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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS 
 

Ethnic Differences in the Predictors of Intimate Partner Violence 
 

By 
 

Jason Zengo Yano 
 

Master of Arts in Social Ecology 
 

University of California, Irvine, 2015 
 

Professor Raymond W. Novaco, Chair 
 
 
 

The proposed study aimed to identify ethnic differences in how witnessing parental 

violence, masculine gender role strain (MGRS), and anger disposition are associated with 

the perpetration of male-to-female intimate partner violence (IPV). A conditional process 

model to account for the intergenerational transmission of IPV through MGRS (mediator) is 

tested. A multicultural convenience sample of 225 Asian American, Latino American, and 

White men from a diverse university in southern California completed the online “Men’s 

Experiences Survey.” Results indicated that witnessing parental violence was a significant 

predictor of IPV in Asian men, but not among those of other ethnicities. Anger disposition 

was a significant predictor of IPV for Latino men, but not others when adjusting for 

covariates. No significant predictors emerged for the White sample. Anger disposition 

emerged as a significant moderator for the conditional process model of the 

intergenerational transmission of IPV, but no support was found for mediation in the 

model. Implications of the study’s findings, limitations related to measured levels of IPV in 

this sample, and future directions for similar lines of research are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is detrimental to its victims’ safety, physical health, 

psychological wellbeing, and social relationships, as well as to the larger communities and 

societies in which it occurs. A recent Centers for Disease Control report indicates that 1 in 5 

women (and 1 in 7 men) have experienced severe physical violence, 1 in 11 women have 

been raped, and just under 1 in 10 women have been stalked by a current or former 

intimate partner (Breiding, Smith, Basile, Walters, Chen, & Merrick, 2014). Globally, 30% of 

all women who have been in a relationship have experienced physical and/or sexual 

violence perpetrated by an intimate partner, a figure that while large, does not include 

other forms of abuse against women (i.e., emotional/psychological) or sexual violence if 

committed by a non-partner (Garcia-Moreno, Pallitto, Devries, Stockl, Watts, Abrahams, & 

Petzold, 2013). Beyond the detriment to the physical and mental wellbeing of its victims, 

IPV is estimated to cost U.S. society $8.3 billion annually in medical care, mental health 

care, loss of productivity, and loss of life (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 

2015).   

Women experiencing IPV are in great danger of physical trauma, disability, and 

death, with as many as 38% of all murders of women being committed by an intimate 

partner worldwide (Garcia-Moreno et al., 2013) and 40-50% in the U.S (Zahn et al., 2003). 

Globally, women exposed to IPV were 2.92 times more likely to be injured than those un-

exposed, with 42% of those exposed incurring injuries to the head, neck, and face, and 

slightly less prevalent, musculoskeletal and genital injuries (Garcia-Moreno et al., 2013). A 

cross-sectional survey of women aged 18-65 attending family practice clinics assessing IPV 

experience, health status, and chronic disabilities found that women who ever experience d
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IPV (54% of the total sample) were twice as likely to report a disability, which in most 

cases was due to chronic pain and mental illness (Coker, Smith, & Fadden, 2005). While 

common sense and global and national prevalence statistics make obvious the severe and 

at times deadly physical trauma experienced by women exposed to IPV, other adverse 

consequences of victimization are hidden under the skin. 

Aside from fatal and non-fatal physically traumatic consequences, women 

experiencing IPV are at increased risk for serious physical health problems. Globally IPV 

exposure is significantly associated with chronic health problems ranging from chronic 

pain to sexual and reproductive problems (Garcia-Moreno et al., 2013). Specifically, the 

2013 WHO report found that IPV exposure was associated with increased odds of 

contracting HIV (OR = 1.52, 95% CI = 1.03 to 2.23), of induced abortion (pooled OR = 2.16, 

95% CI = 1.88 to 2.49), and of giving birth to a low birth weight (adjusted OR = 1.16, 95% 

CI = 1.02 to 1.29) or premature (adjusted OR = 1.41, 95% CI = 1.21 to 1.62) baby (Garcia-

Moreno et al., 2013). In the U.S., IPV exposure has been found to be associated with chronic 

pain, gastrointestinal disorders, heart conditions, vaginal infection and bleeding,  and 

seizures and convulsions (Campbell, 2002; Coker et al., 2002). In addition to the above 

chronic physical disorders, research indicates that independently, physical violence and 

psychological abuse are associated with significantly increased odds of arthritis, migraine, 

chronic pelvic pain, stomach ulcers, spastic colon, and specific GI disorders (e.g., 

indigestion, diarrhea, & constipation) in victims (Coker, Smith, Bethea, King, & McKeown, 

2000).  

In addition to experiencing adverse physical outcomes, women who are exposed to 

IPV have an increased risk for chronic and disruptive psychological disorders as well. 
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Depression, suicidality, anxiety disorders, posttraumatic stress disorder  (PTSD), and 

alcohol and drug abuse have been linked to IPV exposure in developed countries like the 

U.S. (Golding, 1999), in developing countries such as South Africa (Peltzer, Pengpid, 

McFarlane, & Banyini, 2013), and worldwide (Garcia-Moreno et al., 2013). In a meta-

analysis of 37 studies, women exposed to IPV were found to have a two to three fold 

increased risk for major depressive disorder and 1.5 to 2 fold increased risk of depressive 

symptomology and postpartum depression compared to women who were not exposed 

(Beydoun, Beydoun, Kaufman, Lo, & Zonderman, 2012). In addition to studies and review 

articles on the association between IPV and suicidal ideation (see Campbell, 2002; 

Campbell et al., 2002; Golding, 1999; Pico-Alfonso et al., 2006), several longitudinal studies 

have found that dating violence (Ackard, Eisenberg, & Neumark-Sztainer, 2007; Roberts, 

Klein, & Fisher, 2003) and spousal violence (Chowdhary & Patel, 2008) are associated with 

suicide attempts. In addition, Bergman and Brismar (1991) found that battered women at a 

hospital in Stockholm, Sweden reported eight times as many suicide attempts as non-

battered women who had also attempted suicide. Supporting a causal association between 

victimization and onset of psychological disorders, Coker et al. (2002) found that among 

women with onset of physical and mental health problems that came after their first 

exposure to IPV, current depressive symptoms, heavy alcohol use, and self-medicating drug 

use were associated with IPV exposure.  

PTSD is a hallmark of trauma exposure—including victimization by an intimate 

partner—and has been proposed as a mechanism through which IPV exposure results in 

physical, psychological, and behavioral disorders, including many of those discussed above 

(Dutton et al., 2006). PTSD symptoms in women exposed to IPV are not uncommon, with 
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prevalence estimates ranging from 31% to 84.4% (Golding, 1999). In addition to their large 

prevalence, Woods (2005) found that intrusive PTSD symptoms were also not fleeting , as 

about half of post-abuse women (i.e., women who were currently out of an abusive 

relationship) were still reporting mild, moderate, and even severe levels of PTSD 

symptoms an average of 9 years after the end of abuse. There is also evidence of an IPV-

PTSD dose effect, with greater severity and frequency of violence (Jones, Hughes, & 

Unterstaller, 2001; Woods, 2000), use of a weapon, and co-occurrence of sexual IPV 

(Woods, 2005) predicting greater PTSD symptomology. For victims experiencing PTSD 

symptoms, higher levels of disengagement coping (one cluster of PTSD symptoms) have 

been found to predict greater risk of physical revictimization at 6-month follow-up 

(Iverson et al., 2013), suggesting an unfortunate cycle of abuse.  

Closely following the push to measure the prevalence of IPV and to understand its 

consequences, researchers have spent the past several decades working to identify the 

characteristics of men who perpetrate violence against women. Recent articles that review 

this progress find that risk factors for IPV perpetration can be categorized as demographic, 

contextual, and developmental characteristics. Demographic risk factors include 

unemployment, younger age, acculturation, and life stressors (Breiding, Black, & Ryan, 

2008; Capaldi, Knoble, Shortt, & Kim, 2012). Contextual risk factors include lower 

perceived social cohesion, social control, and greater neighborhood disorder (Cunradi, 

Caetano, & Schafer, 2002). Finally, developmental risk factors include witnessing parental 

IPV as a child, child abuse victimization, and parental boundary violations (Capaldi et al., 

2012).  
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 Non-review studies that examine specific predictors of IPV have found evidence for 

the influence of parental neglect (Straus & Savage, 2005), alcohol/drug abuse (Cunradi et 

al., 2002; Follingstad, Bradley, Laughlin, & Burke, 1999), masculine gender role strain 

(Jakupcak, Lisak, & Romer, 2002; McDermott & Lopez, 2013), anger disposition (Norlander 

& Eckhardt, 2005), PTSD as mediated by anger (Taft, Street, Marshall, Dowdall, & Riggs, 

