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Abstract

Adopting a structural violence approach, we analyzed 2004 Canadian General Social
Survey data to examine Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequalities in postseparation
intimate partner violence (IPV) against women. Aboriginal women had 4.12 times
higher odds of postseparation IPV than non-Aboriginal women (p < .001). Coercive
control and age explained most of this inequality. The final model included Aboriginal
status, age, a seven-item coercive control index, and stalking, which reduced the odds
ratio for Aboriginal status to 1.92 (p = .085) and explained 70.5% of the Aboriginal/
non-Aboriginal inequality in postseparation IPV. Research and action are needed that
challenge structural violence, especially colonialism and its negative consequences.
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Introduction

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a major form of gender-based violence (Mahoney,
Williams, & West, 2001). Although women’s experiences of IPV cut across
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socioeconomic, racial, ethnic, and cultural divides, social inequalities in IPV exist. For
example, Aboriginal women in Canada more often report IPV by a current partner
compared with non-Aboriginal women, with 1- and 5-year prevalence rates of IPV
roughly three to four times higher among Aboriginal women (Brownridge, 2008;
Mihorean, 2005). Aboriginal women (54%) also report higher rates of severe forms of
IPV such as being forced into unwanted sexual activity, threatened with a gun or knife,
choked, or beaten compared with non-Aboriginal women (37%; Mihorean, 2005).

Compared with IPV in ongoing relationships, relatively little research has exam-
ined postseparation intimate partner violence (PSIPV) against women (Brownridge,
2006; Hardesty, 2002). Available studies indicate that women are vulnerable to PSIPV,
including spousal homicides (Wilson & Daly, 1993). Nonlethal past-year PSIPV rates
are 2 to 7 times greater than IPV rates among married or cohabitating women
(Brownridge, 2006; Brownridge et al., 2008b; Smith, 1990). One Canadian study has
examined rates of physical and sexual postseparation IPV by a male ex-partner among
365 separated women and examined the role of Aboriginal status among other “risk
markers” (Spiwak & Brownridge, 2005). They found that Aboriginal women more
often reported separation IPV by an ex-partner in the 12 months preceding the inter-
view compared with non-Aboriginal women (Spiwak & Brownridge, 2005). The study
was limited to a small sample of women whose marital status was reported as sepa-
rated at the time of the interview. To our knowledge, there is no published research in
Canada that examines rates of PSIPV against Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal women
among all women vulnerable to PSIPV.

Conceptual Approach to Explaining PSIPV Inequalities

This study adopts a structural violence approach that integrates insights of anticolo-
nial and feminist theories. In adopting this approach, our analysis underscores the
importance of historical and social contexts to PSIPV. Structural violence has been
defined as the

social arrangements that put individuals and populations in harm’s way . . . the arrangements
are structural because they are embedded in the [social,] political and economic organization
of our social world; they are violent because they cause injury to people (typically, not those
responsible for perpetuating such inequalities). (Farmer, Nizeye, Stulac, & Keshavjee, 2006,
p. 1686, italics in original)

Structural violence includes “a host of offensives against human dignity: extreme
and relative poverty, social inequalities ranging from racism to gender inequality, and
the more spectacular forms of violence that are uncontestedly human rights abuses”
(Farmer, 2005, p. 8). A structural violence approach to understanding Aboriginal/non-
Aboriginal inequalities in PSIPV challenges explanations of violence against
Aboriginal women that implicitly or explicitly blame Aboriginal culture or Aboriginal
women for the high rates of “victimization” they experience.
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Colonialism is indisputably a form of structural violence that is deeply interwoven
in the social, political, and economic fabric of society (Farmer, 1992, 2005; Sterritt,
2007; Weaver, 2009). Scholars of anticolonial theories share a common concern
regarding the past and ongoing colonization of indigenous Peoples, and its far-reach-
ing negative consequences for indigenous communities (Browne, Smye, & Varcoe,
2007; Sterritt, 2007; Weaver, 2009).

There are numerous ways in which colonialism has and continues to shape North
American Aboriginal women’s experiences today. For example, colonialism has been
associated with increased gender inequality within Aboriginal communities. Prior to
colonization, most Aboriginal communities in North America valued women highly
allowing them to own property and hold significant social, economic, and political
decision-making power (Smith, 2003; Sterritt, 2007; Weaver, 2009). Colonization
resulted in Aboriginal women’s devaluation, for example, by colonizers refusing to
negotiate with women regarding issues of land and people, and often forbidding
Aboriginal women to sign treaties (Sterritt, 2007; Weaver, 2009). Such colonial poli-
cies and practices, and their altering of gender relations, is believed to have increased
Aboriginal women’s IPV vulnerability by impacting, for example, power dynamics in
Aboriginal women’s intimate relationships with both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal
men (Sterritt, 2007; Weaver, 2009). It is important to recognize that non-Aboriginal
men are often the perpetrators of IPV against Aboriginal women (Bubar & Thurman,
2004; Smith, 2003; Weaver, 2009).

Feminist theorists have long posited a link between systematic gender inequality in
patriarchal societies and IPV against women (Davies, Ford-Gilboe, & Hammerton,
2009; Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Sokoloff & Dupont, 2005). Importantly, many femi-
nist theorists warn against making assumptions that confuse patriarchy with the cul-
tural beliefs and practices of “subordinate” groups (Sokoloff & Dupont, 2005). All too
often “culture” is blamed when women of color experience IPV, which stereotypes
communities of color as being inherently violent and perpetuates a long history of
white supremacy (Sokoloff & Dupont, 2005). The tendency to examine racial oppres-
sion as separate from gender oppression is also problematic (Smith, 2003). Indigenous
scholar Andrea Smith (2003) argues that “[t]he issues of colonial, race, and gender
oppression cannot be separated . . . when a Native woman suffers abuse, this abuse is
not just an attack on their identity as a woman, but on her identity as Native” (p. 73).

There are many ways in which gender inequality is expressed and maintained in
society. Men’s regular use of coercive control tactics over women is arguably one of
the most salient ways in which gender inequality is exerted and maintained in intimate
relationships (Davies et al., 2009; Williamson, 2010). In this study, we use coercive
control tactics to measure gender inequality in intimate relationships. We do not view
these tactics as isolated acts by individuals, but as linked to systematic devaluation of
women in a patriarchal society, while also acknowledging diversity of experiences
shaped by the social contexts of women and men as well as other systems of oppres-
sion at play (Hunnicutt, 2009).

Research has shown that partner coercive control tactics are associated with current and
ex-partner [PV against women in general (Brownridge et al., 2008a, 2008b). Brownridge
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et al. (2008b) examined correlates of physical and sexual IPV in a national sample of sepa-
rated, divorced, and married women in Canada. They found that among married women, a
current partner’s jealousy and possessiveness was associated with significantly increased
odds of IPV by a current partner. Brownridge (2003, 2008) has shown that Aboriginal
women more often experience coercive control by a current partner than non-Aboriginal
women, and that coercive control is associated with IPV by a current partner for Aboriginal
and non-Aboriginal women. Data from the 1999 Canadian General Social Survey (GSS)
showed that 5.1% of Aboriginal women compared with 1.0% of non-Aboriginal women
reported that their current partner restricted their knowledge of and access to the family
income (Brownridge, 2003). Controlling for this type of coercive control resulted in a 67%
reduction in the odds ratio (OR) for current-partner IPV among Aboriginal compared with
non-Aboriginal women (Brownridge, 2003).

