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Custody disputes involving
domestic violence: Making
children's needs a priority

BY STEPHEN E. DOYNE, PH.D., JANET M. BOWERMASTER,J.D.,

J. REID MELOY, PH.D., DONALD DUTTON, PH.D., PETER JAFFE, PH.D.,

STEPHEN TEMKO, J.D. AND PAUL MONES,J.D.

roduction
The central thesis in this article is that the justice

system needs to recognize better the special needs of chil-

dren exposed to domestic violence. Even in cases where

there are no observable injuries, children's adjustment and

development can be jeopardized seriously by witnessing

one parent abusing another parent. Being raised in a cli-

mate of fear, having poor models of conflict resolution, and

observing abuse of power in intimate relationships can

have long-term detrimental consequences for children and

adolescents.

Domestic violence is a widespread and pernicious phe-

nomenon.' It consists of a pattern of behaviors including,

but not limited to, the forms of abuse in Table 1.

Courts in every jurisdiction decide custody disputes

based on the best interests of the child.3 In determining best

interests, family courts typically consider a broad spec-

trum of parental behaviors that affect children. 4 California

Family Code § 3011, for example, specifically requires

courts to consider any history of abuse by one parent

against the child or against the other parent in deciding

issues of custody and visitation.5 California is not alone in

this regard. Some 35 states have statutes which require

courts to consider domestic violence as a factor in making

custody determinations.6

When considering domestic violence, the entire history

of a battering parent's violence within the family-from

verbal intimidation to homicide-should be considered by

the court to assess properly what causes harm to children,

either directly or indirectly.7 In the extreme case of spousal
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murder, some states, such as Pennsylvania, have statutes

precluding an award of custody to a parent who murders

the other s Even where there is no statutory directive, the

detriment to children from loss of a parent should be con-

sidered if allegations are made that this loss is related to the

actions of the surviving parent.

Because the psychological risks to children living with

a batterer are high, there should be a rebuttable presump-

tion against sole or joint custody for perpetrators of

domestic violence, even if that parent never has abused the

children directly.9

Part II of this article reviews current research and

theory concerning the characteristics of domestic violence

perpetrators, which may be relevant to the determination of

custody and visitation issues. Part III looks at how children

may be harmed by the presence of domestic violence in

their homes, even when they are not themselves physically

injured. Part IV considers the difficulties that current cus-

tody dispute resolution procedures create for victims of

domestic violence and, derivatively, their children. Part V

looks at the legal standards for awarding custody in

parent/parent and parent/non-parent disputes, reviews

research on current practices which fail to take domestic

violence sufficiently into account, and argues for adoption

of a rebuttable presumption that sole or joint custody not be

awarded to parents with a history of domestic violence.

Sracteristics of Perpetrators
The personality characteristics of perpetrators-espe-

cially their violent tendencies-are important in evaluating

whether it will be detrimental for children to be placed in

that parent's custody.

A. BATTERERS

Batterers do not fit a single profile. Rather, they differ

in what triggers their violence and how they rationalize their

behavior.'0 One researcher has divided wife batterers into

three subtypes: 1) those who act out anger impulsively in

the context of intimate relationships; 2) those who use vio-

lence instrumentally and generally; and 3) those who

repress or over control a deep resentment."

Recent research also has revealed many commonalties

amongst batterers. Statistically, they tend to be male, rather

than female. 12 Batterers have pronounced needs for inter-
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personal control, but do not possess healthy mechanisms to

generate this control. Thus, they have been found to react

with exaggerated arousal in anger to scenes of male/female

conflict.13 A typical background for batterers includes deep

shaming experiences usually by the father of the eventual

perpetrator, insecure attachment, and exposure to violent

role models. 4 Many offenders are serial batterers, an item

of particular significance in child custody determinations.

When one violent relationship ends, it is very likely that the

perpetrator will expose the children to violence in the next

relationship. Nearly two-thirds of batterers re-offend. 15

B. STALKERS

Among batterers, a subgroup has been identified who

stalk women. Some members of this subgroup present the

greatest risk of domestic violence and spousal murder.

