.153
Municipal classification
Smaller / rural municipalities 0.320 0.359
Medium-sized towns and municipalities near 
medium-sized towns

0.425 0.440

Large cities and municipalities near large 
cities

0.255 0.201

Municipal size
< 15,000 0.085 0.076
15,000-39,999 0.291 0.277
40,000-99,999 0.387 0.397
≥100,000 0.236 0.250
Client age (in years)
18-24 0.117 0.151
25-44 0.649 0.553
45-64 0.206 0.218
≥65 0.029 0.078
National background
Born in Sweden with at least one Swedish-
born parent

0.569 0.586

Born in Sweden with two foreign-born 
parents

0.062 0.072

Born in Europe 0.084 0.072
Born outside Europe 0.242 0.232
Not known 0.043 0.039
Table shows averages of all variables, with standard deviations in 
parentheses for the count variables.
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Table  3; Fig.  2 present the logistic regression mod-
els, with types of services as the outcomes. There are no 
gender differences on average in the odds of receiving 
safety-focused (OR = 0.83, 95% CI [0.61,1.14], p = 0.254), 
practical (OR = 0. 94, 95% CI [0.70,1.27], p = 0.694) or 
emotional (OR = 1.10, 95% CI [0.81,1.48], p = 0.549) sup-
port. However, these non-existent average gender differ-
ences again mask important variation by offender type, with 
men being less likely to receive safety-focused and practi-
cal support when victimized by a partner but more likely 
when victimized by a non-partner. The interaction between 
gender and offender is significant for safety-focused sup-
port (OR = 0.36, 95% CI [0.13,0.97], p = 0.042), but not 
significant for practical support when adjusting for con-
founders (OR = 0.48, 95% CI [0.18,1.27], p = 0.139). Both 
genders receive more emotional support when victimized 

partner, but more when victimized by a non-partner, with 
the interaction between gender and offender being signifi-
cant (IRR = 0. 55, 95% CI [0. 38,0.79], p = 0.001). Another 
way of putting it is that offender identity is only related to 
the number of services received by men. Turning to length 
of the case, men’s cases are on average shorter than wom-
en’s when victimized by a partner but longer when victim-
ized by a non-partner, with the interaction between gender 
and offender again being significant (IRR = 0.49, 95% CI 
[0.29,0.84], p = 0.009). Unlike for number of services, the 
identity of the offender matters for the length of women’s 
but not men’s cases, such that being victimized by a partner 
increases the length of women’s but not men’s cases. Note 
that the relatively small number of men in the data results in 
wide confidence intervals in Fig. 1, especially for the predic-
tions related to non-partner violence.

Table 2  Negative binomial regression models with number of services and case length as outcomes
Number of services Case length
Model 1a Model 1b Model 1c Model 1a Model 1b Model 1c

Sex (ref: woman)
Man 0.97 1.37* 1.25 0.83* 1.36 1.17

[0.85,1.11] [1.08,1.75] [0.63,2.47] [0.69,1.00] [0.96,1.94] [0.44,3.09]
Offender (ref: not partner)
Partner 0.97 0.94 1.56*** 1.36

[0.87,1.08] [0.56,1.58] [1.35,1.80] [0.63,2.91]
Interaction
Man X Partner 0.58*** 0.55** 0.56** 0.49**

[0.43,0.78] [0.38,0.79] [0.37,0.85] [0.29,0.84]
Constant 2.10*** 2.16*** 2.64*** 153.70*** 102.54*** 100.22***
N 2998 2998 2744 2225 2225 2077
Table shows incidence rate ratios, with 95% confidence intervals in brackets * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Model 1a and 1b: not adjusted 
for covariates. Model 1c: adjusted for organizational type, municipal classification, municipal population size, client age in years, and client 
national background

Fig. 1  Number of services and 
case length depending on gender 
and offender
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were coded 1 (i.e., excluding victims of multiple offend-
ers); and (ii) using a more detailed measure of non-partner 
offenders that distinguished between family and others. 
Results using a stricter definition of offender were similar 
to the main results. Relative to female victims, male vic-
tims exposed by family-members were particularly likely to 
receive safety-focused services, while male victims exposed 
by other close relations were especially likely to receive 
practical support (Online Resource D). Third, we estimated 
equivalent models but using the presence of honor-based 
motive as an additional measure of the relational context. 
The overall patterns were similar to, but less consistent 
than, the results of the main analyses: Male clients received 
relatively more services when the violence had an honor 
motive, which was primarily driven by safety-focused ser-
vices (Online Resource E). Fifth, we used Bonferroni cor-
rections to account multiple comparisons, as each or the 
research questions were tested in relation to five different 
outcomes. Three previously significant coefficients became 

by a partner, but offender type does not moderate the gender 
difference in this type of service use (OR = 0.75, 95% CI 
[0.27,2.12], p = 0.592).

Supplementary Analyses

Supplementary analyses were conducted to probe the sensi-
tivity of the results to specific modelling decisions, as well 
as to investigate additional moderating effects and related 
outcomes. First, we included additional confounders that 
were excluded from the main analyses because of miss-
ing values (functional impairments) or because they may 
be mediators rather than confounders (e.g., contact initia-
tion source). Results of models with additional confound-
ers were qualitatively similar to the main results (Online 
Resource C). Second, we estimated equivalent models as 
in the main manuscript but (i) using a stricter definition of 
offender where only victims with a partner as sole offender 

Table 3  Logistic regression models with types of services as outcomes
Safety Practical Emotional
Model 2b Model 2c Model 2b Model 2c Model 2b Model 2c

Sex (ref: woman)
Man 1.408 10.61* 1.506 1.351 0.953 0.663

[0.819,2.419] [1.565,72.00] [0.846,2.681] [0.215,8.491] [0.554,1.640] [0.0851,5.162]
Offender (ref: not partner)
Only partner 0.754** 1.341 0.759** 0.757 1.505*** 0.722

[0.613,0.927] [0.456,3.947] [0.616,0.934] [0.255,2.246] [1.225,1.848] [0.236,2.203]
Interaction
Man X Only partner 0.404** 0.420 0.471* 0.535 1.377 1.032

[0.205,0.796] [0.167,1.056] [0.238,0.932] [0.218,1.310] [0.713,2.661] [0.397,2.680]
N 2998 2343 2998 2343 2998 2340
Table shows odds ratios, with 95% confidence intervals in brackets * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Model 2b: not adjusted for covariates. 
Model 2c: adjusted for organizational type, municipal classification, municipal population size, client age in years, and client national back-
ground.