2007), emotion dysregulation (Finkel, DeWall, Slotter, Oaten, & Foshee, 2009; Tager, Good, 

& Brammer, 2010), and antisocial personality characteristics (White & Widom, 2003; Fals-

Stewart, Leonard, & Birchler, 2005) on male IPV perpetration. Of the risk factors presented 

here, perhaps the most empirically tested and robustly supported predictor for IPV 

perpetration is witnessing parental violence as a child (Carr & Vanderheusen, 2002; Lisak, 

Hopper, & Song, 1996; Luddy & Thompson, 1997), which is termed by some as the 

“intergenerational transmission of IPV.” 
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CHAPTER 1: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The Intergenerational Transmission of IPV 

 The intergenerational transmission of IPV occurs when a child who witnesses 

violence between his or her parents later perpetrates violence against an intimate partner, 

often through some mechanism (e.g., antisocial personality characteristics, anger 

disposition). Rooted in Bandura’s learned theory of aggression (1978), children learn to 

use aggression during conflict in adult relationships based on the aggressive behaviors  they 

witness as normative between their parents. While a true “intergenerational transmission” 

of IPV (or violence, or any other behavior) is tested using a prospective and longitudinal 

study design, and has the capacity to infer causality, a rather liberal use of the term is 

employed in the literature. (For demonstrations of true intergenerational transmission, see 

Conger, Neppl, Kin, & Scaramella, 2003; Ehrensaft & Cohen, 2012; Ehrensaft et al., 2003; 

Hops, Davis, Leve, & Sheeber, 2003.) Studies that are retrospective in nature are not 

uncommonly referred to as examinations of intergenerational transmission (for examples, 

see Alexander, Moore, & Alexander III, 1991; Franklin, Menaker, & Kercher, 2012; Stith et 

al., 2000). Studies that rely on retrospective accounts of witnessing parental violence are 

limited in their temporal scope compared to prospective studies, and as such, while the 

literature and this author count them as greatly valuable, it is important to be cautious of 

the ability of their findings to suggest directionality in effects. 

Overall, empirical evidence supports a small to moderate association between 

retrospective accounts of witnessing parental violence and later IPV perpetration (Kwong, 
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Bartholomew, Henderson, & Trinke, 2003; Lisak et al., 1996; Mahalik, Aldarondo, Gilbert-

Gokhale, & Shore, 2005). A recent meta-analysis of 39 studies identifies an effect size of r = 

.18 (Stith et al., 2000) for the association between witnessing parental violence as a child 

and perpetrating IPV as an adult. While robust, the modest size of this effect suggests the 

need for further explanation of this transmission. Despite the consistent support for the 

“intergenerational transmission of IPV,” with a few exceptions (e.g., Holtzworth-Munroe & 

Meehan, 2004; Malamuth, Sockloskie, Koss, & Tanaka, 1991; Nagayama Hall, Teten, 

DeGarmo, Sue, & Stephens, 2005), relatively few studies have examined mechanisms that 

might support this transmission. Proposed here are the mechanistic contributions of 

Masculine Gender Role Strain and Anger.  

 

Contributions of Masculine Gender Role Strain 

Masculine gender role strain (MGRS) is an adverse consequence for men that can 

result from aspects of masculine gender role socialization (Eisler & Skidmore, 1987). Pleck 

(1981) first proposed the gender role strain concept, and identifies three ways in which 

masculine gender socialization can have potentially negative effects on men. The first 

notion of “gender role discrepancy” is a byproduct of the failure to fulfill male gender 

expectations. The second notion, “gender role trauma ,” occurs when the process of 

successfully fulfilling male role expectations, or the fulfillment itself , is traumatic. The third 

notion, “gender role dysfunction,” is similar to trauma yet is more a product of the outcome, 

rather than the process, of successful gender socialization. This dysfunction can follow 

successful male socialization because many of the desirable male traits have inherent 

negative side effects for males (e.g., dysthymia, delinquency, aggressiveness, driving after 
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drinking, low self-esteem; Pleck, 1995). Whether through discrepancy-strain (from social 

condemnation and self-devaluation), trauma-strain (the emotional trauma from shunning 

non-masculine behavior), or dysfunction-strain (through low-level family participation, 

sexual promiscuity, and aggression), the notion that gender role strain can have negative 

consequences for men is generally supported in the literature.  

A growing body of research asserts and finds that the health and wellbeing of men, 

as well as women, can be damaged by behaviors resulting from masculine socialization 

(Mankowski & Maton, 2010). Regarding men’s wellbeing, greater MGRS has been found to 

associate with greater loneliness (Blazina, Settle, & Eddins, 2008), depression (Cournoyer 

& Mahalik, 1995; Good & Mintz, 1990; O’Neil, 2008; Sharpe & Heppner, 1991), anxiety 

(Eisler, Franchina, Moore, Honeycutt, & Rhatigan, 2000; Sharpe & Heppner, 1991), 

attitudes toward help-seeking (O’Neil, 2008), and objective health as measured by greater 

systolic blood pressure reactivity in response to high masculine performance challenge 

(Lash, Eisler, & Schulnian, 1990).  Negative aspects of masculinity can also affect women in 

many areas of life through mechanisms including patriarchal social structure (e.g., lower 

wages for women, and legislation restricting women’s control over their bodies), 

relationship quality (e.g., emotional restriction of male partners), and individual safety and 

health (i.e. physical, sexual, and psychological abuse).  

Women’s lives are also adversely impacted by masculinity through men’s negative 

attitudes and behaviors towards women. Regarding men’s attitudes, masculine gender role 

strain has been found to be associated with hostile attitudes towards women (Baugher & 

Gazmararian, 2015; Gallagher & Parrott, 2011; O’Neil, Helms, Gable, David, & Wrightsman, 

1986), the acceptance and endorsement of rape myths (Kassing, Beesley, & Frey, 2005), 
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and permissive attitudes toward IPV (Baugher & Gazmanian, 2015; Eisler et al., 2000; 

McDermott & Lopez, 2013; Moore & Stuart, 2004). Beyond associations with ideologies and 

attitudes about how women should be treated, masculine gender role strain has also been 

found to be associated with men’s actual negative and harmful behaviors towards women.  

Greater levels of MGRS have been found to be associated with self-report accounts 

of physical, sexual, and/or psychological abuse against women. MGRS is associated with 

total IPV (physical, sexual, and psychological abuse) in clinical (Moore et al., 2008) and 

online samples (Reidy, Berke, Gentile & Zeichner, 2014). In addition, a review of 20 articles 

found males with high MGRS were not only more likely to endorse IPV behaviors 

(attitudes) but were also more likely to have perpetrated IPV (Baugher & Gazmararian, 

2015). Experimental studies in the laboratory have found that men higher in gender role 

strain endorse more aggressive responding toward women, including use of violent and 

threatening conflict resolution tactics, than men low in strain (Eisler et al., 2000). When 

focusing on different forms of violence against women, studies have found that greater 

levels of MGRS are associated with self-reported past physical IPV in college samples 

(Jakupcak et al., 2002), in a purposive sample of men who had experienced childhood 

abuse (Lisak, Hopper, & Song, 1996), and in a clinical sample of men (Moore et al., 2008). 

MGRS has also been found to independently associate with sexual aggression (Smith, 

Parrott, Swartout, & Tharp, 2015) and psychological abuse (Franchina, Eisler, & Moore, 

2001; Moore & Stuart, 2004). 
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Contributions of Anger Disposition 

 In contemporary societies, anger is often judged as an undesirable contributor to 

unproductive, irrational, and damaging acts. Considering the negative views and 

consequences of anger and angry outbursts, the fact that it is still an emotion that is 

strongly present in contemporary society suggests an evolutionary benefit that has 

encountered a stage of dysfunction (Sell, Tooby, & Cosmides, 2009). Despite its possible 

evolutionary benefits, excessive anger is associated with a myriad of aversive correlates. 

Recent research has found associations between anger and aggression/violence in clinical 

psychiatric patients using a predictive design with control variables (Doyle & Dolan, 2006), 

in discharged mental health patients using both a predictive design (Doyle, Carter, Shaw, & 

Dolan, 2012) and a cross-sectional design (Swogger, Walsh, Maisto, & Conner, 2013) with 

control variables, in male offenders with developmental disabilities (Novaco & Taylor, 

2004), and in male college students (Archer & Webb, 2006; Cohn, Seibert, & Zeichner, 

2009).  

Given the robust evidence for the contributions of anger to violence and aggression  

in general, it is unsurprising that anger disposition has been found to be associated with 

violence perpetrated against intimate partners. A meta-analytic review by Norlander and 

Eckhardt (2005) found that perpetrators of IPV report higher levels of anger and hostility 

than nonviolent comparison males. A more recent review (Birkley & Eckhardt, 2015) found 

a moderate association between anger and IPV perpetration that tended to be stronger 

among perpetrators of moderate to severe IPV compared with low to moderate IPV . Taft 

and colleagues (2007) found that anger mediated the association between PTSD and IP V, 

and Boyle and Vivian (1996) found that men who committed severe violence against a 
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partner reported higher levels of spouse-specific anger/hostility than did non-violent men. 