Studies indicate that more than 80% of stalking vic-

tims are prior acquaintances or former sexual intimates of

the stalker.16 Although there is no published study on the

relationship between domestic violence and stalking per se,

some experts believe it likely that the presence of domestic

violence increases the risk of stalking. 7 One source of data

supporting this theory is the fact that restraining order vio-

lations increase as violence prior to separation in a mar-

riage increases.18

A recent review of all published studies on stalking

revealed that the risk of violence among individuals who stalk

ranges from 3 to 36%, with approximately one in four individ-

uals (25-30%) being physically assaultive toward the object of

their pursuit.'9 About half of those who stalk threaten persons

or property. Twenty-five percent of those individuals who

make such threats are, in fact, violent toward persons or prop-

erty.2' Although the homicide rate for those who stalk is less

than 2%, this is more than 200 times the current homicide rate

in the general population of the United States.21

Other research indicates that more than three-fourths of

spousal homicides occurring after separation are preceded

by behaviors consistent with the accepted definition of

stalking: a long-term pattern of threats and harassment that

causes victims to fear for their safety.22 This is a particularly

useful finding because most spousal batterers do not murder

their mates. Prior stalking may be a predictive variable

helping to identify those batterers who are most likely to

commit spousal homicide after separation.23
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Dr. Reid Meloy poses a psychodynamic theory of

stalking motivations. According to Dr. Meloy, the typical

stalker initially develops a narcissistic linking fantasy to the

object, perhaps his wife or lover, in which he is special to,

idealized by, or destined to be with her forever. Her rejec-

tion of him in a divorce or separation stimulates deep humil-

iation, which is defended against with abandonment rage.

This intense anger fuels the pursuit of his former partner to

decimate and devalue her, paradoxically to restore his ideal-

ized fantasy of her. In other words, the stalker sees her phys-

ical death as the death of the rejecting partner, which makes

room for the restoration in the stalker's mind of the perfect

(narcissistic) fantasy of an unconditionally accepting

partner.24 The empirical finding of pathological narcissism

among those who stalk supports this theory.25

Just as stalkers carefully plan their moves, there is evi-

dence that batterers, in contrast to the common stereotype,

are not always out of control when abusing. In fact, a

minority of batterers' heart rates actually drop and they

become physiologically calmer as they become more vio-

lent.26 This finding is consistent with research on psy-

chopathy 27 and with Gavin deBecker's explanation of

domestic assault and murder:

Though leaving is the best response to violence, it

is in trying to leave that most women get killed. This

dispels the dangerous myth about spousal killings: they

happen in the heat of argument. In fact, the majority of

husbands who kill their wives stalk them first, and far

from the "crime of passion" that it is so often called,

killing a wife is usually a decision, not a loss of control.

Those men who are most violent are not at all carried

away by fury.28

Thus, a batterer-who may be capable of spousal

murder-can present as a person not likely to lose emo-

tional control, or be harmful to children. But living with a

batterer is an enormous risk to children.

ks to Children from Living with a
Perpetrator of Domestic Violence

The best available research has found that domestic vio-

lence can have dramatic and long lasting detrimental effects on

children. Estimates of the incidence of violence in homes vary

widely depending on the research methodology and definition
of violence. Two recent comprehensive surveys estimate that at

least 30% of all women will suffer from some form of violence

in an adult relationship during their life spans.29 For 10% of the

women, this violence is so severe they worry for their personal

safety.30 Unfortunately, their fears may be well-founded consid-

ering that the majority of female homicide victims are killed by

their partners, ex-partners, or boyfriends.3'

Although the term "domestic violence" is used most fre-

quently, a more accurate term is "maltreatment of women and

children," since they are the vast majority of the victims.32

North American police forces report that 95% of the victims of

family violence are women and children.33 Men are abused

also, but a large proportion of women's violence toward men

is in self-defense. 34 In most instances, it is men's violence

against women which creates greater pain and suffering.

A. EXPOSURE TO ABUSE OF OTHERS

AS EMOTIONALABUSE OF CHILD

Although the term "violence" is usually associated with

physical or sexual violence, most victims report that emo-

tional or psychological abuse can have the most persistent

long-term effects.35 Threats, demeaning or belittling com-

ments, and an attempt to create a family climate of fear,

terror, and insecurity characterize this abuse.

Although many parents within violent families think

they have protected their children from the violence,

between 80% and 90% of children indicate the opposite.36

In fact, a majority of children in violent families not only

are aware of what happened, they also can give detailed

descriptions about the pattern of escalating violence.