Present-day social and economic marginalization is another negative consequence
of past and ongoing colonialism (Adelson, 2005; Smylie, 2009). Although there is
great variability in socioeconomic conditions among Aboriginal Peoples and non-
Aboriginal populations in Canada, when examined in broad groupings, Aboriginal
Peoples have lower educational attainment, reduced employment, and lower incomes
than the non-Aboriginal population (Adelson, 2005; Brzozowski, Taylor-Butts, &
Johnson, 2006; Smylie, 2009). Certain colonial policies and practices have discrimi-
nated against Aboriginal women, resulting in their social and economic marginaliza-
tion. For example, until 1985, the Indian Act in Canada discriminated against
Aboriginal women who married non-Aboriginal men, making them ineligible to be
recognized as “Status Indians” by the Canadian government, and thus unable to receive
associated social and economic benefits (Sterritt, 2007). It has been argued that
Aboriginal women’s socioeconomic disadvantage creates a social context that
increases Aboriginal women’s vulnerability to IPV (Weaver, 2009).

In Canada, the links between socioeconomic conditions and IPV against women
are inconclusive. An analysis of the 1999 Canadian GSS found that separated women
who reported high school as their highest level of education more often reported
PSIPV by an ex-partner than those who reported completing less or more than high
school (Spiwak & Brownridge, 2005). However, studies of 1999 and 2004 Canadian
GSS data did not find statistically significant associations between women’s educa-
tion or employment status and current-partner IPV against Aboriginal or non-Aborig-
inal women (Brownridge, 2003, 2008), or between women’s employment status and
ex-partner [PV against Aboriginal or non-Aboriginal women (Spiwak & Brownridge,
2005). Likewise, analyses of the 1999 Canadian GSS found that low household
income was associated with women reporting IPV by a current or ex-partner (Romans,
Forte, Cohen, Du Mont, & Hyman, 2007), but no association was observed between
women’s estimated annual personal income and PSIPV among separated women
(Spiwak & Brownridge, 2005). To our knowledge, no studies have examined the
association between government assistance and IPV or PSIPV against Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal women in Canada. In the United States, government assistance has
been found to be associated with IPV against women in general (Lown, Schmidt, &
Wiley, 2006) and against Native American women in particular (Malcoe, Duran, &
Montgomery, 2004).
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Past and ongoing
colonialism
. . Socioeconomic
Gender inequality q===== == marginalization
Aboriginal/non-
Aboriginal
inequalities in PSIPV

Figure |. Conceptual model explaining Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequalities in
postseparation intimate partner violence (PSIPV) against Canadian women.

We used a structural violence approach to guide our analyses of Aboriginal/non-
Aboriginal inequalities in PSIPV (Figure 1). We hypothesized that two negative con-
sequences of colonialism—gender inequality (measured by male coercive control) and
socioeconomic marginalization (measured by inequalities in education, household
income, personal income, and government assistance)—would at least partly explain
inequalities in PSIPV between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal women in Canada. We
addressed the following research questions:

Research Question 1: How do rates of PSIPV differ by type of IPV for Aboriginal
and non-Aboriginal women in Canada?

Research Question 2: Do Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal differences in the distribution
of coercive control, socioeconomic, and demographic determinants explain the
higher rates of PSIPV observed among Aboriginal compared with non-Aborigi-
nal women in Canada?

Method

Data Source

We analyzed data from the 2004 Canadian GSS, a survey conducted by Statistics
Canada, which every 5 years focuses on criminal victimization, including IPV, among
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individuals aged 15 years and older in the 10 provinces. Respondents are selected
using random digit dialing and data are collected via computer-assisted telephone
interviewing. Excluded from survey participation were residents of the Northwest
Territories, the Yukon, and Nunavut (Statistics Canada, 2005b).

Study Population

The study population included all Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 2004 GSS female
participants who reported having been previously married or in a common-law rela-
tionship and who reported contact with an ex-partner in the 5 years preceding the
interview. Some eligible women were also currently married or in a common-law rela-
tionship with another partner. The final study population consisted of 2,355 women
(125 Aboriginal and 2,230 non-Aboriginal).

Study Outcome

IPV was operationalized as physical IPV (having something thrown at respondent that
could hurt; pushed, grabbed, or shoved in a way that could hurt; slapped; kicked, bit,
or hit with a fist; hit with an object; beaten; chocked; and/or threatened with or having
a knife or gun used) and/or sexual IPV (being forced into unwanted sexual activity)
perpetrated by an intimate partner.

PSIPV (0 =no, 1 = yes) was the main outcome variable, defined as IPV perpetrated
in the 5 years preceding the interview by an ex-partner after the respondent and the
ex-partner separated. A respondent was assigned a “1” if she reported IPV by an
ex-partner and answered “yes” to the question: Did any of the violence happen after
you split up? A respondent was assigned a “0” if she (a) did not report IPV by an
ex-partner, (b) reported IPV by an ex-partner but stated that the I[PV only happened
while they were living together and not after they split up, or (c) reported IPV by an
ex-partner, but reported that the IPV neither happened while living together nor after
they split up (very few respondents fell into this category).

Descriptive IPV Variables

Past-year PSIPV (0 =no, 1 = yes) was based on a derived GSS variable that measured
IPV by an ex-partner in the preceding 12 months.

Nine dichotomous variables (0 = no, 1 = yes) were created to examine whether the
respondent reported experiencing specific acts (described above) of PSIPV perpe-
trated by an ex-partner in the 5 years preceding the interview. These variables were not
mutually exclusive.

For respondents who reported PSIPV, Statistics Canada created a variable to mea-
sure the single most serious type of PSIPV perpetrated by an ex-partner in the 5 years
preceding the interview. The summary severity variable was coded from least to



1040 Violence Against Women 19(8)

highest severity as follows: 1 = thrown anything at you, 2 = pushed/grabbed/shoved,
3 = slapped, 4 = kicked/bit/hit with fist or object/beaten, 5 = choked, 6 = threatened/
used gun or knife, and 7 = forced into sexual activity.

A three-level categorical variable measured the timing of the reported PSIPV as
follows: 1 = preseparation IPV only, 2 = pre- and postseparation IPV, and 3 = post-
separation IPV only.

Aboriginal Status

We consider “Aboriginal” a sociocultural and political construct, not a biological one.
Biological understandings of differences among ethnic and cultural groups may result
in reification of racial and ethnic categories, and differences in health based on no
evidence (Drevdahl, Philips, & Taylor, 2006). Aboriginal Peoples in Canada are
extremely diverse, representing a myriad of cultural groups, beliefs, and practices.
Nevertheless, we believe that Aboriginal Peoples share common experiences of colo-
nization and resistance to that colonization, which most non-Aboriginal Canadians
have not experienced.! Thus, we operationalized Aboriginal status as self-reported
Aboriginal background (0 = non-Aboriginal, 1 = Aboriginal). All 2004 GSS partici-
pants were asked: “Canadians come from many cultural or racial backgrounds. I'm
going to read you a list. Are you . . . Aboriginal? (i.e., North American Indian, Métis,
or Inuit)?”

Explanatory Variables

Coercive control variables. Seven dichotomous (0 = no, 1 = yes) variables were created
based on GSS yes/no questions measuring whether the respondent’s ex-partner had
engaged in any of seven coercive control tactics listed in Table 3. We created a coer-
cive control index measuring the number of types of coercive control tactics used by
an ex-partner. Respondents were assigned a score from 0 to 7 by summing values on
the seven coercive control variables. Respondents with an index score of 7 reported all
seven types of coercion by an ex-partner.