Similarly, but in the opposite direction, men’s greater reporting of direct aggression against 

a partner predicts anger as measured by the anger subscale of the Buss-Perry Aggression 

Questionnaire (Archer & Webb, 2006). Qualitative studies using daily diaries to examine 

the importance of temporal proximity in the anger-IPV dynamic found that increases in 

state anger were associated with greater odds of the perpetration of psychological, 

physical, and sexual aggression (Elkins, Moore, McNulty, Kivisto, & Handsel, 2013). While 

the influence of anger on IPV is widely accepted, Boyle and Vivian (1996) criticize the focus 

on anger as a predictor variable in research and as a focal point in domestic violence 

treatment programs. Some argue that anger is but a post-hoc justification for violence 

intended to control women, and those with feminist leanings argue that ideologies rooted 

in gender (e.g., sex role attitudes, entitlement, and power/control) are more relevant and 

important in understanding and intervening in IPV perpetration (Abbey & McAuslan, 

2004).  

Support for the view that anger is not everything when it comes to predicting and 

intervening in IPV perpetration can be found in the literature on typologies of batterers, 

and on the moderating and mediating role of anger disposition. Holtzworth-Munroe and 

Stuart (1994) theorized that batterers can be categorized into three subtypes along the 

dimensions of 1) severity of marital violence, 2) generality of the violence (toward the wife 

and/or toward others), and 3) psychopathology/personality disorders. Based on reviews 

of previous batterer typology literature, the proposed subtypes are family only (FO), 

dysphoric/borderline (DB), and generally violent/antisocial (GVA). According to empirical 

evidence supporting these typologies, it is in the DB group, but not the FO nor GVA groups, 
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that anger (as well as insecure attachment and borderline personality issues) from early 

traumatic experiences results in IPV when frustration and/or conflict become 

overwhelming (Holtzworth-Munroe & Meehan, 2004).  

Another source of support for the complex relation between anger disposition and 

IPV perpetration are studies that employ moderation/mediational process models to 

answer how this association operates. Through the mediator of anger disposition, IPV has 

been found to be associated with delusions (e.g., hearing directive voices, visual 

hallucinations) in a clinical sample (Ulrich, Keers, & Coid, 2014), with PTSD symptoms in 

Vietnam veterans (Taft et al., 2007), and with anxious attachment through the need for 

control in romantic relationships in college students (Follingstad, Bradley, Heiff, & 

Laughlin, 2002). In a different mechanistic capacity, anger disposition (i.e., anger -in and 

anger-out) has been found to moderate, or strengthen, the association between the 

tendency to ruminate and frequency of IPV perpetration (Sotelo & Babcock, 2013). A study 

of men undergoing counseling for relationship difficulties and aggression found that those 

who experienced child sexual abuse (CSA) scored higher on attachment anxiety compared 

to those who did not experience CSA. Attachment anxiety then indirectly associated with 

aggressive behaviors through trait anger among other anger-related variables (Brassard, 

Darveau, Péloquin, Lussier, & Shaver, 2014). Interestingly, in a sample of female college 

students, anger arousal, along with PTSD symptoms, mediated the association between CSA 

and perpetration of physical dating violence (Kendra, Bell, & Guimond, 2012), suggesting 

some similarities across genders in the etiology of IPV perpetration.  
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Integrating Masculine Gender Role Strain, Anger, and  
Witnessing Parental Violence 

 
The current study seeks to uncover mechanisms driving the intergenerational 

transmission of IPV by examining how men’s MGRS and anger disposition associate with 

each other, and with the experience of witnessing parental violence, to predict IPV 

perpetration. In this section, evidence is drawn from several literatures to support the 

hypotheses that masculine gender role strain and anger can explain the small to medium 

effect of witnessing parental violence on later perpetration of IPV. There is substantial 

support in the men and masculinity literature for the association between masculine 

gender role strain (and similar masculine constructs) and IPV perpetration (Baugher & 

Gazmararian, 2015; Jakupcak et al., 2002; Lisak et al., 1996; Moore & Stuart, 2004; Moore & 

Stuart, 2005). While fewer studies have examined how masculinity constructs and anger 

relate, there is some support for the association between anger and aspects of MGRS (Cohn 

et al., 2009; Jakupcak, Tull, & Roemer, 2005), trait masculinity and femininity as measured 

by the Bem Sex Role Inventory (Kopper & Epperson, 1996), and masculine ideology 

(Wharton, Day, Mohr, Gerace, & Howells, 2014). Of the findings associating anger 

disposition and IPV, perhaps the most compelling have examined anger as a mechanism 

underlying a larger complex process. In the child abuse literature, anger has been found to 

both moderate and mediate the association between the experience of child sexual and/or 

physical abuse and later perpetration of IPV (Brassard et al., 2014; Iverson et al., 2013; 

Kendra et al., 2012). This robust model of abuse transmission provides compelling support 

for the examination of what is transmitted in the intergenerational transmission of violence 

and how this transmission operates.  
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To the author’s knowledge, only one study (a retrospective examination) has 

directly tested and confirmed anger as a mediator between witnessing parental violence 

and later partner-specific aggression perpetration and psychological abuse (Iverson, 

McLaughlin, Adair, & Monson, 2013). Iverson and colleagues found that anger mediated the 

associations between both witnessing parental violence and experiencing childhood 

physical abuse and IPV perpetration, providing support for the social learning theory of 

aggression first proposed by Bandura (1978).  

An understudied area of research relevant to the prediction of IPV is the 

examination of antecedents to masculinity constructs, and of particular interest, masculine 

gender role strain. Stillson, O’Neil, and Owen (1991) found evidence for the contribution of 

demographic variables (i.e., ethnicity, social class, and gender role characteristics) to the 

development of gender role strain, while Lichter and McCloskey (2004) were unable to 

detect an association between witnessing parental violence and patriarchal gender role 

attitudes (a masculinity construct found to associate and interact with gender role strain ). 

Other studies have found negative associations between parent relationship quality and 

masculine gender role strain/conflict (Blazina et al., 2008; Blazina & Watkins, 2000; 

DeFranc & Mahalik, 2002; Fischer, 2007; McDermott & Lopez, 2013). The current study is 

the first to examine how exposure to parental violence might be associated with masculine 

gender role strain.  

The empirical support for the relationship between witnessing parental violence 

and IPV, as well as between MGRS and IPV perpetration, is robust and begs for further 

investigations that integrate these lines of research. The association between anger 

disposition and IPV is complex. While some findings and theories suggesting that the role 
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of anger is best conceptualized as moderating associations between predictor variables and 

IPV perpetration, other studies support anger as a mediator in a causal process resulting in 

IPV perpetration. Cohn and colleagues (2009) found that the relation between aspects of 

gender role strain and aggressive behavior was contingent upon levels of anger-proneness. 

Despite the theoretical and empirical support for the role that anger and MGRS play in IPV 

perpetration, few studies have attempted to examine both constructs within a larger 

process. The current study aims to explain the role of MGRS and anger in the 

“intergenerational transmission of IPV.”   

 

Ethnic Differences in Anger, Masculinity, and IPV 

Ethnic influences are obvious when comparing differences in garb, cuisine, physical 

characteristics, and art. Much less observable are ethnic differences in the psychological 

experiences of gender role strain, anger, and childhood upbringing. How each of these 

factors plays a role in men’s perpetration of partner violence is of particular interest to 

both the scientific community and ethnic communities that lack appropriate representation 

in the IPV literature.  

Evidence of unique ethnic patterns of masculinity emerged in in the 1970s in studies 

on “machismo,” or the traditional and honor-based masculine identity attributed to Latino 

men (Andrade, 1992). Studies comparing Latino men to White and African American men 

find that the former endorse the highest level of masculine ideology compared to the others 

(Abreu, Goodyear, Campos, & Newcomb, 2000), and that hyper-masculinity (a byproduct of 

discrepancy strain; Pleck, 1995) and ethnic identity account for this difference (Saez, 

Casado, & Wade, 2009). For Latino men, levels of acculturation have been found to 
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associate with the likelihood of perpetration of IPV (Caetano, Ramisetty-Mikler, Caetano 

Vaeth, & Harris, 2007). Qualitative studies have found that in Latino couples, verbal abuse 

was the most frequent type of violence reported (Kugel et al., 2009), that men were more 

likely to agree with IPV myths than women (Moracco, Hilton, Hodges, & Frasier, 2005) and 

were more likely to attribute their partner violence to anger (Kugel et al., 2009).  Latina 

women are found to believe that men batter because of their need to control with physical 

strength, to feel manly, and because as children they witnessed that abuse between parents 

as a successful means to resolve frustration (Mattson & Ruiz, 2006). 

