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Abstract

Intimate partner violence is the most common type of violence against women. Attitudes

towards this violence are increasingly recognized as key to understanding this social and

public health problem because a social environment that accepts or even supports it creates

a climate that breeds further violence and encourages their perpetration. The evidence

available shows that these attitudes are influenced by different individual, organizational

and community factors, and that the supportive attitudes are generally more common

among males, and among older and less educated people. This paper presents two cross-

sectional studies which aim to obtain a deeper understanding of supportive attitudes

towards intimate partner violence against women in a Spanish-speakers context. Results

obtained show that the two questionnaires used may be useful for evaluating supporting atti-

tudes towards this violence in Spanish-speaking samples. Thus, the Inventory of Distorted

Thoughts about Women and Violence (IPDMV), one of the one of the most widely used

tools to this aim among Spanish-speakers, includes information regarding the minimization

of this violence and the responsibility of perpetrators, and it seems better able to capture the

effect of previous training, which would be consistent with the fact that it was initially

designed to detect the effects of interventions; and the Inventory of Beliefs about Intimate

Partner Violence (IBIPV), a new tool recently designed to this aim, is more focused on sup-

portive attitudes and seems more effective for capturing differences between men and

women in blaming victims and exonerating perpetrators. Additionally, the results obtained

allow us to complement previous studies on the effects that factors such as gender, age, or

previous training have on supportive attitudes towards intimate partner violence against

women.

Introduction

About one third of all women globally will experience either intimate partner or non-partner

physical or sexual violence during their lifetime. Intimate partner violence is the most
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common type of violence against women (VAW), affecting 30% of women worldwide, accord-

ing the World Health Organization [1–5] and the Fundamental Right Agency [6] analysis.

It is important to remember that the Declaration on the Elimination of Violence against

Women [7] provided a definition for VAW that has been adopted as a benchmark for most of

the international bodies that contend with this matter. More recently, the Council of Europe

Convention on preventing and combating violence against women and domestic violence [8]

continues in this vein and understands VAW as a form of gender-based violence that is com-

mitted against women because they are women, defining VAW in its 3rd article “as a violation
of human rights and a form of discrimination against women and shall mean all acts of gender-
based violence that result in, or are likely to result in, physical, sexual, psychological or economic
harm or suffering to women, including threats of such acts, coercion or arbitrary deprivation of
liberty, whether occurring in public or in private life” (p. 3). They understand intimate partner

violence to mean all acts of physical aggression, sexual coercion, psychological abuse or eco-

nomic violence between current or former spouses or partners, which affect women dispro-

portionately and which are therefore distinctly gendered [9] and usually referred to as intimate

partner violence against women (IPVAW).

In this context, the need for all sectors to engage in addressing and eliminating attitudes,

norms and beliefs that tolerate and justify VAW and IPVAW, and to offer better support for

women who experience these forms of violence is crucial in strategies intended to prevent,

reduce and eradicate VAW and IPVAW, as pointed out by different sources [5, 10–12]. Thus,

the social consideration of VAW and IPVAW is particularly important because “prevalence
rates for any form of family violence are related to attitudes that predominate in a society” [13,

p. 763] and “an understanding of attitudes towards VAW is vital for effective prevention strate-
gies” [14, p. 333]. In particular, “attitudes held by societies at large can influence responses to
violence, such as availability of refuge for victims, criminalization of violence, and victims’ inter-
pretations of and recovery from their experience (e.g. shame and guilt experienced)” [14, p. 334],

and “challenging and changing attitudes that tolerate and justify IPVAW has become a key objec-
tive for intervention and prevention initiatives addressing IPVAW” [15, p. 2]. In summary, atti-

tudes towards IPVAW are increasingly recognized as key to understanding this social and

public health problem because a social environment that accepts or even supports VAW and

IPVAW creates a climate that breeds further violence and encourages their perpetration, mak-

ing it easier for perpetrators to persist in their violent behavior, and making it more difficult for

women as well as the general population to react against IPVAW [11, 12, 15–25].

The attitudes supporting this violence may be characterized as [15, 19, 26]: acceptability of

IPVAW (including acceptance, approval, tolerance, and permissively of this violence); mini-

mization of the importance of IPVAW; and legitimation of IPVAW (victim blaming, legitima-

tion, and justification or exoneration of the perpetrator). A cross-cultural analysis shows that

there are some regional and cultural differences in supportive attitudes towards IPVAW [5, 14,

23, 25, 27–31]; therefore, we will focus on a review of these attitudes in Europe and in particu-

lar Spain, where the studies presented in this paper are developed.