Consequently, children who may be at their parents' bed-

room door or who enter the room shortly after a violent

episode, know all too well the reality of the violence
including the emotional and physical consequences to their

mothers.37 When men murder their wives, children are pre-

sent in approximately 25% of the cases. 38

The term "witness," connoting exposure to violence, is

not just the observation of discrete events, but rather, a child's

total experience of fear and insecurity about what happens,

what he anticipates happening, and the aftermath of physical,

sexual, and emotional abuse in the family.39 Murder of one

spouse by another-witnessed or not-represents the horrific

extreme of exposing a child to family violence.
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B. IMPACT OF EXPOSURE TOVIOLENCE

Exposure to violence has both short-term and long-term
consequences, depending on the children's age, gender,

stage of development, and role within the family. 40

Preschool children who are exposed to domestic violence

may suffer from nightmares or other sleep disturbances.
Often, this trauma may lead to great insecurity and confu-
sion causing regressive behavior, such as excessive clinging
to adults and/or fear of being abandoned.41 Constant fear

and anxiety may polarize other children because the places
and people who should afford them the greatest
protection-their homes and parents-are the most dan-
gerous.4' Moreover, children exposed to the abuse of their
mothers by their fathers may exhibit a range of internalizing
and externalizing emotional and behavioral problems. These
symptoms can continue into adolescence.

Aside from the more dramatic or visible symptoms of
being exposed to violence, children also can experience
more subtle signs of this trauma, not apparent using tradi-
tional assessment and interview methodology. For example,
children who are exposed to parental violence tend to hold
beliefs that violence is an appropriate method of trying to
resolve conflicts, especially in the context of an intimate
relationship.43 Other children may see physical aggression
as an acceptable means to gain respect or control in a rela-
tionship, excusable if a perpetrator is drinking, or if a victim
supposedly has done something to "provoke" him (e.g., the

house was messy or dinner not ready on time.)
Additionally, children tend to feel responsible and to

blame themselves over time for the violence.44 Moreover,
they can feel it is their duty to protect their mothers or even
defuse their fathers' rage. Or, they may believe that if they
were perfect in their own homes, their parents would not
fight over them and cause more violence. In violent fami-
lies, this pronounced sense of personal responsibility begins
at an early age and can last into adulthood. These symp-
toms, as well as those previously mentioned, impede chil-
dren's development and their academic and community
involvement, and directly impact their self-esteem.

Many children may feel so responsible for their
mothers' safety that they adjust their own lives in order to
protect their mothers.45 For example, some children refuse
to attend school and later receive the diagnosis of "school

phobic" for this reason. Other fearful children may go to

0 juvenile and Family Court Journal , Spring 1999

school but experience somatic symptoms such as headaches

and stomach pains so that they can return home to their
mothers. In some instances, abused mothers do not dis-

courage this behavior because of their own isolation,
depression, and inability to set limits for their children.

Adolescents who have been exposed to violence tend to
develop their own unique coping strategies. At an adaptive
level, with extended family or community supports, these
young persons may attempt to separate and individuate from

the family problems, seeking more independent living and
school or vocational pursuits. Unfortunately, many adoles-
cents do not have adequate skills and social supports in
place and may attempt to cope through drug and alcohol
abuse, or by running away to the street, a potentially more

dangerous enviromnent.46 Often, they become involved in
abusive dating relationships and repeat the cycle they have

witnessed. In this regard, adolescent boys who have been
exposed to violence are more likely to be abusive them-
selves. On the other hand, girls who have been exposed to
violence are less likely to question violence in a dating rela-

tionship. Unfortunately, many of these adolescents do not
even realize that this violent behavior is criminal in nature
and could lead to sanctions by the court system.47

C. NEUROBIOLOGICAL CHANGES

AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

Children neurobiologically adapt to violence, exhibiting
measurable change in the activity of their brainstems as a result
of chronic traumatic stress in violent homes. However, the very

neurobiological adapters that allow children to survive violence
may, as they grow older, result in an increased tendency to be
violent.48 Thus, living with a perpetrator of domestic violence
makes it more likely those children will grow up to be violent
themselves. In fact, in 14 of 16 studies, witnessing violence

between one's parents or caretakers is a more consistent pre-
dictor of future violence than being the victim of abuse.49