More recent to the IPV and masculinity literatures is research on the experiences of 

Asian American men and how their cultural values, unique cultural experiences, and 

masculinities might play a role in the perpetration of partner violence. Asian American 

males have been found to experience gender role strain at higher levels and with greater 

negative outcomes than White males (Liu, 2002; Lu & Wong, 2013). It appears that 

acculturation is, in part, responsible for this difference (Kim, O’Neil, & Owen, 1996). 

Cultural theorists propose that for Asian American men, the historical experiences of racist 

immigration law, emasculating media portrayals, and the subservient model minority myth 

(Liu, 2002; Lu & Wong, 2013; Shek, 2006) can serve to exacerbate the sociocultural and 

economic challenges of “being a man” in America. The relatively few studies that examine 

ethnic differences in the correlates of IPV perpetration have found that U.S.-born Asian 

American men show higher rates of IPV perpetration than foreign-born Asians (Cho, 2012). 

A study on the influence of alcohol consumption on IPV in Vietnamese-American men 

found that while men who perpetrate IPV consumed more alcohol and had higher rates of 
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alcoholism than non-batterers, neither alcohol factors significantly predicted IPV 

perpetration (Nguyen & Yoshioka, 2006).  

A possible contributor to ethnic differences in anger, MGRS, and alcohol 

consumption (predictor variables of interest in the current study), is the perceived and/or 

real experience of discrimination. Dependent on age and immigration status, 

discrimination has been found to associate negatively with mental health outcomes 

(Williams, Yu, Jackson, & Anderson, 1997; Yip, Gee, & Takeuchi, 2008), physical health 

(Williams et al., 1997), and of particular interest to this study, elevated levels of anxiety, 

anger, and stress (Huynh, 2012). Further, in the first nationally representative study of 

mental health among Asian Americans, ethnic identity (as measured by the single item, 

“how close do you feel, in your ideas and feelings about things, to other people of the same 

racial and ethnic descent?” on a 4-point scale of closeness) interacted with age to predict 

the effects of discrimination on mental health. Specifically, greater closeness to ethnic 

identity buffered the negative association between discrimination and mental health for 

41-50 year olds, and had the opposite effect for both 31-40 and 51-75 year olds (Yip, Gee, & 

Takeuchi, 2008). In spite of the evidence presented, few, if any, studies have systematically 

examined how masculine gender role strain and anger disposition operate as predictors of 

IPV perpetration for men of different ethnic groups. 
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CHAPTER 2: THE CURRENT STUDY 

The current study was designed to examine the role of ethnicity, gender role strain, 

and anger in the intergenerational transmission of men’s intimate partner violence against 

women. Two general hypotheses are presented. First, it was predicted that the association 

between witnessing parental violence, gender role strain, and anger disposition and the 

perpetration of intimate partner violence would differ across ethnic groups. Specifically, it 

was predicted that while witnessing parental violence and gender role strain would 

uniquely predict IPV perpetration in the total sample, these effects would be stronger for 

Asian American and Latino men as compared to White men. This prediction was based on 

the findings that Asian American men report greater gender role strain (Liu, 2002; Lu & 

Wong, 2013), that Latino men’s lower acculturation is associated with greater acculturative 

strain which is associated with IPV (Caetano et al., 2007), and, as described in the previous 

chapter, that gender role strain has been consistently found to predict IPV.  

Second, a process model whereby gender role strain mediates the association 

between witnessing parental violence and perpetrating IPV was predicted. This hypothesis 

builds from mixed findings on the antecedents of gender role strain. Additionally, it was 

predicted that the effect of gender role strain on IPV perpetration would depend on level of 

anger disposition, such that greater gender role strain would be associated with IPV 

perpetration only for those with higher anger disposition scores. Put another way, men 

with lower anger disposition would be less likely to express their gender role strain by 

acting aggressively towards their partner, and instead relieve this strain in some way that 

is not tested in the present study. 
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Methods 

 

Sample Acquisition and Demographics 

Asian American, Latino, and White undergraduate men (N=318) were recruited 

through the campus participant pool in a Southern California university to participate in 

the “Men’s Experiences Survey.” The study was advertised as an hour-long survey 

interested in the thoughts, feelings, and behaviors of men as well as their romantic and 

peer relationships. Participants accessed the survey through a website link provided by the 

university participant pool website. Participants read the online consent form that 

explained the confidentiality of information, a description of the general nature of the 

study, and the option of declining participation without penalty. Confidentiality and 

anonymity were emphasized to encourage honest responding. Participants were 

compensated with course extra credit comparable to other studies promoted at the time of 

recruitment. At the end of the survey, a “thank you” screen was displayed that provided 

participants with the lead researcher’s contact information, as well as contact information 

for mental health and partner violence resources on campus. 

 

Participants 

Of the participants who were recruited and completed the survey, preliminary 

culling resulted in the removal of 26 individuals who did not correctly respond to at least 

4/5 of the strategically placed attentional check items. These attention check items 

instructed participants to respond to the item with a predetermined value (e.g., 3 on a 

likert-type scale from 1-5) and were plainly not related to the content of the measure.  Of 
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those who satisfied the attention check, 34 participants had never been in a serious 

relationship, dated, or hooked-up, and 38 self-reported as gay/lesbian, bisexual, or other. 

These participants were removed from the sample as the proposed hypotheses did not 

adequately address circumstances of non-heterosexual men nor men who have never been 

in intimate relationships. Excluding respondents who did not pay attention, had never been 

in any romantic relationship, and who self-reported as non-straight, resulted in a final 

sample of 225 participants comprised of 90 Asian American, 83 Latino, and 52 White men.  

Bonferroni corrected post-hoc comparison tests (see Table 1) revealed expected 

ethnic group-level differences in immigration status, percentage of parents who graduated 

college and an unexpected difference in age. White men were significantly older than Asian 

American men and Latino men in this sample. An expected significant difference in 

immigration status was detected, with the families of Asian American and Latino men 

having been in the United States for fewer generations than the families of White men. The 

significant differences in the percentage of participants whose parents graduated college (a 

proxy for socio-economic status) across groups revealed that Asian American and White 

men reportd higher rates of parental college graduation than Latino men. Of the total 

sample, 34.7% were in a serious long-term relationship, 13.3% were in an exclusive dating 

relationship, 24.9% were single and dating or “hooking-up,” and 27.1% were single but not 

dating or hooking up at the present time.  
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Table 1 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Ethnic Group Differences of Demographic Variables  
 

Total Sample 
Asian 

American Latino White 
Measure M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Age (Years) a 21.58 (3.35) 21.02 (1.73) 21.35 (3.82) 22.92 (4.27) 
Relationship Status b  2.72 (1.59) 2.98 (1.66) 2.70 (1.53) 2.29 (1.50) 
Generations in the U.S.c 2.68 (1.50) 2.27 (1.31) 2.67 (1.50) 3.42 (1.51) 

Parent College Gradd 0.49 (0.50) 0.66 (0.48) 0.20 (0.41) 0.67 (0.47) 
Note. aWhite > Asian** & Latino*. bHigher scores reflect more casual relationship status; 
Asian > White*. cHigher scores reflect greater number of generations in the U.S.; White > 
Asian*** & Latino*. dWhether or not any parent of participant graduated college (0 = Non-
college grad and 1 = College grad); Latino < Asian*** & White***. N = 225.  
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 

 

Questions and Measures 

The questions and measures that comprise the “Men’s Experiences Survey” were 

intentionally arranged to meet two ends. First, the measurement of the dependent variable 

was placed immediately following a short set of demographic questions to minimize the 

influence of other seemingly related questions. Second, open-ended (OE) questions about 

masculinity constructs (e.g., “what does it mean to be a real man?”) were presented before 

measures that participants might perceive as related (e.g., the Masculine Gender Role 

Stress Scale) in order to minimize interference in responding. Of note, the first question in 

the survey was open-ended (i.e., “What are the things in your life that make you feel 

proud?”), and five other open-ended questions were included throughout the survey to 

engage the participant. 

Intimate Partner Violence 

Modified Conflict Tactics Scale—Revised (CTS2; Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, 

& Sugarman, 1996): The CTS is the most widely employed measure of intimate partner 

violence perpetration and victimization and is applied to both clinical and normative 
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populations. A modified version of the CTS2 measured the frequency and severity of 

psychological, sexual, and physical violence perpetrated by the respondent against an 

intimate partner. Compared with the original unmodified CTS2, this modified version 

removed items referencing the respondent’s partner as the perpetrator. While the original 

version captures bidirectional perpetration, the current study was only concerned with 

male-perpetrated IPV against women. Respondents reported the number of times they had 

performed 39 acts (including aggressive and violent acts) within the past year in their most 

recent romantic relationship.  