Fig. 2  Type of service depending 
on gender and offender
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in themselves, as they were the product of two opposing 
tendencies: Men received fewer services when victimized 
by a partner but more when victimized by a non-partner 
(e.g., a family member). Likewise, men’s cases were shorter 
when victimized by a partner but longer when victimized 
by a non-partner. These gender differences were primarily 
driven by safety-focused and, to a lesser extent, practical 
support, with men generally receiving less of these services 
in partner victimization cases but more in non-partner cases 
(although it should be noted that the results for specific 
types of services were less consistent and more sensitive 
to multiple testing corrections). There were no moderating 
effects of offender type on emotional support.

We emphasize that the study is explorative and associa-
tional: estimates of differences by offender type are imprecise, 
and the observational data preclude causal conclusions. How-
ever, we believe that the results nonetheless bring important 
nuance to the sparse quantitative research on the topic. This 
research has found that male clients receive fewer services 
(Schaffner et al., 2023) and rate the services as less helpful 
(Cho et al., 2020). Likewise, the more extensive qualitative 
literature has found that male victims repeatedly report nega-
tive experiences of seeking help, including being denied help 
and rating the help that they do receive as inadequate (Doug-
las et al., 2012; Machado et al., 2017, 2024; Moore, 2021; 
Taylor et al., 2022; Tsui, 2014; Walker et al., 2020).

Both the quantitative and the qualitative bodies of lit-
erature have almost invariably focused on cases where the 
offender has been an intimate, and typically female, part-
ner. Thus, our finding that men received fewer services and 
received these services for a shorter period of time when 
victimized by a partner aligns with these previous findings. 
Some studies have interpreted these gender differences as 
evidence of bias or discrimination against male victims qua 
male victims (Machado et al., 2020, 2024; Moore, 2021; 
SAVE, 2010; Taylor et al., 2022; Tsui, 2014; Walker et al., 
2020). This interpretation is at least conditioned by our find-
ing that men received more services than women, and for a 
longer period of time, when victimized by a non-partner. By 
design, studies limited to intimate partner violence in het-
erosexual couples cannot explore if differential treatment of 
male victims in these particular kinds of relationships gen-
eralizes to violence in other forms of close relations. It is 
difficult to square our findings with a general bias against 
male victims; rather, they suggest that service provision is 
critically shaped by the inherently relational nature of IPV. 
Importantly, vignette studies also show that the offender 
type, and thus the type of relationship, shapes moral judge-
ments over and above the gender of the victim (Felson et al., 
2009; Parker et al., 2022; Russell et al., 2015).

One possible explanation for our findings is that male 
victims are primarily abused by female partners, while 

non-significant: the average gender difference in case length, 
the adjusted (model 2c) moderation effect on safety-focused 
support, and the unadjusted (model 2b) moderation effect on 
practical support (Online Resource F).

We also investigated whether gender differences in the 
type of violence (physical, psychological, sexual, or other) 
varied depending on the victim-offender relationship. These 
data were from another dataset: IPV victims seeking help 
from Victim Support Sweden (2024), a civil society orga-
nization focused on supporting crime victims. The results 
showed the male relative to female victims were generally 
more often exposed to physical violence when the offender 
was a non-partner, but not when the offender was a partner 
(Online Resource G).

As final robustness tests, we conducted multiple imputa-
tion analyses to account for missing data, as well as simu-
lation-based power analyses and sensitivity analyses using 
E-values for the moderation effects central to our study. 
The multiple imputation analyses used 20 imputed datasets 
and addressed missing values in offender type, case length, 
and all covariates (organizational type, municipal classi-
fication, municipal population size, client age, and client 
background). Results from the multiple imputation analy-
ses were similar to the main results (Online Resource H). 
The power analyses showed that we had adequate statisti-
cal power (> 80%) to detect the moderation effects that we 
actually observed with the number of services (estimated 
power: 96%) and case length (estimated power: 88%) as the 
outcomes. Power to detect specific types of services, e.g., 
safety-focused support (estimated power: 74%), was lower. 
See Online Resource I. Sensitivity analyses using E-values 
indicated that unmeasured confounders would need to be 
associated with both the genderXoffender interaction and 
service provision by risk ratios of 3 to 5 or greater to fully 
explain away our findings. While this does not rule out con-
founding, it suggests that fairly strong confounders would 
be required. See Online Resource J.

Discussion

Drawing on data on all victims of IPV (n = 2,998) seeking 
support from the social services in 34 Swedish municipali-
ties, this study investigated whether there are gender differ-
ences in the number and type of services provided to victims 
of IPV by the social services (RQ1), and whether these gen-
der differences vary depending on the victim’s type of rela-
tion with the offender (RQ2).

In relation to RQ1, we found no or only small gender dif-
ferences on average in the services received by IPV victims. 
However, and in relation to RQ2, these small or non-exis-
tent average differences were not particularly informative 
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There is also another possible interpretation of the find-
ings that would support the notion of a bias against male 
victims. Compared to female victims, male victims of inti-
mate partner violence are relatively more inclined to seek 
informal support from friends and relatives, but less inclined 
to seek help from formal service providers (Ansara et al., 
2010; Barrett et al., 2020; Cho et al., 2020). Male relative to 
female victims also rate formal services as less, but informal 
help as more, helpful (Cho, Seon, Choi Cho et al., 2020a, b). 
Thus, the male clients victimized by a partner included in 
this study may, if they find that the services offered are not 
helpful, prefer to rely on informal support sources instead. 
Another way to put this is that the fewer services provided 
to male clients when the offender was a partner could be 
driven by differential demand rather than differential supply, 
but that the differential demand in turn is a consequence of 
lower perceived helpfulness among male clients. It is not 
clear, however, why this would only apply to male victims 
of intimate partner violence and not victims exposed to vio-
lence from other offender types.