A three-level categorical stalking variable (0 = no stalking, 1 = stalking by an ex-
spouse, 2 = stalking by someone other than an ex-spouse) was created from two
derived GSS variables based on a series of questions on incidents of stalking-related
behaviors in the 5 years preceding the interview, the nature of the stalking and relation-
ship to the stalker. If the respondent reported stalking, but did not state or did not know
who the stalker was, she was assigned a “2” (we assumed respondents would have
known if the stalker was an ex-spouse).

Preseparation IPV (0 = no, 1 = yes) was operationalized as physical and/or sexual
IPV in the 5 years preceding the interview perpetrated by an ex-partner and occurring
before the respondent and the ex-partner separated.
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Socioeconomic Variables

The respondent’s highest level of formal education was grouped as follows: 1 = uni-
versity or community college degree/diploma/certificate, 2 = some university or com-
munity college, 3 = high school diploma, and 4 = did not earn high school diploma.

A three-level employment status variable (1 = full-time employed, 2 = part-time
employed, 3 = unemployed) measured respondent’s employment in the 12 months
preceding the interview. The variable was based on three GSS questions that measured
employment status, hours usually worked at all jobs, and the main activity of the
respondent in the past 12 months. Respondents were considered full-time employed if
they (a) reported working at least 35 hr per week, or (b) their main activity was retire-
ment. Respondents were considered part-time employed if they reported working less
than 35 hr per week. Respondents were considered unemployed if they reported not
working in the past 12 months and that their main activity had been looking for paid
work, going to school, caring for children, household work, maternity/paternity leave,
long-term illness, volunteer work, or “other.”

We analyzed two income measures. Household income (1 = less than CAD$15,000
and 0 = CAD$15,000 or more) was based on a derived GSS total household income
variable. The respondent’s estimated annual personal income from all sources, before
deductions, was measured as a continuous variable.

Government assistance (0 = no, 1 = yes) measured whether the respondent’s main
source of income in the 12 months preceding the interview was from employment insur-
ance, worker’s compensation, guaranteed income supplement or survivor’s allowance,
child tax benefit, or provincial or municipal social assistance or welfare. Respondents
were assigned a “0” if they reported no income or that their main source of income was
employment or self-employment; benefits from Canada or Quebec Pension Plan,
Retirement pensions, superannuation and annuities; basic old age security; child sup-
port/alimony; or “other income” (e.g., rental income, scholarships, and/or savings).

Demographic Variables

We analyzed two demographic variables. Age was examined for three reasons:
(a) several studies have demonstrated that young age is associated with IPV by a cur-
rent and ex-partner (Brownridge, 2008; Brzozowski et al., 2006; Spiwak & Brownridge,
2005); (b) Aboriginal women tend to be younger than non-Aboriginal women; and
(c) controlling for age has been shown to significantly reduce the Aboriginal/
non-Aboriginal inequality in I[PV by a current partner (Brownridge, 2003, 2008). A con-
tinuous measure, in 1-year intervals, of respondent’s age at the time of the interview was
used in bivariate analyses. A recoded measure with 5-year age intervals was used in multi-
variate analyses to allow for more meaningful interpretations of logistic models.

In the context of separation, having children with an ex-partner has been argued to
be an indicator of structural gender inequality because it complicates women’s ability
to leave and provides men with an opportunity to continue exerting control over
women (Davies et al., 2009). We analyzed having children with an ex-partner because
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being a mother has been shown to be associated with PSIPV (Davies et al., 2009) and
IPV by a current partner among Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal women (Brownridge,
2003). Generally speaking, Aboriginal women have more children than non-Aborigi-
nal women in Canada (Brownridge, 2003). Having a child or children with an ex-
partner (0 = no, 1 = yes) measured whether the respondent and her ex-partner had any
mutual children under the age of 18 at the time of the interview.

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed using STATA 10.0. We weighted all analyses for the sampling
design. First, we examined 5-year prevalence rates for each IPV variable among all
women and by Aboriginal status. We computed chi-square tests of significance to test
if the rates were equal for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal women. Second, we exam-
ined bivariate associations between the explanatory variables and Aboriginal status,
and the explanatory variables and PSIPV. We computed chi-square tests of signifi-
cance for categorical explanatory variables and F tests of significance for continuous
variables.

Next, we fitted a series of logistic regression models to explain the Aboriginal/non-
Aboriginal inequality in PSIPV—a model with Aboriginal status alone, one with
Aboriginal status and age, and several three-variable models with Aboriginal status,
age, and one potential explanatory variable at a time. A potential explanatory variable
was only assessed in multivariate analyses if the variable was significantly associated
with either Aboriginal status or PSIPV in bivariate analyses, suggesting it may be
important in explaining the Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequality in PSIPV. We com-
puted ORs and 95% confidence intervals (Cls) for all models. We used the following
formula to quantify the percent reduction in Aboriginal versus non-Aboriginal inequal-
ity in PSIPV (as measured by the OR) accounted for by the adjusted factors (Szklo &
Nieto, 2007, p. 160):

% of inequality explained = {(unadjusted OR — adjusted OR) /
(unadjusted OR —1.0)} x 100

We fitted a final logistic regression model by sequentially adding covariates that
had resulted in the greatest decrease in the OR of PSIPV associated with Aboriginal
status in the three-variable models described above. If a covariate did not result in at
least a 20% decrease in the inequality in PSIPV using the above formula, and if the
covariate was not statistically significant after being added to the model, the covariate
was removed and the next one was added and examined.

Results

A total of 22.4% of Aboriginal women compared with 6.6% of non-Aboriginal women
reported PSIPV within a 5-year period after the respondent and ex-partner separated
(p <.001; Table 1). Among women who reported PSIPV, one third (33.4%) reported
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IPV within the 12 months preceding the interview (data not shown). Analyses of spe-
cific acts of PSIPV revealed that compared with non-Aboriginal women, abused
Aboriginal women had significantly higher rates of being slapped (68.0% vs. 39.8%,
respectively) and being kicked, bit, or hit with a fist (5§9.7% vs. 34.6%, respectively).
Among women experiencing PSIPV, Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal women reported
high rates of severe PSIPV, including being forced into sexual activity (29.7%), inci-
dents involving a gun or knife (27.9%), being choked (34.2%), and/or being beaten
(35.2%). Analysis of data that ranked the single most serious type of PSIPV showed
that 70% of women who experienced PSIPV reported severe abuse. A total of 29.2%
of women experiencing PSIPV were forced into sexual activity (ranked the most
severe), 18.1% reported incidents involving a gun or knife (ranked second in severity),
9.4% reported being choked (ranked third in severity), and 13% were kicked, bit, hit
with a fist or an object (data not shown).

There were significant differences by Aboriginal status in the timing of I[PV among
women who reported IPV by an ex-partner. Among non-Aboriginal women the domi-
nant pattern was preseparation IPV only (65.7%). In contrast, the majority of Aboriginal
women experienced PSIPV, with 32.1% reporting preseparation IPV and PSIPV, and
25.6% reporting PSIPV only.

As shown in Table 2, the mean age for Aboriginal women in the study sample was
38.5 years compared with 44.8 years for non-Aboriginal women (p <.001). Although
Aboriginal women had somewhat lower levels of completed education, higher unem-
ployment, lower household incomes and lower annual personal incomes than non-
Aboriginal women, these differences were not statistically significant. One in
5 Aboriginal women reported receiving government assistance compared with 1 in 12
non-Aboriginal women (p < .001). A total of 53.9% of Aboriginal women had a
child or children with an ex-partner compared with 37.5% of non-Aboriginal women
(p <.01).