This modified version of the CTS2 is comprised of the following five subscales: 

Negotiation (six items; reverse scored e.g., “I showed my partner I cared even though we 

disagreed” and “I explained my side of a disagreement to my partner”), Psychological 

Aggression (eight items; e.g., “Accused my partner of being a lousy lover”  and “I shouted or 

yelled at my partner”), Physical Assault (12 items; e.g., “Threw something at my partner 

that could hurt” and “I choked my partner”), Sexual Coercion (seven items; e.g., “Used 

threats to make my partner have oral or anal sex”  and “I made my partner have sex without 

a condom”), and Injury (six items; e.g., “My partner felt physical pain that still hurt the next 

day because of a fight with me” and “My partner needed to see a doctor because of a fight 

with me, but didn’t”). After reverse scoring the appropriate items, higher scores on 

subscales and total scores are indicative of greater use of aggressive and violent tactics. All 

scales of the CTS2 have been reported by Straus et al. (1996) to have high reliability. For 

the present study, reliabilities were  = .94 for the total CTS abuse score (i.e., physical, 

sexual, psychological, and injurious abuse),  = .92 for physical violence,  = .79 for sexual 

violence,  = .77 for psychological abuse, and  = .93 for injury. The scale’s convergent 
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validity is supported by positive associations with permissive attitudes towards intimate 

partner violence (Fincham, Cui, Braithwaite, & Pasley, 2008) and dissatisfaction with 

relationship power (Kaura & Allen, 2004). The scale’s construct validity is supported 

through findings of higher sexual violence scores for men than women, and a high 

correlation between psychological and physical abuse scores (Straus et al., 1996).  

Intimate Partner Violence Attitudes Scale—Revised (IPVAS—R; Smith, 2005): 

The IPVAS—R assesses the degree to which respondents condone physical and 

psychological abuse in dating and intimate relationships. Respondents report their level of 

agreement with 17 statements relating to abuse on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree). The IPVAS—R measures attitudes toward IPV in the following three 

domains: Psychological Abuse (eight items; e.g., “It is okay for me to blame my partner 

when I do bad things” and “I think it helps our relationship for me to make my partner 

jealous”), Physical Violence (four items; e.g., “It would never be appropriate to hit or try to 

hit one’s partner with an object” [reverse scored]  and “It would not be appropriate to ever 

kick, bite, or hit a partner with one’s fist” [reverse scored]), and Controlling Behaviors (five 

items; e.g., “It is okay for me to tell my partner not to talk to someone of the opposite sex”  

and “I would be flattered if my partner told me not to talk to someone of the other sex” ). 

Internal reliability coefficients for the IPVAS—R range between .86 and .91 (McDermott & 

Lopez, 2013). In the current study sample,  =  .79 for the total scale, .59 for control (after 

reverse scoring items), .79 for abuse, and .82 for violence (after reverse scoring items). 

Predictive validity of the IPVAS-R is supported by positive predicting psychological 

aggression 14 weeks later (Fincham et al., 2008). Convergent validity is supported through 
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a negative association with constructive conflict behavior after controlling for initial levels 

of such behavior (Fincham et al., 2008). 

Witnessing Parental Violence 

 Parental Violence: Two items were created to assess the degree to which 

participants witnessed violence between their parents. The first item asked participants 

how often they witnessed violence by their father against their mother. The second item 

asked participants how often they witnessed violence by their mother against their father. 

The frequency of parental violence was measured on a 6-point scale from 0 (never) to 6 

(every day). Similar methods of capturing parental violence prevalence and frequency have 

been used by multiple studies examining intergenerational IPV (Chapple, 2003; Edwards, 

Dixon, Gidycz, & Desai, 2014; Ehrensaft et al., 2003; Franklin et al., 2012; Malamuth et al., 

1991).  

Masculine Gender Role Strain 

Abbreviated Masculine Gender Role Stress Scale (Abbreviated MGRS; 

Swartout, Parrott, Cohn, Hagman, & Gallagher, 2015): The Abbreviated MGRS scale 

measures the extent to which men experience stress in circumstances that challeng e 

traditional standards of masculinity. The Abbreviated version of the Masculine Gender Role 

Stress Scale has been found to have similar reliability and validity as the full 40-item 

instrument, but with less than half the number of items. Participants report the amount of 

stress they anticipate experiencing in response to 15 hypothetical situations on a 6-point 

Likert-type scale from 0 (not stressful) to 5 (extremely stressful), with higher scores 

reflecting greater gender role strain. In the abbreviated MGRS, gender role strain is 

assessed across the following five domains: Physical Inadequacy (five items; e.g., 
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“Appearing less athletic than a friend” and “Being perceived as having feminine traits,”  = 

.79), Emotional Inexpressiveness (two items; e.g., “Having others say that you are too 

emotional” and “Admitting that you are afraid of something,”  = .57), Subordination to 

Women (five items; e.g., “Having a female boss” and “Being outperformed in a game by a 

woman,”  = .89), Intellectual Inferiority (two items; e.g., “Having to ask for directions 

when you are lost” and “Having people say that you are indecisive,”  = .70), and 

Performance Failures (one item; i.e., “Getting passed over for a promotion”). Its internal 

reliability in the current study was very good, with  = .91. Concurrent validity of the 

original MGRS (Eisler & Skidmore, 1987) is supported through positive associations with 

scores on the Gender Role Conflict Scale (Fischer & Good, 1998). Construct validity is 

supported through associations with cardiovascular reactivity in men (Lash et al., 1990) 

and with anger and anxiety (Eisler et al., 2000). 

Anger Disposition  

Novaco Anger Scale (NAS; Novaco, 1994; 2003): The NAS is a self-report 

instrument designed to measure anger disposition in clinical and non-clinical populations. 

The NAS contains 60 items rated on three point scales. Forty-eight items comprise the 

Total Anger score, and 12 items make up the Anger Regulation scale. The 48-items that 

make up the Total Anger score assess the following three subscales: Cognitive (16 items; 

e.g., “Once something makes me angry, I keep thinking about it”), Arousal (16 items; e.g., 

“My muscles feel tight and wound up”), and Behavioral (16 items; e.g., “When someone 

yells at me, I yell back at them”). The Anger Regulation scale measures respondents’ ability 

to cognitively cope with anger-inducing thoughts, to ease anger arousal, and to behave in 

constructive ways when faced with provocation (12 items; e.g ., “If someone says something 
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nasty, I can swallow my pride and let it go”). The NAS manual (Novaco, 2003) reports an 

internal reliability alpha that ranges from .74 to .89 for subscales and .94 for the NAS Total 

score. Test-retest reliability ranges from .74 to .84 (Novaco, 2003). Construct validity of the 

NAS-PI (the “PI” stands for the supplemental Provocation Inventory which was not 

included in this study) is supported through strong correlation with violent behavior 

(Doyle et al., 2012; McNeil, Eisner, & Binder, 2003), imagined violence (Grisso, Davis, 

Vesselinov, Appelbaum, & Monahan, 2000), and self- and other-directed violence (Monahan 

et al., 2001; Swogger et al., 2013). Internal reliability for the cognitive, arousal, and 

behavior subscales for the present study sample were good to excellent with alphas of .79, 

.84, and .88 respectively and .93 for the total anger score.  

Social Desirability 

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale Short Form B (Reynolds, 1982): The 

SDS short form B is a self-report tool that measures the tendency for participants to 

respond in a socially desirable manner. Participants report whether or not each of 12 items 

is something they do (“Yes”) or something they do not do (“No”). The items are 12 

hypothetical situations that are either socially desirable (five items, e.g., “No matter who 

I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener”) or undesirable (seven items, e.g., “I am 

sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me”) thoughts, emotions, and behaviors. 

After reverse scoring non-socially desirable items, higher scores reflect a greater tendency 

to respond in a socially desirable manner. Internal reliability in the current study sample 

was r = .60, which was notably lower than the Kuder-Richardson 20 reliability of r = .75 

reported in the original measure publication.  
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Statistical Data Analysis 

 Statistical analyses were conducted in three phases. First, descriptive data and mean 

level comparisons between ethnic groups were examined for the variables of interest. 

Correlational analyses were then conducted to identify associations between variables of 

interest and demographic characteristics. Additional group differences of demographic 

variables and variables of interest were assessed based on whether or not participants 

witnessed parental violence using ANOVA and post hoc significance tests.  

 Second, a series of hierarchical regression analyses were conducted with the entire 

sample, and then for each ethnic group individually. The first step of the regressions 

included covariates that were significantly associated with either the predictor or criterion 

variables in the total sample and in each ethnic sample. Witnessing parental violence was 

entered in the second step, followed by gender role strain in the third, and anger 

disposition in the fourth and final step of the model. For the series of hierarchical 

regressions analyzed within ethnic group, coefficients of all composite variables of interest 

were reported as standardized betas (s). This standardization allowed comparison of the 

statistical effect of the independent variables on IPV between groups. 