The long-term impact of being exposed to domestic
violence is most apparent from retrospective studies of male

perpetrators of violence and female survivors of violence in
adult relationships. The majority of abusive husbands have
grown up in families in which they were exposed to their

fathers' abuse of their mothers. The landmark studies in this
field suggest that sons of severe batterers abuse their wives

at rates ten times the level of sons of non-violent fathers.50
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Women are less likely to seek assistance when they are

abused if they have been exposed to violence in their fami-

lies of origin. 1

Several important issues and cautions need to be raised

about the research on children who have been exposed to

violence. Although exposure to violence is an important

factor, it rarely happens in isolation from other stressors in a

child's life, e.g., repeated separations and disruptions, fman-

cial hardships, and a lack of adequate housing or shelter. In

many circumstances a child may experience several forms

of violence aside from being exposed to his mother's vic-

timization. The most conservative estimates suggest a 30%

overlap between wife assault and physical child abuse.

Some studies and recent reviews have estimated an overlap

up to 70%.i

Violence does not end with separation. Although the

physical violence may terminate, ongoing issues of abuse

of power and control may be played out in custody dis-

putes, further compromising children's emotional and

behavioral adjustment.

sblems for Victims Created by Current
Custody Dispute Resolution System
Children are a central focus in decisions battered

spouses make about leaving their batterers or remaining in

abusive relationships. Battered women often cite the children

as a reason for staying with their spouses, in addition to other

factors, such as fear, economic dependency, and lack of com-

munity support.53 Sometimes battered spouses are deprived

economically to the point of being left homeless. They may

be financially dependent on their abusers and may want the

presence of a father, even if he is a poor role model. They

also may fear losing the children, as many batterers threaten

their partners with taking the children away and with proving

them to be "unfit" mothers. These fears are well-founded,

since some research suggests that perpetrators of domestic

violence actually have a good chance of convincing judges

they should have custody.54

On the other hand, some battered women may decide to

leave when they start to recognize the impact the violence

has had on their children. Most often, this decision happens

after an incident of physical or sexual abuse of the children,

or when they recognize the impact exposure to the violence

has had on their children. 55

The research on children of divorce and children

exposed to domestic violence has developed separately,

often leading to conflicting advice for battered spouses.

The general literature on the impact of divorce stresses the

negative influence of conflict on children and the positive

influence of a co-parenting relationship in which the chil-

dren maintain an ongoing, supportive relationship with

both parents. This is often true for nonviolent families. In

reality, however, contested custody cases often represent a

high level of violence compared to the general population

of divorcing adults.56 When domestic violence has been

present, a co-parenting relationship and the impact of the

ongoing conflict on the children often represent a negative

influence on the children. Many battered spouses are

advised to promote relationships and set aside past conflicts

with ex-spouses who may be a danger to them and their

children. If they do not comply, they may be deemed
"unfriendly or unfit parents" and they can lose custody to

abusive parents.57

One of the most important issues, which often goes

unrecognized by many legal and mental health profes-

sionals, is that the violence does not end with separation. A

large-scale study of children of battered women in shelters

in California showed that separation tends to lead to an

escalation of violence and greater danger for their

mothers. 58 It is estrangement, not argument, which begets

the worst violence, since a majority of spousal murders

happen after women leave.59 In fact, many courts promote

unsupervised visitation orders; and this may give abusive

spouses an ongoing opportunity to expose children to vio-

lence or threats of violence. Recent clinical analysis in

Canada points to ongoing psychological abuse whereby

children become pawns in custody battles in order both to

punish and devalue their mothers and to try to rewrite the

history of abuse and parenting. 6°

Paradoxically, women may not be believed when vio-

lence is reported because they are seen to be exaggerating

incidents of violence as a way of manipulating the courts.

Many of these women who suffer post-traumatic stress dis-

order have been labeled as histrionic or worse. For example,

a recent article discussed a supposed "Malicious Mother

Syndrome" in divorce to "explain" why some women hold

animosity toward their former husbands, blame them for all

the problems by accusing them of various behaviors, and
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attempt to keep them from seeing the children. 61 The