Limitations

Two main limitations should be emphasized. First, there 
were 184 male clients in the data, 52 of which had been 
victimized by a non-partner, resulting in limited statistical 
power and imprecise estimates of the moderating effects 
of offender type. Thus, while our point estimates indicate 
relatively substantial moderating effects, the confidence 
intervals are also consistent with small or in some cases 
non-existent such effects. Power analyses also showed that 
our study was underpowered to detect small, though not 
moterate-to-large, moderating effects. With the exception 
of Schaffner et al. (2023), small sample sizes are common 
in research on help-seekig by male IPV victims, and future 
research would gain from obtaining larger samples.

Second, we lacked data on important variables, under-
mining our ability to investigate mechanisms and increasing 
the risk of confounding bias. For instance, without data on 
the gender of the offender, we cannot directly investigate 
the hypothesis that one of the key mechanisms behind the 
results is that the gender of the offender is equally or even 
more important than the gender of the victim in explaining 
patterns of service provision. This hypothesis assumes that 
gendered patterns of violence in the general population (e.g., 
the proportion of same-sex offenders) apply to social service 
clients. However, empirical data are needed to test whether 
this assumption holds. Likewise, we lacked data on the type 
or severity of the violence and thus could not investigate 
whether male and female victims, or if victims of partner vs. 
non-partner violence, experienced different forms of vio-
lence. Thus, any conclusions concerning differential types 

non-partner offenders are mostly men. Since violence com-
mitted by men is often assessed as more severe or danger-
ous, this may influence service provision. Although we lack 
direct data on offender gender, this hypothesis aligns with 
established IPV research. First, vignette studies show that 
male offenders of IPV are judged more harshly than female 
offenders committing similar acts of violence (Felson et al., 
2009). Second, in the most recent and comprehensive popu-
lation survey, 95% of Swedish men exposed to violence by 
an intimate partner reported that the offender was a woman, 
and 98% of female victims reported that the offender was 
a man (Swedish National Council for Crime Prevention, 
2024). Third, men are more likely to use violence in general, 
especially severe violence (Archer, 2022; Hamby, 2009; 
Hyde, 2005; United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 
2013), including violence in non-intimate close relations 
(e.g., against family members) (Eriksen et al., 2006; Hoff-
man et al., 2005; Idriss, 2022; Klun et al., 2024; Kuay et 
al., 2016). Thus, although speculative and not directly based 
on the data, one hypothesis is that most clients exposed 
to violence by a partner were exposed by a partner of the 
opposite gender, and that most non-partner offenders in our 
data are men. This hypothesis is indirectly supported by our 
finding that the strongest interaction effects were observed 
for safety-focused services, which are arguably most sensi-
tive to case workers’ assessments of the severity of the vio-
lence. It is also indirectly supported by our complementary 
findings using data from Victim Support Sweden (2024), 
showing that male IPV victims are more often exposed to 
physical violence when the offender is a non-partner, but not 
when the offender is a partner.

Importantly, our aim is not to deny gender bias from 
service providers, and such bias has been documented in 
research, including in the Swedish social services (Calle-
gari et al., 2022; Kullberg, 2005). For instance, Kullberg 
(2005) showed that Swedish social services officers, who 
are predominantly female, sometimes display a moraliz-
ing discourse whereby female clients are viewed as having 
“winded up” in trouble whereas male clients are viewed as 
having “put themselves” in trouble. The consequence is that 
male clients are regarded as more responsible for their situ-
ation and less deserving of support. It is certainly possible 
that such attitudes partly explain why male clients receive 
fewer services when victimized by a partner. Thus, rather 
than challenging established conclusions concerning bias 
against male victims qua male victims, one interpretation 
of our findings is that they qualify these conclusions: There 
may well be a bias against (heterosexual) male victims of 
intimate partner violence, possibly because female offend-
ers are seen as less aggressive of violent, but this does not 
seem to generalize to other close relations and offender 
types.
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relationships. Thus, future research should investigate addi-
tional factors not measured in the present study – such as 
informal support networks, severity of the violence, and the 
gender of the offender – as these may influence both service 
provision and the observed gender patterns. Research using 
larger samples enabling more precise estimates, and using 
experimental or quasi-experimental designs to faciclitate 
causal inference, are also needed.

Implications for policy and practice include ensuring 
that guidelines and protocols are gender-neutral and applied 
equitably to all victims, regardless of gender and relational 
conditions. It is crucial to raise awareness among profes-
sionals about the risk of unintentional discrimination against 
men in diverse life situations and support needs and to edu-
cate professionals about potential challenges to reduce bias 
and discrimination. Social service support should be tai-
lored to the individual’s specific situation and relationship 
to the offender, rather than relying on overly rigid guidelines 
and protocols.
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of violence as a mechanism behind our findings should be 
viewed as a hypothesis to be investigated in future research. 
Further, we also lacked data on several possible confound-
ers, including informal support networks. Women tend to 
have more emotionally close relationships with friends 
(Aukett et al., 1988), which may make them more likely to 
substitute informal support for the use of formal services. 
According to the potential outcomes framework, causal 
interpretations of regression coefficients assumes that con-
founders are balanced across exposure groups. With obser-
vational and cross-sectional data, this is a heroic assumption 
that is unlikely to be satisfied in practice. Nonetheless, sen-
sitivity analyses using E-values indicated that unmeasured 
confounders would need to have fairly large confounding 
effects to completely explain away our main findings.

There are also limitations on the generalizability of 
our findings. Compared to general survey samples, clini-
cal samples disproportionately include victims exposed to 
more severe and systematic violence. Moreover, existing 
research on help-seeking by male IPV victims has been 
heavily biased towards English-speaking countries. For 
instance, only two of the 12 qualitative studies included in 
the literature review by Machado et al. (2024) were from 
a non-English speaking country (in both cases Portugal). 
As stated, Sweden has increasingly moved towards a more 
gender-neutral understanding of IPV, and it is possible that 
our findings concerning gender differences do not general-
ize to other cultural or institutional contexts.