 Lastly, the hypothesized conditional process model was tested using the PROCESS 

Macro by Hayes (2013). It is proposed that children who witnessed violence between their 

parents would perpetrate more intimate partner violence as adults in part because of the 

development of greater masculine gender role strain. However, it is proposed that this 

masculine gender role strain  IPV perpetration effect is conditional and would be 

stronger among men with greater anger disposition. In the format of the conditional 

process model (Figure 1), a significant and positive effect was predicted for paths a and b, 
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an attenuation of path c’, and a significant interaction (i.e., moderation) between MGRS and 

NAS.  

 

 

Figure 1. Conditional process model testing gender role strain (mediator) 

and anger disposition (moderator) as explanatory variables for the effect of 

witnessing parental violence (exogenous variable) on IPV perpetration 

(endogenous variable).  
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CHAPTER 3: RESULTS 

 

Phase I: Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations 

 The means, standard deviations, and post-hoc ethnic group comparisons for 

demographic variables are represented in Table 1 and of composite measures in Table 2. 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance was conducted to identify significant differences between 

ethnic groups on demographic and key variables. Bonferroni corrected and Chi-square 

results indicated significant effect for ethnic groups for age (F = 5.83, p < .01), generations 

in the U.S. (F = 10.81, p < .001), and percentage of parents who were college graduates (F = 

26.86, p < .001). No ethnic group differences were identified for relationship status (X2(6) = 

10.81, p = .09). There were no significant ethnic group differences in levels of witnessing 

parental violence, MGRS, NAS, or total and subscale CTS scores. A significant ethnic group 

difference in IPV attitudes scores (F = 3.58, p < .05) was accounted for by a marginally 

significant difference (p = .065) between Asian Americans (M = 33.6, SD = 8.58) and Latinos 

(M = 30.90, SD = 7.35), with Asian Americans reporting more permissive IPV attitude 

scores. 

The CTS items for physical violence, sexual violence, and psychological abuse were 

weighted according to the frequency of the reported behavior as instructed by the coding 

manual. For example, if a violent event was reported to have occurred 3-5 times, the item is 

given the weight of 4, or the average of 3 and 5. Scores on the criterion variable were 

truncated between the 5th and the 95th percentiles to eliminate extreme outliers. Of 

significance to interpreting both correlations and beta coefficients in later analyses, and as 

addressed in more detail in the Discussion, mean level scores for the Modified CTS2 were 
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notably lower than all other studies reviewed, including a similar study conducted with 

college students (Jakupcak et al., 2002). The lack of affirmative responding to the IPV scale 

inherently reduces the variability along this positively skewed variable, and in turn reduces 

the ability of other variables to “move” with the modified CTS2 in either direction.  

 

Table 2 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Ethnic Group Differences of Measures 
 

Total Sample 
Asian 

American Latino White 
Measure M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 
Parental Violencea 0.19 (0.39) 0.23 (0.43) 0.14 (0.35) 0.17 (0.38) 
MGRS 53.28 (17.26) 55.22 (15.50) 50.41 (16.07) 54.48 (21.26) 
NAS 83.03 (14.11) 84.34 (13.36) 80.70 (13.17) 84.48 (16.43) 
IPVASb 31.95 (7.91) 33.66 (8.58) 30.90 (7.35) 30.67 (7.13) 

CTS Total 13.02 (18.50) 11.99 (17.99) 11.89 (16.69) 16.62 (21.77) 
CTS Physical Violence 1.29 (3.22) 1.41 (3.25) 0.99 (2.92) 1.58 (3.62) 
CTS Sexual Violence 4.25 (8.34) 4.14 (8.07) 3.61 (7.49) 5.44 (9.98) 
CTS Psychological Abuse 7.14 (11.34) 6.78 (11.24) 6.46 (10.08) 8.87 (13.30) 

Note. MGRS = Abbreviated Masculine Gender Role Stress Scale; NAS = Novaco Anger Scale; 
IPVAS = Intimate Partner Violence Attitude Scale; CTS Total = Modified Conflict Tactic Scale 
(combined physical, sexual, and psychological abuse subscales). aDichotomous measure of 
whether or not participants witnessed violence between parents as a child with 1 = “Yes” 
and 0 = “No.” N = 225. bAsian > Latino†, p = .065. 
 

 In the total sample (see Table 3), the criterion variable (i.e., total CTS) score was 

modestly positively associated with IPVAS (r = .15, p < .05), parental violence (r = .16, p < 

.05), and negatively associated with relationship status (r = -.29, p < .001). IPVAS was 

associated with NAS (r = .21, p < .01) and negatively associated with generations in the U.S. 

(r = -.15, p < .05). Among predictor variables, MGRS was associated with NAS (r = .39, p < 

.001) and negatively associated with SDS (r = -.25, p < .05), and NAS was negatively 

associated with SDS (r = -.52, p < .001) 
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Table 3 
Intercorrelations Between Demographic Variables and Measures (Total Sample) 

Measure 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. CTS Total .15* .16* -.01 .13 -.01 -.09 .01 -.29*** 

2. IPVAS - .19** .09 .21** -.00 .15* -.15* -.02 

3. Parental Violence 
 

- -.02 .06 -.06 -.01 -.10 -.04 

4. MGRS 
  

- .39*** .11 -.25*** -.07 .03 

5. NAS 
   

- -.01 -.52*** -.03 -.04 

6. Parents College Grada 
    

- -.12 .02 .01 

7. SDS 
     

- .03 -.01 

8. Generations in the U.S. 
      

- -.02 

9. Relationship Status 
       

- 

Note. SDS = Social Desirability Scale. aDichotomous with 0 = neither grad, 1 = either grad. N 
= 225. *p < .05, **p < .01., ***p < .001 
 

In the Asian American sample, total CTS was associated with IPVAS (r = .29, p < .01) 

and witnessing parental violence (r = .21, p < .05), and negatively associated with 

relationship status (r = -.42, p < .001), but consistent with results seen in the total sample, 

not with MGRS nor NAS. IPVAS was associated with witnessing parental violence (r = .27, p 

< .05), witnessing parental violence was negatively associated with parental college 

graduation (r = -.21, p < .05), MGRS was associated with NAS (r = .24, p < .05), and NAS was 

negatively associated with SDS (r = -.48, p < .001).  

In the Latino sample, total CTS was not correlated with any predictor or 

demographic variables (see Table 5). IPVAS scores correlated with NAS (r = .32, p < .01) 
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and SDS scores (r = -.26, p < .05). MGRS correlated with NAS (r = .34, p < .01) and SDS (r = -

.32, p < .01), and NAS correlated with SDS (r = -.56, p < .001).  

 

Table 4 
Intercorrelations Between Demographic Variables and Measures (Asian American 
Subsample) 

Measure 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. CTS Total .29** .21* .06 .11 -.00 -.08 .19 -.42*** 

2. IPVAS - .27* -.10 .06 -.12 -.00 -.03 -.18 

3. Parental Violence 
 

- -.05 .07 -.21* .04 .05 -.20 

4. MGRS 
  

- .24* .07 -.07 -.09 -.02 

5. NAS 
   

- -.09 -.48*** -.06 .03 

6. Parents College Grada 
    

- -.03 .15 -.10 

7. SDS 
     

- -.01 -.00 

8. Generations in the U.S. 
      

- -.05 

9. Relationship Status 
       

- 

Note. aDichotomous with 0 = neither grad, 1 = either grad. n = 90. *p < .05, **p < .01., ***p < 
.001.  
 

In the White sample (see Table 6), total CTS was not significantly associated with 

any of the predictor or demographic variables (which was different from the total sample 

and Asian and Latino subsamples). IPVAS was associated with NAS (r = .31, p < .01) and 

negatively associated with generations in the U.S. (r = -.28, p < .05). Parental violence was 

negatively associated with generations in the U.S. (r = -.40, p < .01) such that participants 

whose families were newer to the U.S. had a higher likelihood of witnessing parental 
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violence. MGRS was positively associated with NAS (r = .57, p < .001) and negatively 

associated with SDS (r = -.32, p < .05), and NAS was negatively associated with SDS (r = -.52, 

p < .001).  