American Psychological Association Presidential Task Force

on Violence and the Family recently summarized the litera-

ture in this area, and expressed concerns about the labeling

and pathologizing of battered women in divorce and custody

cases. When such labeling occurs, men's violence may be

minimized as only an emotional reaction to the separation. 62

.mstic Violence Should be
a Primary Consideration in

Child Custody Decisions
Domestic violence plays a significant part in many cus-

tody disputes and should be a primary consideration in ques-

tions of both best interests and detriment to children.63 An

abusive parent often realizes, after separation or divorce, that
the most effective way to hurt or destroy the other parent is

through emotional or psychological abuse utilizing the family

courts. Generalized notions of joint custody and two equal
parents cooperatively planning for their children's future is
impossible for many couples when there is family violence. In

fact, this notion of shared custody may perpetuate the violence

and abusive power and control in family relationships. 64

A. DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AND

LEGAL STANDARDS FOR CUSTODY

The best interest standard generally is applied in child

custody determinations, with the underlying notion that

there are two fit biological parents. 65 In parent/non-parent

disputes, the detriment standard is generally used to coun-

terbalance the biological parent's greater legal right to the
child.66 Domestic violence frequently has been shown to be

harmful to children, whether they are abused physically or
not.67 Therefore, regardless of which legal standard is

applicable, awarding batterers primary or joint custody
should be viewed as being either detrimental to children or

failing to satisfy their best interests.

Best Interests. In cases involving documented domestic

violence, it is presumptively in the best interests of children
to reside with a non-violent caretaker, rather than a batterer.
In many states, courts making determinations of best inter-

ests in custody proceedings are required to consider any

history of abuse by one parent against the child or against
the other parent. 68

0 juvenile and Family Courtnoural - Spring 1999

In order to ensure the safety and well-being of chil-

dren, however, a finding of abuse by one parent against the

other needs more than just to be considered. It needs to be

elevated over other best interest factors in disputed custody

cases. This can be accomplished by a legal presumption
denying joint or sole custody to a parent with a history of

domestic violence.69 The National Council of Juvenile and
Family Court Judges70 and the American Bar Association71

have recommended adopting such a presumption.
Because domestic violence rarely occurs as an isolated

incident, application of such a presumption must be applied

broadly. The court should consider the acts and patterns of

physical abuse inflicted by the abuser on other persons, not

limited to children and the abused parent, as well as the fear

of physical harm reasonably engendered by this behavior.
Even then, discrete acts of abuse do not convey accurately

the risk of continuing violence, the likely severity of future

abuse, or the magnitude of fear precipitated by the com-
posite picture of violent conduct. Rather, the broader pattern
of abusive and controlling behaviors must be considered in

deciding whether to apply the presumption.

Detriment. In cases of spousal murder, where the custody

dispute is typically between a surviving biological parent and
non-parents, non-parents seeking custody generally must

prove by clear and convincing evidence that an award of

custody to the natural parent would be detrimental to the

child and that custody to the non-parent would be in the

child's best interest.72

In cases where domestic violence has been present in the

past, it is clearly detrimental for a child to reside with a bat-
terer, especially a batterer who has murdered the child's other

parent.73 This is true even if the child appears to have a "close

bond" with the parent who has committed the violence.74

Current Practice. Research indicates that custody evaluators

seldom consider domestic violence when they make child

custody recommendations. A survey of psychologists from 39

states who conducted custody evaluations indicates that
domestic violence was not considered a major factor in
making custody determinations, except as a possible rational-

ization for not recommending joint custody.75 Even then, it

was seldom listed as a determining factor. When the psycholo-

gists were asked for three to five reasons that would most sup-
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port not recommending joint custody,
family/domestic violence was the

second least likely reason.76

Of more concern was the finding

that over three-quarters of the cus-
tody evaluators recommended
denying sole or joint custody to a
parent who "alienates the child from

the other parent by negatively interpreting the other parent's

behavior. '77 This latter finding indicates that custody evalu-
ators may be more likely to blame the parent seen as more

hostile and uncooperative and, thus, deny that parent sole or

joint custody even in cases where the hostile or uncoopera-

tive parent was leaving an abusive relationship.

Application of a rebuttable presumption against cus-

tody to perpetrators of domestic violence would help bring
current practices more in line with our best knowledge
about the effects of domestic violence on children. It also

would prevent perpetrators of domestic violence from ben-

efiting from their violent, abusive conduct in cases such as
spousal murder where custody of the children may be

awarded to the murderer.

B.TRAUMATIC BONDING AND BEST INTERESTS

Judges in custody cases often are faced with a paradox

inherent in the dynamics of domestic violence. On one
hand, courts are presented with evidence showing special

risks children face when they are placed in the custody of

an abuser, risks not only to their physical safety, but also to

their emotional and developmental needs. On the other
hand, court-appointed experts, who may downplay

domestic violence, may tell jurists that the children in a
given case have a "close bond" with a parent who has com-

mitted domestic violence. In fact, the children even may
say they "just want to go home."