Relating to the acceptability of VAW and IPVAW, some general surveys carried out in the

European Union [32, 33] showed that the majority of the people considered IPVAW as unac-

ceptable in all circumstances and always punishable by law, with this rejection gaining ground

over time; only about 1–2% of the people interviewed thought this violence as acceptable in

certain circumstances or even in all circumstances. In line with these findings, Tausch [30]

analyzed data from the World Values Survey project, and observed that some Western Euro-

pean countries (such as Italy or Norway) are among those with the lowest rates of acceptance

of IPVAW. However, it is important to remark that, despite this rejection, European Union

surveys [11, 29, 33, 34] showed a high prevalence of IPVAW victim blaming attitudes in the EU,
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and the number of people who consider the provocative behavior of women as a cause of such

violence actually increased between these two surveys, from 46.1% in 1999 to 52% in 2010.

Additionally, Waltermaurer [35] conducted a systematic review, based mainly on results

from national surveys, and pointed out that “there are many gaps to our knowledge internation-
ally about the justification of IPV, particularly in Europe and the Western Hemisphere” (p. 173),

concluding that research on attitudes towards IPVAW remain underdeveloped. Subsequently,

Gracia and Lila [12] conducted a non-systematic review of national surveys on attitudes

towards IPVAW yielded in the EU Member States between 2010 and 2014 and found that only

a relatively limited number of the surveys (forty in nineteen countries) included questions

addressing attitudes towards VAW or IPVAW), most of which were either based on a single

item or non-supported by instruments with enough evidence of validity and reliability. Their

review concludes that a small but relevant percentage of respondents from different countries

tended to ‘accept’ in some circumstances some violent behaviors against women, perceived as

‘not very serious’ or considered ‘inevitable’, and also that victim-blaming attitudes were not

widespread. More recently, Gracia et al. [15] developed a systematic review that included 62

quantitative studies addressing attitudes towards IPVAW conducted in the EU between 2000

and 2018, and provided a conceptual map of attitudes towards IPVAW, as well a map of

approaches to measuring these attitudes used in Europe.

In Spain, the data available from surveys show that the social rejection of this violence

reaches rates around 90–95% [36–39], and victim blaming attitudes reaches levels around 30–

35% [11, 29, 33, 40].

As reflected some literature reviews [19, 25, 30], the evidence available shows that attitudes

towards VAW and IPVAW are influenced by different individual, organizational and commu-

nity factors, and that one of the strongest predictors of supportive attitudes towards IPVAW is

gender [15, 19, 30, 41–43].

Although there were some differences across countries [25, 30], a general gender gap [19,

23, 26, 27, 29, 31, 43] from an early age [44] has been identified. Specifically, in Europe, general

surveys [32–34], studies with student samples [45–47] and with general populations [15, 40,

43, 46, 48–51] found that men are more likely to justify and accept this violence, to perceive a

narrower range of behaviors as violent, to minimize the assaults and see violent behaviors

against women as less serious, inappropriate, or damaging, and to exonerate the perpetrator

and blame women victims for the violence experienced; while women are more likely to reject

this violence, to attribute the violence responsibility to the perpetrator and to consider violent

incidents more serious. The results obtained would lead one to reasonably conclude that these

differences probably do not reflect sex differences, but ideological differences based in gender

norms and social ideologies about male domination over women [14, 19, 51, 52].

The respondent’s age, and the developmental processes associated with it, also seem to be a

factor in shaping attitudes towards IPVAW [19, 25], but the results are inconsistent [15, 27, 43,

46, 50]. Indeed, some studies show older people are more likely to accept IPVAW as normal

and justifiable, and to legitimize it [26, 29, 40, 52, 53], while other studies suggest that attitudes

justifying IPVAW are more likely among the youngest age groups [35].

Regarding the respondent’s education, studies carried out in high income countries find a

negative relationship between educational level and attitudes supporting IPVAW, such as accep-

tance or victim blaming, which are more common among less educated respondents [23, 40].

In summary, as Gracia et al. [12, 15] point out after reviewing European research, that sup-

portive attitudes towards IPVAW were generally more common among males, and among

older and less educated people.