 
Table 5 
Intercorrelations Between Demographic Variables and Measures (Latino Subsample) 

Measure 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. CTS Total -.03 .19 -.08 .20 .04 -.05 -.15 -.20 

2. IPVAS - .08 .15 .32** .01 -.26* -.12 .15 

3. Parental Violence 
 

- .05 .12 .05 -.05 -.03 .06 

4. MGRS 
  

- .34** -.03 -.32** .02 .21 

5. NAS 
   

- -.06 -.56*** .09 -.06 

6. Parents College Grada 
    

- -.00 .01 .10 

7. SDS 
     

- -.08 -.03 

8. Generations in the U.S. 
      

- -.01 

9. Relationship Status 
       

- 

Note . aDichotomous with 0 = neither grad, 1 = either grad . n = 83. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 
.001. 
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Table 6 
Intercorrelations Between Demographic Variables and Measures (White Subsample) 

Measure 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. CTS Total .20 .06 -.04 .06 -.17 -.11 -.12 -.16 

2. IPVAS - .11 .26 .31* -.00 -.23 -.28* -.06 

3. Parental Violence 
 

- -.09 -.06 -.12 .02 -.40** .08 

4. MGRS 
  

- .57*** .15 -.32* -.16 -.12 

5. NAS 
   

- -.07 -.52*** -.15 -.15 

6. Parents College Grada 
    

- -.14 -.16 .08 

7. SDS 
     

- .27 .02 

8. Generations in the U.S. 
      

- .21 

9. Relationship Status 
       

- 

Note. . aDichotomous with 0 = neither grad, 1 = either grad. n = 52. *p < .05, **p < .01. 
 

Phase II: Hierarchical Regression Analyses 

Before regression analyses were performed, bivariate zero -order correlations were 

first computed across demographic variables in the total sample and within each ethnic 

group subsample to determine whether they significantly covaried with predictor (i.e., 

witnessing parental violence, MGRS, and anger disposition) or criterion variables (i.e., CTS2 

total scores and IPVAS total scores). To maximize statistical power to detect significant 

effects, only demographic variables that covaried with any criterion and/or predictor 

variables in the total sample, and separately in all three ethnic groups, were included as 

covariates in the hierarchical regression model. To include separate covariates for each 

sample would constrain the ability to make cross ethnic comparisons. Despite this effort, 
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and in part due to limited success in participant recruitment, post hoc power analyses 

revealed insufficient power to detect small effects (f2 = .15) using three predictors for the 

White sample (Power = .60), and sufficient power for the Asian and the Latino samples 

(Power = .87 and .84 respectively). The implications of insufficient power to detect 

significant effects on the findings of this study are discussed in the Limitations section. 

Social Desirability was significantly correlated with IPV Attitudes in the total and Latino 

samples, with the NAS in all samples, and with MGRS in the total, Asian, and White samples 

(see Tables 3, 4, 5, & 6) and was subsequently entered into the first level of the hierarchical 

regressions as a covariate. 

 The witnessing parental violence dichotomous variable was entered into the second 

level, the masculine gender role strain variable was entered into the third level, and finally 

the anger score was entered into the fourth and final level of the regression equation. This 

hierarchical regression model was run for the total sample (see Table 7), the Asian 

American subsample (see Table 8), the Latino subsample (see Table 9) and the White 

subsample (see Table 10). Standardized Beta coefficients (s) are presented for easy of 

comparison across group samples.  

 In the total sample (see Table 7), the full regression model was significant (F = 2.62, 

p < .05) but accounted for only 4.5% of the variance in total CTS (R2 = .045). Controlling for 

variability in social desirability, witnessing parental violence emerged as a significant 

predictor of CTS in the bivariate regression and maintained its significance after adjusting 

for masculine gender role stress and anger disposition. This is in line with the prediction 

that witnessing parental violence is associated with later IPV perpetration. The failure of 

masculine gender role strain (  = , -.07, p = .35) and anger (  = -.03, p = .11) to reach 
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significance in the full model is contrary to the first hypothesis. Entering these variables 

into the model did not significantly increase the variance explained as evidenced by the 

lack of significant change in R2 for both the third and fourth (full) models. 

In the Asian, Latino, and White subsamples (see Tables 8, 9, and 10 respectively), 

the full regression models were not significant (Asian: F = 1.37, p = .25; Latino: F = 2.12, p = 

.09; White: F = .29, p = .88) and accounted for only 6.1%, 9.8%, and 2.4% of the variance in 

total CTS, respectively. For the Asian sample, controlling for variability in social 

desirability, witnessing parental violence emerged as a significant predictor of CTS in the 

bivariate regression (  = .22, p = .04) and maintained its significance after adjusting for 

masculine gender role stress and anger disposition (  = .22, p < .05), but failed to reach 

significance at both the bivariate and full model levels in the Latino (  = .17, p = .12) and 

White (  = .06, p = .68) subsamples. In the full model, masculine gender role strain did not 

emerge as a significant predictor of total CTS for any sample (see Tables 8, 9, and 10), while 

anger failed to reach significance in the Asian (  = .06, p = .64) and White (  = .08, p = .69) 

subsamples, but was a significant predictor of total CTS for Latino men (  = .27, p = .04).  
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Table 7 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Intimate Partner Violence (Total 
Sample) 

Model Variable   R2 

1 Social Desirability -0.09 .007 
2* Social Desirability -0.09 .026* 
 Parental Violence 0.16*  
3† Social Desirability -0.09 .001 
 Parental Violence 0.16*  
 Masculine Gender Role Stress -0.03  
4* Social Desirability -0.03 .011 
 Parental Violence 0.15*  
 Masculine Gender Role Stress -0.07  
 Novaco Anger Scale 0.13  

Note. Total R2 = .045; *p < .05. N = 225. 
 

Table 8 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Intimate Partner Violence (Asian 
American Subample) 

Model Variable   R2 

1 Social Desirability -0.08 .006 
2 Social Desirability -0.09 .047* 
 Parental Violence 0.22*  
3 Social Desirability -0.09 .005 
 Parental Violence 0.22*  
 Masculine Gender Role Stress 0.07  
4 Social Desirability -0.06 .002 
 Parental Violence 0.22*  
 Masculine Gender Role Stress 0.06  
 Novaco Anger Scale 0.06  

Note. Total R2 = .058; *p < .05. N = 90. 
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Table 9 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Intimate Partner Violence (Latino 
Subsample) 

Model Variable   R2 

1 Social Desirability -0.05 .002 
2 Social Desirability -0.04 .036 
 Parental Violence 0.19  
3 Social Desirability -0.08 .011 
 Parental Violence 0.19  
 Masculine Gender Role Stress -0.11  
4 Social Desirability 0.06 .048* 
 Parental Violence 0.17  
 Masculine Gender Role Stress -0.16  
 Novaco Anger Scale 0.27*  

Note. Total R2 = .097; *p < .05. N = 83. 
 

Table 10 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Intimate Partner Violence (White 
Subsample) 

Model Variable   R2 

1 Social Desirability -0.11 .012 
2 Social Desirability -0.11 .004 
 Parental Violence 0.06  
3 Social Desirability -0.13 .005 
 Parental Violence 0.06  
 Masculine Gender Role Stress -0.08  
4 Social Desirability -0.11 .003 
 Parental Violence 0.06  
 Masculine Gender Role Stress -0.11  
 Novaco Anger Scale 0.08  

Note. Total R2 = .024. N = 52. 
 

Phase III: Conditional Process Model of the Intergenerational Transmission of IPV 

 In the third phase of the analysis, effect sizes of a conditional process model of 

intimate partner violence were estimated. The model is a process model because the 

exogenous variable X is predicted to cause the endogenous variable Y through mediating 

variable M. The process model is “conditional” because the effect of M on Y depends upon 
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levels of the moderator V. The current study specifies a model whereby the effect of 

witnessing parental violence (X) on later IPV perpetration (Y) is explained via subjective 

masculine gender role strain (M), and that the second indirect path (the effect of M on Y) is 

moderated by men’s anger disposition (V).  

Overall, there was little support for the conditional process model of the 

intergenerational transmission of IPV. While the overall model was significant (p < .05), it 

only accounted for 4.9% of the variance in total CTS. Contrary to expectation, masculine 

gender role strain did not mediate the association between witnessing parental violence 

and later IPV perpetration. In fact, both paths a (witnessed parental violence  MGRS) and 

b (MGRS  total CTS) failed to reach significance. Path c’ remained significant after 

accounting for the effect of MGRS and NAS. As predicted, there was a significant interaction 

between NAS and MGRS after adjusting for all other effects. This significant interaction 

signifies the moderating effect of NAS on the b path between MGRS and total CTS.  
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Figure 2. Conditional process model testing gender role strain and anger 

disposition as explanatory variables for the effect of witnessing parental 

violence on IPV perpetration, controlling for the effect of SDS. Presented 

coefficients are unstandardized betas (Bs). *p < .05. 
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CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION 

 

General Discussion 

 Witnessing parental violence and masculinity constructs (i.e., ideology, identity, and 

gender role strain) have been consistently recognized in the literature as predictors of 

intimate partner violence, but have rarely been examined in non-white samples. This is the 

first study of its kind to compare the effects of witnessing parental violence, masculine 

gender role strain, and anger disposition across Asian American, Latino, and White men. It 

is also one of only a few studies to find correlations among predictor mechanisms within 

intergenerational transmission of violence using conditional process modelling.  