Conclusions and Implications for Research and 
Practice

This study investigated gender differences in service provi-
sion for victims of IPV by the Swedish social services, as 
well as if these gender differences varied depending on the 
victim’s type of relation with the offender. While average 
gender differences in service provision were small or non-
existent, they masked substantial variation depending on the 
offender type. Men generally received fewer services when 
victimized by a partner but more when victimized by a non-
partner (e.g., a family member); a pattern primarily driven 
by safety-focused and, to a lesser extent, practical support.

Until now, research has focused almost exclusively on 
acknowledging men as victims in need of support. Future 
research should not only adopt a positional perspective – 
stressing men as legitimate victims – but also a relational 
perspective, focusing on how different types of relationships 
(e.g., with partners, family members, children) influence ser-
vice provision. Nonetheless, given the correlational nature 
of our data and the potential for unmeasured confounding, 
our findings should be interpreted as suggestive patterns that 
warrant further investigation rather than as definitive causal 

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-026-01058-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-026-01058-5


Journal of Family Violence

Epstein, D., & Goodman, L. A. (2019). Discounting women: Doubt-
ing domestic violence survivors’ credibility and dismissing their 
experiences. University of Pennsylvania Law Review, 167(2), 
399–461. ​h​t​t​p​​:​/​/​​w​w​w​.​​j​s​​t​o​r​​.​o​r​g​​/​s​t​​a​b​l​​e​/​4​5​3​8​9​4​6​4

Eriksen, S., & Jensen, V. (2006). All in the family? family environment 
factors in sibling violence. Journal of Family Violence, 21(8), 
497–507. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​0​8​9​6​-​0​0​6​-​9​0​4​8​-​9

Felson, R. B., & Feld, S. L. (2009). When a man hits a woman: Moral 
evaluations and reporting violence to the Police. Aggressive 
Behavior, 35(6), 477–488. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​2​​/​a​b​​.​2​0​3​2​3

Goicolea, I., Bäckström, H., Lauri, M., Carbin, M., & Linander, I. 
(2023). Daring to ask about violence? A critical examination of 
social services’ policies on asking about gender-based violence. 
Journal of Gender-Based Violence, 7(3), 467–482. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​
/​​1​0​.​1​​3​3​2​​/​2​3​​9​8​6​​8​0​2​​1​X​1​6​​9​0​​3​8​1​7​5​2​0​6​1​2

Government Offices of Sweden (2024). Fri och trygg utan våld och 
förtryck: Åtgärdsprogram för att förebygga och bekämpa mäns 
våld mot kvinnor, våld i nära relationer och hedersrelaterat våld 
och förtryck. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​w​w​w​​.​r​​e​g​e​​r​i​n​g​​e​n​.​​s​e​/​​i​n​f​​o​r​m​​a​t​i​o​​n​s​​m​a​t​​e​r​i​a​​l​/​2​​0​
2​4​​/​0​6​​/​f​r​​i​-​o​c​​h​-​​t​r​y​​g​g​-​u​​t​a​n​​-​v​a​​l​d​-​o​c​h​-​f​o​r​t​r​y​c​k​/

Greenwood, G. L., Relf, M. V., Huang, B., Pollack, L. M., Canchola, 
J. A., & Catania, J. A. (2002). Battering victimization among a 
Probability-Based sample of men who have sex with men. Ameri-
can Journal of Public Health, 92(12), 1964–1969. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​
/​​1​0​.​2​​1​0​5​​/​a​j​​p​h​.​9​2​.​1​2​.​1​9​6​4

Hamby, S. (2009). The gender debate about intimate partner vio-
lence: Solutions and dead ends. Psychological Trauma: Theory, 
Research, Practice and Policy, 1(1), 24–34. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​
3​7​​/​a​0​​0​1​5​0​6​6

Hines, D. (2015). Overlooked Victims of Domestic Violence: Men. 
International Journal for Family Research and Policy, 1(1)

Hoffman, K. L., Kiecolt, K. J., & Edwards, J. N. (2005). Physical vio-
lence between siblings a theoretical and empirical analysis. Jour-
nal of Family Issues, 26(8), 1103–1130. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​
0​1​​9​2​5​1​3​x​0​5​2​7​7​8​0​9

Holland, P. W. (1986). Statistics and Causal Inference. Journal of the 
American Statistical Association, 81(396), 945–960. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​
r​g​/​​1​0​.​2​​3​0​7​​/​2​2​​8​9​0​6​4

Huntley, A. L., Potter, L., Williamson, E., Malpass, A., Szilassy, E., 
& Feder, G. (2019). Help-seeking by male victims of domestic 
violence and abuse (DVA): A systematic review and qualitative 
evidence synthesis. BMJ Open, 9(6), Article e021960. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​
.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​3​6​​/​b​m​​j​o​p​e​n​-​2​0​1​8​-​0​2​1​9​6​0

Hussénius, K. (2021). Intersectional patterns of social assistance eligi-
bility in Sweden. Nordic Social Work Research, 11(1), 19–33. ​h​t​t​
p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​8​0​​/​2​1​​5​6​8​​5​7​X​​.​2​0​1​​9​.​​1​6​0​1​6​3​6

Hyde, J. S. (2005). The gender similarities hypothesis. American Psy-
chologist, 60(6), 581–592. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​3​7​​/​0​0​​0​3​-​0​6​6​x​.​6​0​
.​6​.​5​8​1

Idriss, M. M. (2022). Abused by the patriarchy: Male victims, mas-
culinity, “Honor”-based abuse and forced marriages. Journal of 
Interpersonal Violence, 37(13–14), NP11905–NP11932. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​
o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​0​8​​8​6​2​6​0​5​2​1​9​9​7​9​2​8

Jann, B. (2014). Plotting regression coefficients and other estimates. 
The Stata Journal, 14(4), 708–737. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​1​5​​3​6​
8​6​7​x​1​4​0​1​4​0​0​4​0​2