There were significant differences in all coercive control variables by Aboriginal
status, with Aboriginal women consistently reporting more coercive control by an ex-
partner than non-Aboriginal women (Table 3). Aboriginal women experienced more
types of coercive control by an ex-partner (M = 3.2) than non-Aboriginal women
(M =1.8; p<.001). Aboriginal women more often reported stalking by an ex-partner
or someone else compared with non-Aboriginal women (40.8% vs. 22.1%, respec-
tively). Preseparation IPV by an ex-partner was about 2 times higher among Aboriginal
(29.0%) than non-Aboriginal women (15.6%; p <.01).

As shown in Table 4, women who reported PSIPV were significantly younger than
women who reported no PSIPV. PSIPV rates were significantly higher (15.0%) among
women receiving government assistance than among those not receiving government
assistance (6.7%), and among women who reported having a child or children with an
ex-partner (10.9%) compared with women not having children with an ex-partner
(5.1%). There were no significant differences in employment or income variables by
PSIPV status.

Women who experienced coercive control by an ex-partner reported PSIPV rates
3 to 19 times higher than women not controlled by an ex-partner (Table 5). There was
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Table I. Five-Year Prevalence Rates of IPV Perpetrated by an Ex-Partner Among All
Women? and by Aboriginal Status, 2004 General Social Survey, Canada.

All women?  Aboriginal  Non-Aboriginal p°

%¢ %< %¢

Among women who reported contact with an ex-partnerd
Postseparation [PV¢ 74 224 6.6 .0000
Among women who reported contact with an ex-partner and who reported postseparation
IPVd

Types of IPV

Threw something at her 56.6 524 573 .7005
Pushed, grabbed, or shoved 879 —e —e NA

Slapped 44.1 68.0 39.8 .0274
Kicked/bit/hit with a fist 384 59.7 34.6 0491
Hit with an object 31.7 343 31.2 .7868
Beaten 35.2 40.3 343 .6337
Choked 34.2 52.8 30.9 .0762
Threatened/used gun or knife ~ 27.9 315 27.3 .7066
Forced into sexual activity 29.7 225 309 4398

Among women who reported contact with an ex-partner? and who reported IPV
Timing of ex-partner IPV

Preseparation IPV only 63.5 423 65.7
Pre- and postseparation IPV 17.1 32.1 15.5
Postseparation IPV only 19.4 25.6 18.8 .0242

Note. IPV = intimate partner violence.

3Limited to women who reported contact with an ex-partner within the past 5 years.

5p value from chi-square test measuring the difference between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal women;
significant values < .05 are bolded.

Percentages are weighted for sampling design.

dWithin the 5 years preceding the interview.

eStatistics Canada would not release these results due to small unweighted cell counts.

a very strong positive correlation between the number of types of coercive control
tactics and PSIPV rates. The 5-year prevalence of PSIPV ranged from 39.3% among
women who reported that the ex-partner used all seven types of coercive control tac-
tics to 15.4% among women who reported the ex-partner had used four types, to 0.4%
among women who reported no coercive control by an ex-partner. Thus, there was a
significant difference in the coercive control index by PSIPV: The mean number of
types of coercive control experienced by women reporting PSIPV was 4.7 compared
with 1.6 for women not reporting PSIPV. There were also large and statistically sig-
nificant differences in PSIPV prevalence by presence or absence of stalking by an
ex-spouse and by preseparation IPV.
Sample sizes varied between 2,326 and 2,355.
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Table 2. Demographic and Socioeconomic Variables by Aboriginal Status, 2004 General
Social Survey, Canada.

Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal p?
Age, M (SE) 38.5(1.414) 44.8 (0.361) .0000
Education, %
University or college degree, 40.0 51.7 .0967
diploma, or certificate
Some university or college 248 17.4
High school diploma 14.4 16.2
Did not receive high school 20.8 14.6
diploma
Employment, %
Full-time employed 57.2 65.7 1324
Part-time employed 22.0 21.2
Unemployed 20.8 13.1
Household income, %
$15,000 or more 83.6 89.4 .0747
<$15,000 16.5 10.6
Annual personal income, 26,649.3 (2,554.157) 30,914.9 (626.515) .1048
mean (SE)
Government assistance, %
Yes 19.7 83 .0009
No 80.3 91.7
Child(ren) with ex-partner, %
Yes 539 375 .0033
No 46.1 62.5

Note. Limited to women who reported contact with an ex-partner within the past 5 years. All results are
weighted. Percentages in table may not add up to 100.0 due to rounding.

2p value from chi-square and F tests measuring the difference between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal
women: significant p values < .05 are bolded.

Table 6 presents ORs of the association between Aboriginal status and PSIPV
before and after controlling for potential explanatory variables. In the unadjusted
logistic regression model, Aboriginal women had 4.12 times higher odds of PSIPV
than non-Aboriginal women (95% CI = [2.34, 7.26], p < .001). Controlling for age
decreased the OR of PSIPV associated with Aboriginal status to 3.26 (95% CI=[1.77,
6.00], p <.000).

We examined the association between Aboriginal status and PSIPV by a series of
logistic models controlling for age and one covariate. Adding government assistance
or having child(ren) to this model decreased the OR for Aboriginal status to 3.11 and
3.08, respectively. Adding each coercive control variable substantially reduced the
Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequality in PSIPV by 11.5% to 61.5%, depending on the
coercive control variable examined. For example, adding the coercive control variable
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Table 3. Partner Coercive Control by Aboriginal Status, 2004 General Social Survey,
Canada.2b<

Aboriginal Non- Aboriginal p?
Limited respondent contact with family and friends, %
Yes 433 242 .0001
No 56.7 75.8
Jealous and did not want respondent to talk to other men, %
Yes 58.2 31.9 .0000
No 41.8 68.1
Demanded to know who respondent was with/where at all times, %
Yes 50.7 26.1 .0000
No 49.3 739
Prevented respondent’s knowing about/access to family income even if she asked, %
Yes 31.6 15.0 .0001
No 68.4 85.0
Harmed/threatened to harm someone close to respondent, %
Yes 335 14.5 .0000
No 66.5 85.5
Damaged or destroyed respondent’s possessions or property, %
Yes 372 20.0 .0002
No 62.8 80.0
Put respondent down or called her names to make her feel bad, %
Yes 63.4 44.6 .0007
No 36.6 55.4
Coercive control 3.2 (0.297) 1.8 (0.055) .0000
index, mean (SE)
Stalking, %
No stalking 59.1 80.9
Stalking by 1.2 4.4 .0000
ex-spouse
Stalking by someone 29.6 17.7
other than
ex-spouse
Preseparation IPV.,> %
Yes 29.0 15.6 .0015
No 71.0 84.4

Note. Limited to women who reported contact with an ex-partner within the past 5 years. All results are
weighted. Percentages in table may not add up to 100.0 due to rounding. IPV = intimate partner violence.
2p value from chi-square and F tests measuring the difference between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal
women, significant p values < .05 are bolded.

5Within the past 5 years by an ex-partner.

that measured whether the ex-partner had harmed or threatened to harm someone close
to the respondent reduced the OR for Aboriginal status to 2.35 (95% CI=[1.14, 4.82]),
a 40% reduction in the inequality. Adding stalking or preseparation IPV to the model
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Table 4. PSIPV by Categorical Demographic and Socioeconomic Variables, and Mean Age
and Income by PSIPV Status, 2004 General Social Survey, Canada.