In hierarchical regression analyses that controlled for the effect of participants to 

respond to questions in a socially acceptable manner, different predictors of the frequency 

of intimate partner violence emerged for each ethnic group. For the Asian American 

sample, witnessing parental violence emerged as the only significant predictor of IPV . For 

the Latino group, anger disposition emerged as the only significant predictor of IPV . For the 

White group, no variables of interest significantly predicted IPV perpetration. Contrary to 

predictions, masculine gender role strain did not emerge as a significant predictor of IPV in 

the total sample nor in any of the ethnic samples. Overall, results suggest there are 

important cultural differences in the predictors of IPV that have been generally ignored in 

the family and dating violence literatures. While these findings should not be taken as 

recommendations of differential interventions of ethnically diverse men, they do suggest 

that attention be paid to possible ethnic differences when designing and evaluating 

interventions.
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The Transmission of IPV Across Generations 
 

 An additional objective of the current study was to test a conditional process model 

for explaining the intergenerational transmission of IPV. In this model, witnessing parental 

violence was hypothesized to be associated with IPV perpetration through masculine 

gender role strain, but the results did not support this hypothesis. While the direct effect of 

witnessing parental violence on IPV perpetration remained significant after adjusting for 

all other effects, none of the mediating indirect effects emerged as significant. Thus, the 

data did not support the claim that witnessing parental violence is associated with an 

increase in a man’s experience of masculine gender role strain, which in turn is associated 

with one’s frequency of perpetrating physical, sexual, and psychological abuse against a 

partner.  

The hypothesized moderating effect of anger disposition on the relation between 

masculine gender role strain and IPV perpetration did emerge as significant. This finding 

supports some researchers’ call for the reconceptualization of anger as a possible 

moderator and/or mediator, as opposed to a bivariate predictor of IPV. Furthermore, 

consistently across ethnic groups, a negative association was found between anger 

disposition and social desirability (SD) at the p < .001 level of significance. In a study on the 

associations among vengeance, anger, and irrational beliefs in inmates (Stuckless, Ford, & 

Vitelli, 1994), SD was found to correlate with all measures of interest, and was thus 

considered a contaminator by the authors. In the current study, SD is only associated with 

some predictor variables (i.e., IPV attitudes, MGRS, and anger in the total sample, and anger 

alone across all samples) suggesting acute, nuanced relations as opposed to blanket 

contamination. As such, it seems that SD plays more of a suppressive than a contaminative 
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role that might mute a stronger moderating effect of anger on the association between 

masculine gender role strain and IPV. From these findings of the complex intercorrelations 

between SD and anger (in the total sample and all subsamples), SD and MGRS (in the total 

sample and White and Latino subsamples) and anger and MGRS (in the total sample and all 

subsamples), it is recommended that future examinations include a priori hypotheses 

regarding the effect (e.g., suppressive, moderating, and/or mediating) of SDS on the 

associations between anger, MGRS, and IPV.  

 

MGRS is NOT the Intergenerational Transmitter 

 Two null findings emerged that ran contrary to predictions. Most surprising of the 

two was the lack of association between MGRS and IPV perpetration in the full regression 

model. Multiple studies have provided evidence that greater masculine gender role strain is 

associated with more IPV perpetration (Eisler et al., 2000; Jakupcak et al., 2002; Moore et 

al., 2008). In the current study, MGRS was not significantly associated with IPV or its 

subscales (i.e., physical, sexual, and psychological abuse) in the total, Asian American, 

Latino, or White samples. One possible source of this null finding is the substantially lower 

average total CTS score in the current study compared to other studies with similar 

participant samples. Jakupcak and colleagues (2002) found that on average, participants 

reported 36.11 (SD = 48.17) instances of IPV. Similar to the current study, their participant 

sample consisted of heterosexual male college students who had ever been in an intimate 

relationship. However, respondents in the current study averaged 13.02 (SD = 18.50) 

instances of IPV. This difference is even more drastic when considering that Jakupcak and 
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colleagues (2002) conceptualized and measured IPV as physical and psychological abuse, 

while the current study also included sexual violence.  

Only one other study that measured IPV perpetration using an online survey was 

found (Smith Slep, Heyman, & Foran, 2014), which was conducted with active duty U.S. Air 

Force members and their spouses from 82 sites worldwide. The authors used a measure of 

IPV that captured the frequency of violent acts on a continuous scale  in the previous year. 

Their measurement tool also assessed clinically significant IPV on a dichotomous yes or no 

variable. While the description of this measurement tool did not explicitly distinguish the 

items nor the types of partner abuse captured, there is no mention of 

emotional/psychological nor sexual abuse, suggesting a focus on physical abuse. In line 

with this narrow definition of partner violence, and the current study’s finding of low mean 

level abuse, Smith Slep and colleagues (2014) recorded only .15 acts of IPV by men in the 

past year. It is surprising that they were able to detect significant associations with several 

variables of interest, until one notices their sample of men had an N of 34,681. This 

generous sample size provided the power to detect important effects despite low 

variability found in the outcome measure (IPV), which was not true in the current study. 

Future online studies would greatly benefit from online sampling tools  that allow for 

collection of large samples, such as M-Turk, to counteract the probable low IPV response 

rates.  

 The null associations between witnessing parental violence and masculine gender 

role strain and between the latter and IPV perpetration in the conditional process model 

are the second unexpected findings worth discussion. A main aim of this study was to 

explain the development of masculine gender role strain through the early childhood 
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experience of witnessing parental IPV. The lack of support for this claim points to  one quite 

simple, and one more elaborate explanation. The simple explanation is that this model was 

underpowered for detection of significant multivariate effects. The elaborate explanation is 

that the etiology of MGRS is complex, and that this model failed to test for possible 

moderators in the intergenerational transmission of IPV. Likely, both explanations hold 

truth. Results from intercorrelations in these data suggest two possible explanations and 

suggestions for future examination. In consideration of the consistent bivariate zero-order 

correlation between NAS and MGRS, it is possible that perhaps only men with high anger 

disposition who have witnessed parental violence will develop greater MGRS. In other 

words, anger disposition might operate as a moderator in the association between 

witnessing parental violence and masculine gender role strain, in addition to  its role 

supported in this study. Second, attitudes toward intimate partner violence were found to 

be associated with both witnessing parental violence and IPV perpetration in the total and 

Asian American samples. It is likely that attitudes toward IPV is an important mechanism 

with which to explain the intergenerational transmission of IPV and that MGRS perhaps 

plays a moderating role. Support for the IPV attitudes as mediator model can be found in 

studies testing the confluence model of sexual violence (Malamuth et al., 1991; Nagayama 

Hall et al., 2005). Future studies should examine the proposed moderating effect of NAS in 

the development of MGRS, as well as models that conceptualize IPV attitudes as a mediator 

and MGRS as a moderator.  
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Limitations of the Current Study 

 While the current study brings to light important ethnic differences in predictors of 

IPV, several limitations are worth noting. First, the current sample of college students 

reported substantially lower average instances of IPV perpetration compared to similar 

studies. Considering this large difference in IPV reporting, one possible explanation for low 

scores in the current study may have been the online format of the survey. While it was 

believed that the anonymity of our online format would facilitate more honest responding 

than surveys completed in the lab with its inherent interaction with research personnel, it 

is possible that the opposite was the case (Dillman, 2008). It is possible that the perception 

that information entered online is both permanent and somehow official, coupled with the 

current climate regarding NSA surveillance, might have instilled a sense of suspicion and 

hesitation in the current study’s participants. Future studies should examine mean 

differences in reporting between face-to-face, paper, and online surveys to systematically 

test this effect. 

 Second, while a strength of the current study is the ethnically diverse sample, a 

limiting weakness is the low number of White participants who were recruited. Given that 

the White sample was the only one in which no significant predictors o f IPV were 

uncovered and it was the only sample underpowered for detection of significant effects , the 

null findings are likely a result of sample size. Beyond these limitations, the current study 

provides empirical evidence for the importance of examining IPV predictors across 

ethnicities so as not to conflate findings in studies with White samples as generalizable to 

minority populations.  
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Epilogue 

 The current study is one of the first to test the role of masculine gender role strain in 

the intergenerational transmission of IPV, it is one of the few to examine the influence of 

ethnicity understanding IPV perpetration, but proudly, it is one of the many in a great 

procession to contribute to ending the devastating losses of the victims, families, and 

communities impacted by intimate partner violence. My Japanese-American immigrant 

father never did seek out services for his partner violence. If he had back in the late 80s, 

those services would probably not have been informed by research on immigrant and 

Asian American masculinity and IPV. According to this study’s findings, anger interventions 

that were common at the time might have only worked with his Latino friend. It is my hope 

that this thesis and studies like it will help us be more effective for all American men, their 

partners, their children, and generations to come. 
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