Johnson, M. P. (2006). Conflict and control: Gender symmetry and 
asymmetry in domestic violence. Violence against Women, 
12(11), 1003–1018. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​1​0​​7​7​8​0​1​2​0​6​2​9​3​3​2​8

Kimmel, M. S. (2002). Gender symmetry in domestic violence: A substan-
tive and methodological research review. Violence against Women, 
8(11), 1332–1363. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​1​0​​7​7​8​0​1​0​2​2​3​7​4​0​7

Klun, M., Bučar Ručman, A., & Frangež, D. (2024). Violence against 
parents by adult children: A systematic literature review of empiri-
cal studies. Trauma Violence & Abuse, 0(0), 15248380241280955. ​
h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​1​5​​2​4​8​3​8​0​2​4​1​2​8​0​9​5​5

if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless 
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended 
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted 
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright 
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit ​h​t​t​p​​:​/​/​​c​r​e​a​​t​i​​v​e​c​​o​m​m​o​​n​s​.​​o​
r​g​​/​l​i​c​e​n​s​e​s​/​b​y​/​4​.​0​/.

References

Ansara, D. L., & Hindin, M. J. (2010). Formal and informal help-seek-
ing associated with women’s and men’s experiences of intimate 
partner violence in Canada. Social Science & Medicine, 70(7), 
1011–1018. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​1​6​​/​j​.​​s​o​c​​s​c​i​​m​e​d​.​​2​0​​0​9​.​1​2​.​0​0​9

Archer, J. (2022). Male violence. Taylor & Francis.
Aukett, R., Ritchie, J., & Mill, K. (1988). Gender differences in friend-

ship patterns. Sex Roles, 19, 57–66. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​B​F​​0​
0​2​9​2​4​6​4

Barrett, B. J., Peirone, A., & Cheung, C. H. (2020). Help seeking expe-
riences of survivors of intimate partner violence in Canada: The 
role of gender, violence severity, and social belonging. Journal 
of Family Violence, 35(1), 15–28. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​0​8​9​
6​-​0​1​9​-​0​0​0​8​6​-​8

Callegari, J., Liedgren, P., & Kullberg, C. (2022). The making of the 
indebted wo/man: Gendered constructions of fiscal identities and 
help-giving technologies in Swedish budget and debt counselling. 
Nordic Social Work Research, 12(1), 122–142. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​
1​​0​8​0​​/​2​1​​5​6​8​​5​7​X​​.​2​0​2​​0​.​​1​7​8​6​7​1​3

Cho, H., Seon, J., Choi, G.-Y., An, S., Kwon, I., Choi, Y. J., Hong, 
S., Lee, J. O., Son, E., & Yun, S. H. (2020a). Gender differences 
in intimate partner violence victimization, help-seeking, and out-
comes among college students. Advances in Social Work, 20(1), 
22–44. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​8​0​6​​0​/​2​​3​6​7​5

Cho, H., Seon, J., Han, J.-B., Shamrova, D., & Kwon, I. (2020b). 
Gender differences in the relationship between the nature of inti-
mate partner violence and the survivor’s help-seeking. Violence 
Against Women, 26(6–7), 712–729. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​1​0​​7​7​
8​0​1​2​1​9​8​4​1​4​4​0

Coker, A. L., Davis, K. E., Arias, I., Desai, S., Sanderson, M., Brandt, 
H. M., & Smith, P. H. (2021). Physical and mental health effects 
of intimate partner violence for men and women. American Jour-
nal of Preventive Medicine, 61(6), 777–786. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​
1​6​​/​j​.​​a​m​e​p​r​e​.​2​0​2​1​.​1​0​.​0​0​1

Cooney, M. (2014). Death by family: Honor violence as punishment. 
Punishment & Society, 16(4), 406–427. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​1​
4​​6​2​4​7​4​5​1​4​5​3​9​5​3​7

DeLisi, M., & Vaughn, M. G. (2015). Correlates of Crime. In The 
Handbook of Criminological Theory (pp. 18–36). ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​
1​0​.​1​​0​0​2​​/​9​7​​8​1​1​1​8​5​1​2​4​4​9​.​c​h​2

Desmarais, S. L., Reeves, K. A., Nicholls, T. L., Telford, R. P., & 
Fiebert, M. S. (2012). Prevalence of physical violence in intimate 
relationships, part 1: Rates of male and female victimization. 
Partner Abuse, 3(2), 140–169. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​8​9​1​​/​1​9​​4​6​-​6​5​6​
0​.​3​.​2​.​1​4​0

Douglas, E. M., & Hines, D. A. (2011). The helpseeking experiences of 
men who sustain intimate partner violence: An overlooked popu-
lation and implications for practice. Journal of Family Violence, 
26(6), 473–485. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​0​8​9​6​-​0​1​1​-​9​3​8​2​-​4

Douglas, E. M., Hines, D. A., & McCarthy, S. C. (2012). Men who 
sustain female-to-male partner violence: Factors associated with 
where they seek help and how they rate those resources. Violence 
and Victims, 27(6), 871–894. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​8​9​1​​/​0​8​​8​6​-​6​7​0​8​
.​2​7​.​6​.​8​7​1

1 3

http://www.jstor.org/stable/45389464
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-006-9048-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20323
https://doi.org/10.1332/239868021X16903817520612
https://doi.org/10.1332/239868021X16903817520612
https://www.regeringen.se/informationsmaterial/2024/06/fri-och-trygg-utan-vald-och-fortryck/
https://www.regeringen.se/informationsmaterial/2024/06/fri-och-trygg-utan-vald-och-fortryck/
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.92.12.1964
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.92.12.1964
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015066
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015066
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513x05277809
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513x05277809
https://doi.org/10.2307/2289064
https://doi.org/10.2307/2289064
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-021960
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-021960
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2019.1601636
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2019.1601636
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.60.6.581
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.60.6.581
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260521997928
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260521997928
https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867x1401400402
https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867x1401400402
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801206293328
https://doi.org/10.1177/107780102237407
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380241280955
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380241280955
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00292464
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00292464
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-019-00086-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-019-00086-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2020.1786713
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2020.1786713
https://doi.org/10.18060/23675
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219841440
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219841440
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2021.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2021.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1462474514539537
https://doi.org/10.1177/1462474514539537
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118512449.ch2
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118512449.ch2
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.3.2.140
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.3.2.140
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-011-9382-4
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.27.6.871
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.27.6.871