PSIPV2 No PSIPV p°
Age, mean (SE) 35.6 (0.931) 45.2 (0.366) .0000
Education, %
University or college degree/ 7.1 92.9 .9040
diploma/certificate
Some university or college 74 92.6
High school diploma 7.1 92.9
Did not receive high school 8.6 91.4
diploma
Employment, %
Full-time employed 6.7 93.3 .1656
Part-time employed 7.3 92.7
Unemployed 10.5 89.5
Household income, %
$15,000 or more 7.3 92.7 2638
Less than $15,000 9.6 90.4
Annual personal income, mean (SE) 30,315.4 (2,353.968) 30,734.9 (630.393) .8633
Government assistance, %
Yes 15.0 85.0 .0002
No 6.7 93.3
Child(ren) with ex-partner, %
Yes 10.9 89.1 .0000
No 5.1 94.9

Note. Limited to women who reported contact with an ex-partner within the past 5 years.

All results are weighted. PSIPV = postseparation intimate partner violence.

3ntimate partner violence was perpetrated by an ex-partner during the 5 years preceding the interview,
and occurred after the respondent and ex-partner separated.

5p value for chi-square and F tests measuring the difference between women reporting PSIPV versus not
reporting PSIPV; significant p values < .05 are bolded.

with Aboriginal status and age moderately reduced the OR for Aboriginal status to
2.79 and 3.00, respectively. The greatest decrease in the Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal
inequality in PSIPV resulted after controlling for age and the coercive control index;
in this model, the OR for Aboriginal status was 1.86 and no longer statistically signifi-
cant (p =.107).

The final logistic regression model (Table 7) included Aboriginal status, age, the
coercive control index and stalking. The explanatory variables were added sequen-
tially to the model based on the criteria discussed above. After controlling for these
covariates, the OR for Aboriginal status was reduced to 1.92 (95% CI =[0.91, 4.03],
p = .085) accounting for 70.5% of the inequality in PSIPV between Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal women.
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Table 5. PSIPV by Categorical Partner Coercive Control Variables, and Mean Coercive
Control Index by PSIPV Status, 2004 General Social Survey, Canada.

PSIPV?2 No PSIPV pb
Limited respondent contact with family and friends, %
Yes 19.6 80.4 .0000
No 32 96.8
Jealous and did not want respondent to talk to other men, %
Yes 16.1 83.9 .0000
No 3.0 97.0
Demanded to know who respondent was with/where at all times, %
Yes 18.1 8l1.9 .0000
No 33 96.7
Prevented respondent’s knowing about/access to family income even if she asked, %
Yes 18.0 82.0 .0000
No 5.3 94.7
Harmed/threatened to harm someone close to respondent, %
Yes 26.5 73.5 .0000
No 38 96.2
Damaged or destroyed respondent’s possessions or property, %
Yes 24.6 75.4 .0000
No 2.8 97.2
Put respondent down or called her names to make her feel bad, %
Yes 15.2 84.8 .0000
No 0.8 99.2
No. of types of coercive control tactics
0 0.4 99.6 .0000
| 27 97.2
2 5.3 94.7
3 8.1 91.9
4 15.4 84.6
5 22.7 77.3
6 249 75.1
7 393 60.7
Coercive control index, mean (SE) 4.7 (0.163) 1.6 (0.053) .0000
Stalking, %
No stalking 42 95.8 .0000
Stalking by ex-spouse 44.5 55.5
Stalking by someone other 12.4

than ex-spouse
Preseparation IPV,c %
Yes 21.2 78.8 .0000
No 47 95.3

Note. Limited to women who reported contact with an ex-partner within the past 5 years. All results are
weighted. PSIPV = postseparation intimate partner violence.

3ntimate partner violence was perpetrated by an ex-partner during the 5 years preceding the interview,

and occurred after the respondent and ex-partner separated.

5p value for chi-square and F tests measuring the difference between women reporting PSIPV versus not

reporting PSIPV; significant p values < .05 are bolded.

“Within the past 5 years by an ex-partner.
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Table 6. Logistic Regression Odds Ratios of Postseparation IPV Associated With Aboriginal
Status, Before and After Controlling for Covariates, 2004 General Social Survey, Canada
(n=12,332).

OR 95% ClI p?

Unadjusted model
Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 4.12 [2.34, 7.26] .000
non-Aboriginal)
Model controlling for age

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 3.26 [1.77, 6.00] .000
non-Aboriginal)

Age (per 5-year increase) 0.75 [0.69, 0.81] .000

Demographic and socioeconomic variables: Models controlling for age and one covariate

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 3.08 [1.66, 5.72] .000
non-Aboriginal)

Child(ren) with ex-partner (yes vs. no) 1.55 [1.03, 2.33] .038

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 3.1 [1.66, 5.83] .000
non-Aboriginal)

Government assistance (yes vs. no) 1.71 [1.00, 2.94] .051

Coercive control variables: Models controlling for age and one covariate

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 2.75 [1.44, 5.24] .002
non-Aboriginal)

Limited respondent contact with 5.78 [3.81, 8.76] .000
family and friends (yes vs. no)

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 2.49 [1.29, 4.81] .007
non-Aboriginal)

Jealous and did not want respondent 4.55 [2.94, 7.06] .000
to talk to other men (yes vs. no)

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 2.62 [1.36, 5.04] .004
non-Aboriginal)

Demanded to know who respondent 4.83 [3.16,7.37] .000
was with/where at all times
(yes vs. no)

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 2.56 [1.36,4.81] .004
non-Aboriginal)

Prevented respondent’s knowing about/ 4.10 [2.69, 6.26] .000
access to family income (yes vs. no)

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 2.35 [1.14, 4.82] .020
non-Aboriginal)

Harmed/threatened to harm someone 8.30 [5.41, 12.73] .000
close to respondent (yes vs. no)

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 2.64 [1.34,5.18] .005
non-Aboriginal)

Damaged or destroyed respondent’s 9.64 [6.28, 14.82] .000
possessions or property (yes vs. no)

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 2.75 [1.41,5.35] .003

non-Aboriginal)

(continued)
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Table 6. (continued)

OR 95% ClI p?

Put respondent down or called her 19.19 [9.97, 36.94] .000
names to make her feel bad
(yes vs. no)

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 1.86 [0.87, 3.94] 107
non-Aboriginal)

Coercive control index (per 1.75 [1.60, 1.91] .000
| unit increase)

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 2.79 [1.49, 5.23] .001
non-Aboriginal)

Stalking

No stalking 1.00 —

Stalking by ex-spouse 13.47 [7.83, 23.16] .000

Stalking by someone other than 2.46 [1.51,3.99] .000
ex-spouse

Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. 3.00 [1.58, 5.70] .001
non-Aboriginal)

Preseparation IPV® (yes vs. no) 3.62 [2.31, 5.67] .000

Note. Postseparation IPV was perpetrated by an ex-partner during the 5 years preceding the interview,
and occurred after the respondent and ex-partner separated. Limited to women who reported contact
with an ex-partner within the past 5 years. All results were weighted. IPV = intimate partner violence;
OR = odds ratio; Cl = confidence interval. Sample sizes varied between 2,326 and 2,355.

2p value for adjusted Wald test with t distribution; significant p values < .05 are bolded.

5Within the past 5 years by an ex-partner.