The apparent closeness between perpetrators of

domestic violence and their children, whether battered or

not, can be explained by the concept of "traumatic
bonding." 78 Traumatic bonding occurs when intermittent
maltreatment patterns produce strong emotional attach-

ments. 79 This phenomenon is the very reason some battered

spouses stay in abusive relationships. Similarly, children
may appear emotionally close to violent parents because
they are afraid of them.

However, it is important to

remember that living with

domestic violence only makes it
more likely children will repeat the

cycle of violence themselves.8 In
fact, children who grow up in abu-
sive homes are more at risk for
committing violence themselves,

both within and outside their own families. 81

C. SPOUSAL MURDER AND DETRIMENT TO CHILDREN

Psychological detriment to children caused by the

murder of a parent is indisputable and irreparable. When
addressing the question of detriment, courts should examine

the totality of evidence related to current and future harm to

the children.82

A majority of female homicide victims are killed by

their partners, ex-partners, or boyfriends.83 However, in

domestic disputes, there are numerous pre-incident indica-

tors associated with spousal violence and murder. Gavin
deBecker has described the pre-incident behaviors as sig-

nals. Noting that they will not be present in every case, he
cautions there is reason for concern if several of the indica-

tors listed in Table 2 are present.

If this pattern of violent behaviors is found to be char-

acteristic of the parent seeking custody, the court should

examine the totality of the evidence before deciding upon

custody. That is, the children's safety and well-being should

come first, above the rights of a violent parent.

-- clusion

Children can be at great risk living with a perpetrator of

domestic violence. Even if they have not been abused directly

they may experience the same psychological fears and be
traumatically bonded to the batterer, even expressing a prefer-

ence to live with him. In the case of spousal murder, these
children may suffer "secondary abuse," adopting a pattern of

emotional compliance because they fear the penalty for mis-

behaving could be physical harm or death. However, the

greatest future harm children face living with a batterer is that
they may live to experience the abusive parent beat another

partner, recycling the climate of fear that is so detrimental to

children. Moreover, if they remain with a batterer, the same
neurobiological adaptations that help them psychologically
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survive the traumas associated with domestic violence may

increase the likelihood they will grow up to be violent them-

selves. Daughters may be more likely to accept violence as an

inevitable part of intimate relationships.
To prevent future detriment, children's safety and

well-being should be elevated above the rights of violent

parents. What is needed most to ensure children's protec-

tion in custody cases where there has been domestic vio-

lence is a new commitment to prioritize children's safety

as an essential cornerstone of the justice system. This com-

mitment must be indicated clearly by legislation, policy

development, training, and specialized resources. If the

justice system cannot assure children's safety, the cycle of

violence will continue.

This article is an outgrowth of an amici curiae brief

submitted by the authors on behalf of themselves and sev-

eral supporting organizations in the O.J. Simpson

guardianship case, reported at Simpson v. Brown, 67 Cal.

App. 4th 914, 79 Cal. Rptr. 2d 289 (1998). The dispute in

that case was between the father who allegedly had killed

the children's mother and the mother's parents.

The authors gratefully acknowledge the Public Law Center,

California Women's Law Center, and the California Alliance

Against Domestic Violence for their support in this effort.
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I. The woman has intuitive feelings that she is at risk

3. He resolves conflict with intimidation, bullying, and violence.

I 5. He uses threats and intimidation as instruments of control or abuse.

S7. He has battered in prior relationships.

I9. He cites alcohol or drugs as an excuse or explanation for hostile or violent conduct.

I I . There has been more than one incident of violent behavior.

I . rie oecomes leaious oT anyone or anyming tnat taKes ner time away trom the relationship; he keeps her on a
I leash:' requires her to account for her time.

15. He expects the relationship to go on forever.

17. He minimizes incidents of abuse.

S or in a campaign to keep or recover the relationship. /

. He believes others are out to get him. He believes that those around his wife/partner dislike him and encourage her
to leave.

S23. He identifies with or compares himself to violent people in films, news stories, fiction, or history. He characterizes
/ the violence of others as justified.

)Ue oners -r probems o - 0is own making; ne reruses to 'ake respons liiity tor tne resuits ot Nis II on. ll 1j) I I x,a-cti on-.

27. Weapons are a substantial part of his persona.

J29 H xeine rwtesed violence as a child.
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