Journal of Family Violence

duration of violence, perpetrators, and interventions. Journal of 
Family Violence, 36(4), 429–442. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​0​8​9​
6​-​0​2​0​-​0​0​2​0​7​-​8

PettyJohn, M. E., Baumler, E., Backes, B., Brashear, B., Temple, J. R., 
& Wood, L. (2023). Utilization of services at community-based 
intimate partner violence agencies: Associations with sociodemo-
graphic and victimization factors. Journal of Family Violence. ​h​t​t​
p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​0​8​9​6​-​0​2​3​-​0​0​6​5​7​-​w

Ravi, K. E., Robinson, S. R., & Schrag, R. V. (2022). Facilitators of 
formal help-seeking for adult survivors of IPV in the United 
States: A systematic review. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 23(5), 
1420–1436. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​1​5​​2​4​8​3​8​0​2​1​9​9​5​9​5​4

Robinson, L., & Spilsbury, K. (2008). Systematic review of the per-
ceptions and experiences of accessing health services by adult 
victims of domestic violence. Health & Social Care in the Com-
munity, 16(1), 16–30. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​1​1​​/​j​.​​1​3​6​​5​-​2​​5​2​4​.​​2​0​​0​7​.​
0​0​7​2​1​.​x

Rollè, L., Giardina, G., Caldarera, A. M., Gerino, E., & Brustia, P. 
(2018). When intimate partner violence meets same sex couples: 
A review of same sex intimate partner violence. Frontiers in Psy-
chology. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​3​​3​8​9​​/​f​p​​s​y​g​.​2​0​1​8​.​0​1​5​0​6

Rosen, D. B. (2006). Violence and exploitation against women and 
girls with disability. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 
1087(1), 170–177. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​9​6​​/​a​n​​n​a​l​s​.​1​3​8​5​.​0​0​2

Russell, B., Chapleau, K. M., & Kraus, S. W. (2015). When is it 
abuse? How assailant gender, sexual orientation, and protection 
orders influence perceptions of intimate partner abuse. Partner 
Abuse(1). ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​8​9​1​​/​1​9​​4​6​-​6​5​6​0​.​6​.​1​.​4​7

Domestic Violence Programs Discriminate Against Male Victims. Stop 
SAVE, & Abusive (2010). and Violent Nevironments (SAVE) ​h​t​
t​p​​s​:​/​​/​w​w​w​​.​s​​a​v​e​​s​e​r​v​​i​c​e​​s​.​o​​r​g​/​​p​d​f​​/​S​A​V​​E​-​​V​A​W​​A​-​D​i​​s​c​r​​i​m​i​​n​a​t​​e​s​-​​A​g​
a​i​​n​s​​t​-​M​a​l​e​s​.​p​d​f

Schaffner, C., Vasquez, A. L., & Kirkner, A. (2023). Gender Differ-
ences in Intimate Partner Violence Service Use. Illinois Criminal 
Justice Information Authority. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​i​c​j​​i​a​​.​i​l​​l​i​n​o​​i​s​.​​g​o​v​​/​r​e​​s​e​a​​r​c​h​h​​
u​b​​/​a​r​​t​i​c​l​​e​s​/​​g​e​n​​d​e​r​​-​d​i​​f​f​e​r​​e​n​​c​e​s​​-​i​n​-​​i​n​t​​i​m​a​​t​e​-​​p​a​r​​t​n​e​r​​-​v​​i​o​l​e​n​c​e​-​s​e​r​v​i​
c​e​-​u​s​e​/

Scott-Storey, K., O’Donnell, S., Ford-Gilboe, M., Varcoe, C., Wathen, 
N., Malcolm, J., & Vincent, C. (2023). What about the men? A 
critical review of men’s experiences of intimate partner violence. 
Trauma, Violence & Abuse, 24(2), 858–872. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​
7​7​​/​1​5​​2​4​8​3​8​0​2​1​1​0​4​3​8​2​7

SFS (2001). :453). Socialtjänstlag. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​w​w​w​​.​r​​i​k​s​​d​a​g​e​​n​.​s​​e​/​s​​v​/​d​​o​k​u​​
m​e​n​t​​-​o​​c​h​-​​l​a​g​a​​r​/​d​​o​k​u​​m​e​n​​t​/​s​​v​e​n​s​​k​-​​f​o​r​​f​a​t​t​​n​i​n​​g​s​s​​a​m​l​​i​n​g​​/​s​o​c​​i​a​​l​t​j​​a​n​
s​t​​l​a​g​​-​2​0​​0​1​4​5​3​_​s​f​s​-​2​0​0​1​-​4​5​3​/

StataCorp. (2023). Stata statistical software: Release 18. College Sta-
tion. In. StataCorp LLC.

Straus, M. A. (2011). Gender symmetry and mutuality in perpetration 
of clinical-level partner violence: Empirical evidence and impli-
cations for prevention and treatment. Aggression and Violent 
Behavior, 16(4), 279–288. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​1​6​​/​j​.​​a​v​b​.​2​0​1​1​.​0​4​
.​0​1​0

Swedish National Council for Crime Prevention (2024). Brott i nära 
relation. Kartläggning av utsatthet under 2022 och under livs-
tiden. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​b​r​a​​.​s​​e​/​r​​a​p​p​o​​r​t​e​​r​/​a​​r​k​i​​v​/​2​​0​2​4​-​​0​5​​-​0​6​​-​b​r​o​​t​t​-​​i​-​n​​a​r​a​-​r​e​l​a​
t​i​o​n

Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions (2024). 
Socialtjänstens stöd till våldsutsatta vuxna. Lärdomar från indi-
vidbaserad systematisk uppföljning, SU-Kvinnofrid 2021–2023. ​
h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​s​k​r​​.​s​​e​/​s​​k​r​/​t​​j​a​n​​s​t​e​​r​/​r​​a​p​p​​o​r​t​e​​r​o​​c​h​s​​k​r​i​f​​t​e​r​​/​p​u​​b​l​i​​k​a​t​​i​o​n​e​​r​/​​s​o​c​​i​a​
l​t​​j​a​n​​s​t​e​​n​s​s​​t​o​d​​t​i​l​l​​v​a​​l​d​s​u​t​s​a​t​t​a​v​u​x​n​a​.​7​8​5​8​8​.​h​t​m​l

Taylor, J. C., Bates, E. A., Colosi, A., & Creer, A. J. (2022). Barriers 
to men’s help seeking for intimate partner violence. Journal of 
Interpersonal Violence, 37(19–20), NP18417–NP18444. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​
d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​0​8​​8​6​2​6​0​5​2​1​1​0​3​5​8​7​0

Kuay, H. S., Lee, S., Centifanti, L. C. M., Parnis, A. C., Mrozik, J. H., 
& Tiffin, P. A. (2016). Adolescents as perpetrators of aggression 
within the family. International Journal of Law and Psychiatry, 
47, 60–67. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​1​6​​/​j​.​​i​j​l​p​.​2​0​1​6​.​0​2​.​0​3​5

Kullberg, C. (2005). Differences in the seriousness of problems and 
deservingness of help: Swedish social workers’ assessments of 
single mothers and fathers. The British Journal of Social Work, 
35(3), 373–386. ​h​t​t​p​​:​/​/​​w​w​w​.​​j​s​​t​o​r​​.​o​r​g​​/​s​t​​a​b​l​​e​/​2​3​7​2​0​4​2​9

Laskey, P., Bates, E. A., & Taylor, J. C. (2019). A systematic litera-
ture review of intimate partner violence victimisation: An inclu-
sive review across gender and sexuality. Aggression and Violent 
Behavior, 47, 1–11. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​1​6​​/​j​.​​a​v​b​.​2​0​1​9​.​0​2​.​0​1​4

Lysova, A., Hanson, K., Hines, D. A., Dixon, L., Douglas, E. M., 
& Celi, E. M. (2020). A qualitative study of the male victims’ 
experiences with the criminal justice response to intimate partner 
abuse in four English-Speaking countries. Criminal Justice and 
Behavior, 47(10), 1264–1281. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​0​0​​9​3​8​5​4​8​
2​0​9​2​7​4​4​2

Machado, A., Santos, A., Graham-Kevan, N., & Matos, M. (2017). 
Exploring help seeking experiences of male victims of female 
perpetrators of IPV. Journal of Family Violence, 32(5), 513–523. ​
h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​0​8​9​6​-​0​1​6​-​9​8​5​3​-​8

Machado, A., Hines, D., & Douglas, E. M. (2020). Male victims of 
female-perpetrated partner violence: A qualitative analysis of 
men’s experiences, the impact of violence, and perceptions of 
their worth. Psychology of Men & Masculinities, 21(4), 612–621. ​
h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​3​7​​/​m​e​​n​0​0​0​0​2​8​5

Machado, A., Mesquita, C., & Matos, M. (2024). Brief report on a 
systematic review of the experiences of male victims of intimate 
partner violence as help-seekers. Journal of Aggression, Mal-
treatment & Trauma, 33(1), 109–122. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​8​0​​/​1​
0​​9​2​6​​7​7​1​​.​2​0​2​​2​.​​2​1​1​2​3​3​6

Moore, T. (2021). Suggestions to improve outcomes for male victims 
of domestic abuse: A review of the literature. SN Social Sciences, 
1(10), Article 252. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​4​​3​5​4​5​-​0​2​1​-​0​0​2​6​3​-​x

Morgan, K., Williamson, E., Hester, M., Jones, S., & Feder, G. (2014). 
Asking men about domestic violence and abuse in a family medi-
cine context: Help seeking and views on the general practitioner 
role. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 19(6), 637–642. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​
i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​1​6​​/​j​.​​a​v​b​.​2​0​1​4​.​0​9​.​0​0​8

National Board of Health and Welfare (2014). Manual för FREDA. 
Standardiserade bedömningsmetoder för socialtjänstens arbete 
mot våld i nära relationer. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​w​w​w​​.​s​​o​c​i​​a​l​s​t​​y​r​e​​l​s​e​​n​.​s​​e​/​k​​u​n​s​
k​​a​p​​s​s​t​​o​d​-​o​​c​h​-​​r​e​g​​l​e​r​​/​o​m​​r​a​d​e​​n​/​​e​v​i​​d​e​n​s​​b​a​s​​e​r​a​​d​-​p​​r​a​k​​t​i​k​/​​m​e​​t​o​d​g​u​i​d​
e​n​/​f​r​e​d​a​/

Nosek, M. A., Howland, C. A., & Young, M. E. (1997). Abuse of 
women with disabilities: Policy implications. Journal of Disabil-
ity Policy Studies, 8(1–2), 157–175. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​1​0​​4​4​
2​0​7​3​9​7​0​0​8​0​0​2​0​8

Oberwittler, D., & Kasselt, J. (2014). Honor Killings. In R. Gartner & 
B. McCarthy (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Gender, Sex, and 
Crime (pp. 652–670). Oxford University Press. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​
.​1​​0​9​3​​/​o​x​​f​o​r​​d​h​b​​/​9​7​8​​0​1​​9​9​8​3​8​7​0​7​.​0​1​3​.​0​0​3​3

Parker, M. M., Mattson, R. E., Alexander, E. F., & McKinnon, A. M. 
(2022). Does perceived injury explain the effects of gender on 
attributions of blame for intimate partner violence? A factorial 
vignette analysis. Journal of Family Violence, 37(2), 301–311. ​h​t​
t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​/​s​1​​0​8​9​6​-​0​2​0​-​0​0​2​2​9​-​2