Discussion

Ours is the first national-level study to examine Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequali-
ties in PSIPV against Canadian women, making important contributions to the sparse
knowledge on violence against Aboriginal women and to the literature on IPV post
separation. Our study is unique in its adoption of a structural violence approach to
understanding Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequalities in PSIPV. Our findings demon-
strate that compared with non-Aboriginal women in Canada, Aboriginal women had a
fourfold higher odds of PSIPV during the 5 years preceding the interview, and that
coercive control and age explained much of the inequality between these two groups
of women. To our knowledge, this is one of very few studies to examine the associa-
tion between coercive control and Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequalities in IPV.

Our finding that Aboriginal women in Canada experience much higher rates of
PSIPV is consistent with the few existing Canadian studies that have found Aboriginal/
non-Aboriginal inequalities in IPV by a current partner (Brownridge, 2003, 2008).
Our finding indicates that this IPV inequality persists and worsens in the
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Table 7. Final Model Explaining Inequalities in Postseparation IPV for Aboriginal Compared
With Non-Aboriginal Women, 2004 General Social Survey, Canada (n = 2,332).

OR 95% ClI p?
Aboriginal status (Aboriginal vs. non- 1.92 [0.91, 4.03] .085
Aboriginal)
Age (per 5-year increase) 0.80 [0.72, 0.88] .000
Coercive control index (per | unit 1.63 [1.48, 1.80] .000
increase)
Stalking
No stalking 1.00 — —
Stalking by ex-spouse 445 [2.39, 8.29] .000
Stalking by someone other than 1.71 [1.00, 2.90] .048
ex-spouse

Note. Postseparation IPV was perpetrated by an ex-partner during the 5 years preceding the interview,
and occurred after the respondent and ex-partner separated. Limited to women who reported contact
with an ex-partner within the past 5 years. All results are weighted. IPV = intimate partner violence; OR
= odds ratio; Cl = confidence interval.

2p value for adjusted Wald test with t distribution; significant p values < .05 are bolded.

postseparation period, highlighting that it is often difficult for Aboriginal women to
escape [PV after separating. This finding is important because significant efforts have
been spent theorizing why women do not leave abusive partners (Anderson &
Saunders, 2003), perpetuating the idea that leaving will end the abuse. This study
clearly challenges this assumption, especially for Aboriginal women.

This study highlights some important findings related to Aboriginal status, coercive
control, and PSIPV. First, our findings show that Aboriginal women report experienc-
ing much higher rates of coercive control by an ex-partner than non-Aboriginal
women. Which determinants explain this differential occurrence of coercive control?
This question cannot be answered based on the analyses we presented. However, from
structural violence and anticolonial perspectives, we hypothesize that colonialism and
associated patriarchal attitudes, policies and practices imposed on Aboriginal Peoples
have promoted the devaluation and social marginalization of Aboriginal women in
society, which has increased the social acceptability of coercive control against
Aboriginal women by both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal ex-partners (recall that we
did not have data on the Aboriginal status of ex-partners of Aboriginal women, thus
assumptions should not be made that the ex-partners were necessarily Aboriginal). We
conceptualized male coercive control as an indicator of gender inequality. As dis-
cussed in the introduction, gender inequality is expressed in many ways in society;
however, male coercive control is a dominant conceptual understanding of gender
inequality in the field of violence against women (Davies et al., 2009). As we discuss
in the limitations section below, data availability prevented us from examining other
indicators of gender inequality. The finding that Aboriginal women experience more
coercive control than non-Aboriginal women suggests that coercive control is not only
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an issue of gender inequality, but that “patriarchal systems are bound up with other
systems of domination” (Hunnicutt, 2009), including colonialism (Smith, 2003).

Second, our findings demonstrate a very strong correlation between coercive con-
trol and PSIPV. This relationship appears to be fully nested; women may experience
coercive control without PSIPV, but they almost never experience PSIPV without at
least some coercive control (see Table 5). Our findings are based on cross-sectional
data, thus causality cannot be determined. Nevertheless, they provide a basis for spec-
ulation of a causal link between coercive control and physical and sexual PSIPV. This
raises the question as to which is more important for prevention: understanding and
addressing coercive control or understanding the mechanisms by which coercive con-
trol leads to PSIPV. We argue for both. It is important to understand and address coer-
cive control, because coercive control is a form of abuse in itself even if it is not
associated with PSIPV. In addition, coercive control has been linked to negative men-
tal health consequences for women including posttraumatic stress disorder and depres-
sion (Mechanic, Weaver, & Resick, 2008). It is also important to understand the
mechanisms by which coercive control may cause PSIPV, because understanding
causal mechanisms can improve understandings of how to prevent PSIPV among
Aboriginal women experiencing postseparation coercive control. The latter is particu-
larly important from a policy perspective.

We found no significant associations between education, employment status,
household income or annual personal income, and Aboriginal status or PSIPV at the
bivariate level. Brownridge (2008) found some evidence that “social background”
(age, respondent’s education, previous marriage/common-law union) and “situational”
factors (respondent’s and partner’s employment, cohabitation/common-law union,
rural residence, partner’s alcohol abuse and family size) partially explained the
Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequality in IPV by a current partner. Because Brownridge
examined the impact of these factors in “blocks” of variables, it is not possible to dis-
cern the amount of the Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequality explained by any particu-
lar factor. Although our study findings could mean that these socioeconomic conditions
played no role in explaining Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequalities in PSIPV, we
believe other explanations should be considered. First, our only available socioeco-
nomic measures were for the respondent, whereas previous research has shown that
the partner s socioeconomic position, rather than the respondent’s, is a stronger pre-
dictor of I[PV outcomes among Native American women (Malcoe et al., 2004). The
2004 GSS only provides socioeconomic data of respondents’ current partners. Further
research is needed to examine the impact of the ex-partner’s socioeconomic position
in explaining inequalities in PSIPV between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal women.
Second, selection bias is a plausible explanation. The 2004 GSS did not sample people
from the three territories (Northwest Territories, the Yukon, and Nunavut) or people
residing in institutions (Statistics Canada, 2005b). In addition, while most Canadian
households (roughly 96%) own a landline telephone (Johnson, 2006), the use of ran-
dom digit dialing to select respondents may have disproportionately sampled respon-
dents from higher socioeconomic backgrounds. Finally, the overall response rate of
74.5% (Statistics Canada, 2005a) may disproportionally reflect respondents from
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higher socioeconomic backgrounds. Our lack of significant associations between
Aboriginal status and key socioeconomic measures is contrary to other Canadian
national-level data demonstrating significant socioeconomic disparities between
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people in Canada (Statistics Canada, 2010a, 2010b).
Thus, our results should at best be generalized to Aboriginal women living in the prov-
inces who live in households with landline telephones.

We found that having children with an ex-partner and receiving government
assistance were significantly associated with both Aboriginal status and PSIPV in
bivariate analysis, and that these variables had some explanatory value in our three-
variable multivariate models, but dropped out of the final model. Having children
with an ex-partner is believed to increase women’s exposure to their ex-partner and
to increase their vulnerability of PSIPV (Davies et al., 2009). Because Aboriginal
women have more children than non-Aboriginal women (Brownridge, 2003), hav-
ing children with an ex-partner is likely an important factor in explaining Aboriginal/
non-Aboriginal inequalities in PSIPV. However, the observed strong association
between coercive control variables and PSIPV may have overshadowed the potential
explanatory effects of children and government assistance, particularly given our
limited sample size which allowed for only a limited number of variables to be
included in our final model.

Finally, it is worth highlighting that young age is an important determinant of
Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequalities in PSIPV. This finding is consistent with stud-
ies examining Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequalities in IPV by a current partner
(Brownridge, 2003, 2008). In terms of implications for practice, this finding suggests
that prevention and intervention efforts should focus on younger Aboriginal women in
particular.

There are three main limitations of our study. First, the “Aboriginal” and “non-
Aboriginal” categories represent crude categories of women with great ethnic and
cultural diversity within them. Because our aim was to explain broad Aboriginal/non-
Aboriginal inequalities in PSIPV applying a structural violence approach and because
the sample of Aboriginal women in the 2004 GSS was relatively small, we decided not
to further subdivide the two categories. From structural violence and anticolonial per-
spectives, all Aboriginal Peoples have experienced theft and loss of land, whereas
non-Aboriginal populations in Canada have benefited from colonialism and its poli-
cies such as the Indian Act.

Second, we hypothesized that two negative consequences of colonialism—gender
inequality and socioeconomic marginalization—would at least partly explain inequali-
ties in PSIPV between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal women in Canada. Some may
argue that gender inequality experienced by Aboriginal women may not be entirely
caused by colonialism. Yet, indigenous scholars have repeatedly stressed that one can-
not examine inequalities related to Aboriginal women without simultaneously consid-
ering the role of colonialism (Smith, 2003; Sterritt, 2007). Thus, we framed our
research questions, analysis and interpretation using a conceptual approach and model
that centered an anticolonial perspective and took into account historical as well as
present-day social contexts of violence against Aboriginal women.
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Third, there are limitations of the 2004 GSS data in adequately operationalizing
structural arrangements such as colonization and gender inequality. The available 2004
GSS variables only measure limited present-day consequences of colonization and one
dimension of gender inequality. Direct measures of colonization such as residential
school attendance and history of forced foster care, as well as additional measures of
gender inequality such as contextual measures of wage inequality between men and
women, would have strengthened the application of a structural violence approach by
providing a more comprehensive assessment of the core constructs in our conceptual
model. For example, because our analysis of gender inequality was limited to mea-
sures of male coercive control, we could not explore other ways in which gender as a
social structure creates different opportunities and constraints for men and women at
the individual, interactional, or institutional levels (Risman, 2004), nor how their con-
sequences shape PSIPV differently for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal women. Further
research is required to test our conceptual model using other measures.

Aboriginal women continue to experience devastating consequences of past and
ongoing colonialism, which many argue are the primary reasons for Aboriginal wom-
en’s marginalization in Canadian society today (Feminist Alliance for International
Action, 2008; Sterritt, 2007) and the deep-rooted social and health inequalities between
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people. Research explaining Aboriginal/non-Aborigi-
nal health inequalities has been criticized for its focus on individual-level “risk fac-
tors,” which are often genetic or biological in nature (Fee, 2006). A key strength of our
analysis was our attempt to frame Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequalities in PSIPV
within a structural violence framework, wherein we theorized and assessed gender
inequality and socioeconomic marginalization in historical and social contexts, includ-
ing the colonial context.

Conclusion

Ultimately, the goal of a structural violence approach must be to translate research into
action. As Farmer (2005) argues, examining social inequalities from a structural vio-
lence perspective is not only about documenting and explaining inequalities, but also
acting on these. Our findings suggest that to address Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal
inequalities in PSIPV, actions must address coercive control by ex-partners against
Aboriginal women. From a structural violence perspective, policies focusing on pre-
vention and intervention of coercive control (and consequently PSIPV) against
Aboriginal women must be rooted in the social. More research is needed to examine
social determinants of Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal coercive control as well as PSIPV,
which will shed light on new policy directions. Thus far, the dominant antiviolence
policy approach has centered on solutions within the criminal justice system, which
have tended to be short-term and individual focused such as transition homes and vic-
tim or family counseling (Crocker, 2010; Paterson, 2009). To address the root causes
of the issue and provide long-term solutions, we argue that policies must address
Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal inequalities in key social determinants such as income,
education, employment, and housing, especially for Aboriginal women. The
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importance of supporting women’s resistance to violence through ensuring access to a
range of flexible and equal public and private resources has been argued (Paterson,
2009). Working toward equity in access as well as outcomes in areas such as income,
education, employment, and housing are important steps in challenging negative con-
sequences of past and ongoing colonialism. Specific prevention and intervention
efforts may include offering safe, affordable, and supportive housing, and providing
public income support to Aboriginal women and their children. It is important that
such efforts target all, and not just those classified by the government as “Status,”
which would reinforce long-standing discrimination and separation (Sterritt, 2007).
Finally, policy efforts must be guided by the voices of Aboriginal Peoples and reflect
their “rights, interests, knowledge, traditions and beliefs,” including recognition of
their inherent right to self-governance and self-determination (Reading, Kmetic, &
Gideon, 2007, p. 26). Challenging past and ongoing colonialism, and associated nega-
tive consequences, is key in addressing Aboriginal women’s increased vulnerability to
PSIPV.
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Note

1. Some non-Aboriginal Canadian immigrants have experienced colonization in their origi-
nating countries.

References

Adelson, N. (2005). The embodiment of inequity. Canadian Journal of Public Health,
96(Supplement 2), S45-S61.

Anderson, D. K., & Saunders, D. G. (2003). Leaving an abusive partner: An empirical review
of predictors, the process of leaving, and psychological well-being. Trauma, Violence, &
Abuse, 4, 163-191.

Browne, A. J., Smye, V. L., & Varcoe, C. (2007). Postcolonial-feminist theoretical perspectives
and women’s health. In M. Morrow, O. Hankivsky, & C. Varcoe (Eds.), Women's health
in Canada: Critical perspectives on theory and policy (pp. 124-142). Toronto, Ontario,
Canada: University of Toronto Press.

Brownridge, D. A. (2003). Male partner violence against Aboriginal women in Canada: An
empirical analysis. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 18, 65-85.



1056 Violence Against Women 19(8)

Brownridge, D. A. (2006). Violence against women post-separation. Aggression and Violent
Behavior, 11, 514-530.

Brownridge, D. A. (2008). Understanding the elevated risk of partner violence against
Aboriginal women: A comparison of two nationally representative surveys in Canada.
Journal of Family Violence, 23, 353-367.

Brownridge, D. A., Chan, K. L., Hiebert-Murphy, D., Riestock, J., Tiwari, A., Leung, W., &
Santos, S. C. (2008a). The elevated risk for non-lethal post-separation violence in Canada:
A comparison of separated, divorced, and married women. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 23, 117-135.

Brownridge, D. A., Hiebert-Murphy, D., Riestock, J., Chan, K. L., Tiwari, A., Tyler, K., &
Santos, S. C. (2008b). Violence against separated, divorced and married women in Canada,
2004. Journal of Divorce & Remarriage, 49, 308-329.

Brzozowski, J.-A., Taylor-Butts, A., & Johnson, S. (2006). Victimization and offending among
the Aboriginal population in Canada. Juristat, 26(3), 1-31.

Bubar, R., & Thurman, P. J. (2004). Violence against native women. Social Justice, 31(4), 70-86.

Crocker, D. (2010). Counting woman abuse: A cautionary tale of two surveys. International
Journal of Social Research Methodology, 13, 265-275.

Davies, L., Ford-Gilboe, M., & Hammerton, J. (2009). Gender inequality and patterns of abuse
post leaving. Journal of Family Violence, 24, 27-39.

Dobash, R. E., & Dobash, R. P. (1979). Violence against wives. New York: Free Press.

Drevdahl, D. J., Philips, D. A., & Taylor, J. (2006). Uncontested categories: The use of race and
ethnicity variables in nursing research. Nursing Inquiry, 13, 52-63.