Pedersen, M. J., & Nielsen, V. L. (2020). Bureaucratic decision-mak-
ing: A multi-method study of gender similarity bias and gender 
stereotype beliefs. Public Administration, 98(2), 424–440. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​
/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​1​1​​/​p​a​​d​m​.​1​2​6​2​2

Peraica, T., Kovačić Petrović, Z., Barić, Ž, Galić, R., & Kozarić-
Kovačić, D. (2021). Gender differences among domestic vio-
lence help-seekers: Socio-demographic characteristics, types and 

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00207-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00207-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-023-00657-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-023-00657-w
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838021995954
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2524.2007.00721.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2524.2007.00721.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01506
https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1385.002
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.6.1.47
https://www.saveservices.org/pdf/SAVE-VAWA-Discriminates-Against-Males.pdf
https://www.saveservices.org/pdf/SAVE-VAWA-Discriminates-Against-Males.pdf
https://www.saveservices.org/pdf/SAVE-VAWA-Discriminates-Against-Males.pdf
https://icjia.illinois.gov/researchhub/articles/gender-differences-in-intimate-partner-violence-service-use/
https://icjia.illinois.gov/researchhub/articles/gender-differences-in-intimate-partner-violence-service-use/
https://icjia.illinois.gov/researchhub/articles/gender-differences-in-intimate-partner-violence-service-use/
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211043827
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211043827
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-och-lagar/dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/socialtjanstlag-2001453_sfs-2001-453/
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-och-lagar/dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/socialtjanstlag-2001453_sfs-2001-453/
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-och-lagar/dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/socialtjanstlag-2001453_sfs-2001-453/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2011.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2011.04.010
https://bra.se/rapporter/arkiv/2024-05-06-brott-i-nara-relation
https://bra.se/rapporter/arkiv/2024-05-06-brott-i-nara-relation
https://skr.se/skr/tjanster/rapporterochskrifter/publikationer/socialtjanstensstodtillvaldsutsattavuxna.78588.html
https://skr.se/skr/tjanster/rapporterochskrifter/publikationer/socialtjanstensstodtillvaldsutsattavuxna.78588.html
https://skr.se/skr/tjanster/rapporterochskrifter/publikationer/socialtjanstensstodtillvaldsutsattavuxna.78588.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605211035870
https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605211035870
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2016.02.035
http://www.jstor.org/stable/23720429
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2019.02.014
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854820927442
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854820927442
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-016-9853-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-016-9853-8
https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000285
https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000285
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2022.2112336
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2022.2112336
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43545-021-00263-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2014.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2014.09.008
https://www.socialstyrelsen.se/kunskapsstod-och-regler/omraden/evidensbaserad-praktik/metodguiden/freda/
https://www.socialstyrelsen.se/kunskapsstod-och-regler/omraden/evidensbaserad-praktik/metodguiden/freda/
https://www.socialstyrelsen.se/kunskapsstod-och-regler/omraden/evidensbaserad-praktik/metodguiden/freda/
https://doi.org/10.1177/104420739700800208
https://doi.org/10.1177/104420739700800208
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199838707.013.0033
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199838707.013.0033
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00229-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00229-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12622
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12622


Journal of Family Violence

behaviors: A qualitative study. Psychology of Men & Masculini-
ties, 21(2), 213–223. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​3​7​​/​m​e​​n​0​0​0​0​2​2​2

White, J. W., Yuan, N. P., Cook, S. L., & Abbey, A. (2013). Ethnic 
minority women’s experiences with intimate partner violence: 
Using community-based participatory research to ask the right 
questions. Sex Roles, 69(3–4), 226–236. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​0​7​​
/​s​1​​1​1​9​9​-​0​1​2​-​0​2​3​7​-​0

Yoshida, K. K., Odette, F., Hardie, S., Willis, H., & Bunch, M. (2009). 
Women living with disabilities and their experiences and issues 
related to the context and complexities of leaving abusive situa-
tions. Disability and Rehabilitation, 31(22), 1843–1852. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​​​/​​/​d​
o​​i​.​o​​r​​g​​/​​1​0​​.​1​0​​​8​0​/​​0​9​6​3​8​2​8​0​9​0​2​8​2​6​8​0​8

Publisher’s Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to juris-
dictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Tjaden, P., & Thoennes, N. (2000). Prevalence and consequences of 
male-to-female and female-to-male intimate partner violence as 
measured by the National violence against women survey. Vio-
lence Against Women, 6(2), 142–161. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​1​7​7​​/​1​0​​
7​7​8​0​1​0​0​2​2​1​8​1​7​6​9

Tjaden, P., Thoennes, N., & Allison, C. J. (1999). Comparing violence 
over the life span in samples of same-sex and opposite-sex cohab-
itants. Violence and Victims, 14(4), 413–425.

Tsui, V. (2014). Male victims of intimate partner abuse: Use and help-
fulness of services. Social Work, 59(2), 121–130. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​
1​0​.​1​​0​9​3​​/​s​w​​/​s​w​u​0​0​7

United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (2013). Global Study on 
Homicide 2013.

Victim Support Sweden (2024). ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​w​w​w​​.​b​​r​o​t​​t​s​o​f​​f​e​r​​j​o​u​​r​e​n​.​s​e​/​e​n​/
Walker, A., Lyall, K., Silva, D., Craigie, G., Mayshak, R., Costa, B., 

Hyder, S., & Bentley, A. (2020). Male victims of female-per-
petrated intimate partner violence, help-seeking, and reporting 

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000222
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-012-0237-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-012-0237-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638280902826808
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638280902826808
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778010022181769
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778010022181769
https://doi.org/10.1093/sw/swu007
https://doi.org/10.1093/sw/swu007
https://www.brottsofferjouren.se/en/

	﻿Gender Differences in Service Provision for Victims of Interpersonal Violence: The Moderating Role of Relationship Type
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Introduction
	﻿Research Background
	﻿The Swedish Context

	﻿Data and Methods
	﻿Data and Population
	﻿Variables
	﻿Statistical Methods

	﻿Results
	﻿Supplementary Analyses
	﻿Discussion
	﻿Limitations
	﻿Conclusions and Implications for Research and Practice

	﻿References