Farmer, P. (1992). AIDS and accusation: Haiti and the geography of blame. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Farmer, P. (2005). Pathologies of power: Health, human rights, and the new war on the poor.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Farmer, P. E., Nizeye, B., Stulac, S., & Keshavjee, S. (2006). Structural Violence and Clinical
Medicine. PLoS Medicine, 3, 1686-1691.

Fee, M. (2006). Racializing narratives: Obesity, diabetes and the “Aboriginal” thrifty genotype.
Social Science & Medicine, 62, 2988-2997.

Feminist Alliance for International Action. (2008). Women’s inequality in Canada. Canada:
Author. Retrieved from http://www.iwraw-ap.org/resources/pdf/42 shadow_reports/
Canada_SR_FAFIA.pdf

Hardesty, J. L. (2002). Separation assault in the context of postdivorce parenting. Violence
Against Women, 8, 597-625.

Hunnicutt, G. (2009). Varieties of patriarchy and violence against women: Resurrecting “patri-
archy” as a theoretical tool. Violence Against Women, 15, 553-573.

Johnson, H. (2006). Measuring violence against women: Statistical trends 2006. Ottawa:
Minister of Industry.

Lown, A., Schmidt, L. A., & Wiley, J. (2006). Interpersonal violence among women seeking
welfare: Unraveling lives. American Journal of Public Health, 96, 1409-1415.

Mabhoney, P., Williams, L. M., & West, C. M. (2001). Violence against women by intimate
relationship partners. In C. M. Renzetti, J. L. Edleson, & R. K. Bergen (Eds.), Sourcebook
on violence against women (pp. 143-178). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Malcoe, L. H., Duran, B. M., & Montgomery, J. M. (2004). Socioeconomic disparities in inti-
mate partner violence against Native American women: A cross-sectional study. BMC
Medicine, 2, 20-33.


http://www.iwraw-ap.org/resources/pdf/42_shadow_reports/Canada_SR_FAFIA.pdf

Pedersen et al. 1057

Mechanic, M. B., Weaver, T. L., & Resick, P. A. (2008). Mental health consequences of intimate
partner abuse: A multidimensional assessment of four different forms of abuse. Violence
Against Women, 14, 634-654.

Mihorean, K. (2005). Trends in self-reported spousal violence. In K. AuCoin (Ed.), Family
violence in Canada: A statistical profile 2005 (pp. 13-31). Ottawa, Canada: Minister of
Industry.

Paterson, S. (2009). (Re)Constructing women’s resistance to women abuse: Resources, strategy
choice and implications of and for public policy in Canada. Critical Social Policy, 29, 121-
145.

Reading, J., Kmetic, A., & Gideon, V. (2007). First Nations holistic policy and planning model:
Discussion paper for the World Health Organization Commission on Social Determinants
of Health. Canada: Assembly of First Nations. Retrieved from http://www.ahrnets.ca/
files/2011/02/AFN_Paper 2007.pdf

Risman, B. J. (2004). Gender as social structure: Theory wrestling with activism. Gender &
Society, 18, 429-450.

Romans, S., Forte, T., Cohen, M. M., Du Mont, J., & Hyman, 1. (2007). Who is most at risk for
intimate partner violence? A Canadian population-based study. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 22, 1495-1514.

Smith, A. (2003). Not an Indian tradition: The sexual colonization of Native Peoples. Hypatia,
18(2), 70-85.

Smith, M. D. (1990). Sociodemographic risk factors in wife abuse: Results from a survey of
Toronto women. Canadian Journal of Sociology, 15, 39-58.

Smylie, J. (2009). The health of Aboriginal Peoples. In D. Raphael (Ed.), Social determinants
of health: Canadian perspectives (2nd ed., pp. 280-301). Toronto, Ontario: Canadian
Scholar’s Press.

Sokoloff, N., & Dupont, 1. (2005). Domestic violence at the intersections of race, class, and gen-
der: Challenges and contributions to understanding violence against marginalized women
in diverse communities. Violence Against Women, 11, 38-64.

Spiwak, R., & Brownridge, D. A. (2005). Separated women’s risk for violence: An analysis of
the Canadian situation. Journal of Divorce & Remarriage, 43(3/4), 105-117.

Statistics Canada. (2005a). General social survey cycle 18: Victimization (2004): User’s guide
to the public use microdata file. Ottawa, Canada: Minister of Industry.

Statistics Canada. (2005b, October 27). General social survey—Victimization (GSS). Retrieved
from http://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey&Survid=4504&Sur
vVer=2&Instald=16857&InstaVer=4&SDDS=4504&lang=en&db=imdb&adm=8&dis=2

Statistics Canada. (2010a). Chart 10: Employment rate by Aboriginal identity, population
aged 25 to 54, 2006. Retrieved from http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89-645-x/2010001/c-
g/c-g010-eng.htm

Statistics Canada. (2010b). Chart 11: Median total income in 2005 by Aboriginal identity, pop-
ulation aged 25 to 54. Retrieved from http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89-645-x/2010001/
c-g/c-g011-eng.htm

Sterritt, A. (2007). Racialization of poverty: Indigenous women, the Indian Act and system-
atic oppression: Reasons for resistance. Paper prepared for Vancouver Status of Women’s
Racialization of Poverty Project. Vancouver: Vancouver Status of Women. Retrieved from
www.vsw.ca/Documents/IndigenousWomen DEC2007FINAL.pdf

Szklo, M., & Nieto, F. J. (2007). Epidemiology: Beyond the basics (2nd ed.). Sudbury, MA:
Jones and Barlett Publishers.


http://www.ahrnets.ca/files/2011/02/AFN_Paper_2007.pdf
http://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey&SurvId=4504&SurvVer=2&InstaId=16857&InstaVer=4&SDDS=4504&lang=en&db=imdb&adm=8&dis=2
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89-645-x/2010001/c-g/c-g011-eng.htm

1058 Violence Against Women 19(8)

Weaver, H. N. (2009). The colonial context of violence: Reflections on violence in the lives of
Native American women. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 24, 1552-1563.

Williamson, E. (2010). Living in the world of the domestic violence perpetrator: Negotiating the
unreality of coercive control. Violence Against Women, 16, 1412-1423.

Wilson, M., & Daly, M. (1993). Spousal homicide risk and estrangement. Violence and Victims,
8, 3-16.

Author Biographies

Jeanette Somlak Pedersen, BA (Hons), completed her sociology honors degree at Simon
Fraser University (SFU) with a minor in health sciences. She is currently studying medicine at
the University of Calgary. Her research interests include Aboriginal health, violence against
women, chronic diseases, health inequalities and inequities, and social determinants of health.

Lorraine Halinka Malcoe, PhD, MPH, is an associate professor and faculty chair of the Zilber
School of Public Health, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. She is coleader of the Violence,
Mental Health, and Substance Use team at the Centre for the Study of Gender, Social Inequities
and Mental Health, SFU. Her intimate partner violence (IPV) research focuses on elucidating
the extent, nature, and consequences of IPV against women who experience multiple forms of
social marginalization; and on understanding and addressing the impact of social and structural
inequities, including ongoing legacies of colonialism, on IPV against women.

Jane Pulkingham, PhD, is a professor and former chair of the Department of Sociology and
Anthropology at SFU. She is currently an associate dean in the Faculty of Arts and Social
Sciences, SFU. Her work adopts a critical social policy focus and concentrates on contemporary
welfare state restructuring, social policy, and inequality, particularly as it relates to women’s
economic and social security. Her current research focuses on medico-moral regulation and citi-
zenship, focusing on the medicalization of lone motherhood through welfare reform.