The importance of these beliefs and attitudes towards IPVAW makes it necessary to have reli-

able and valid measures for research and intervention purposes [54, 55]. Although a multitude of
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evaluation instruments have been designed for this purpose [56], some of them have not yielded

sufficient information supporting their latent structure or dimensionality or have lacked sufficient

psychometric support for both internal and external construct validity [15].

In a Spanish context, one of the most widely used tools for this purpose is the Inventory of

Distorted Thoughts about Women and Violence (IPDMV, in the Spanish acronym). This

questionnaire was designed by Echeburúa and Fernández-Montalvo [57, 58] for clinical pur-

poses as a part of a cognitive-behavioural programme for treating batterers. Originally it was a

checklist of 29 binary items about irrational thoughts related to traditional gender roles and to

the use of violence as an acceptable strategy for solving conflicts. Subsequent studies carried on

in different contexts and with different kinds of samples [59–63] obtained different factorial

models (for a review of these studies and models see [61]). Some of these studies have found

differences by gender in beliefs and attitudes about IPVAW [16, 60, 61, 63], and also by other

variables such as specific academic-training on IPV.

More recently, Garcia-Ael et al. [64] developed the Inventory of Beliefs about Intimate Part-

ner Violence (IBIPV), a self-report scale designed to assess participants’ attitudes towards wife

beating. This tool is a revised and up-dated version of the Inventory of Beliefs about Wife Beat-

ing (IBWB, [65]) that takes the latest theoretical and empirical advances in the IPVAW field

into account. When developing the IBIPV, the authors eliminated some items from IBWB

(specifically, those having nothing to do with beliefs about IPVAW, those linked to a masoch-

istic image of the woman, or any that were repeated). Additionally, they eliminated items refer-

ring to the same concept or those considered too generic, and revised and adapted the

terminology used in the original survey in order to bring the questions more in line with the

current conception of IPVAW (i.e. replacing ‘husband’ with ‘partner’ or ‘abuser’, or ‘wife’ by

‘partner’ or ‘woman’). Nine new items were added to cover some theoretical and empirical

aspects not addressed by the original inventory. The result is a new 22-items instrument, with

three subscales: Justifying Partner Violence (JPV), a subscale related to behaviors of victims

and perpetrators which may be used to legitimize or justify IPVAW; Victims Responsible for

Violence, a subscale (VRV) related to victim behaviors which may lead to women being

blamed for IPVAW; and Abuser Responsible for Violence, a subscale (ARV) related to the

behaviors of perpetrators, which may lead to consider them as being responsible for IPVAW.

The results obtained by their authors showed that IBIPV has good psychometric properties

and the potential to be a tool for measuring attitudes to IPVAW. Additionally, they found sig-

nificant age and gender-related differences in scores for some of their subscales.

This paper presents two cross-sectional studies undertaken sequentially, which aim to

obtain a deeper understanding of supportive attitudes towards IPVAW, once reviewed some

basic psychometric properties of two measurement instruments used.

Study 1

The aim of Study 1 is to review the internal consistency and factorial structure of IPDMV (one

of the most used tools to analyze attitudes towards IPVAW in Spain) and the IBIPV (an adap-

tation for the Spanish population of the IBWB, a classic tool to analyze these attitudes), as well

as to examine the correlations between their subscales in order to establish the level of conver-

gence-divergence of both instruments.

Materials and methods

The research protocol for this study was approved by the Bioethics Committee of the Univer-

sity of Balearic Islands (Ref. 5487, 23th july 2015). The participants completed a written con-

sent form.
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Participants. An opportunity sample comprising 1,132 IBIPV cases (of which 30.4% were

against men and 69.3% against women) and 2,114 IPDMV cases (of which 31.6% were against

men and 67.0% against women) was used. Participants were Spanish volunteers recruited in

2018–2019 by announcements in different Spanish education centers (participating universi-

ties, vocational training centers and high schools). The average age of the IBIPV cases was

M = 24.15 years (SD = 11.85), and in the IPDMV cases it was M = 23.16 (SD = 8.62).

Instruments. The Inventory of Beliefs about Intimate Partner Violence (IBIPV, [64])

comprises 22 items rated on a seven-point scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree)

which reflect three dimensions: Justifying Partner Violence (F1-JPV, 6-items, α = .71); Victims
Responsible for Violence (F2-VRV, 9-ı́tems, α = .93); and Abuser Responsible for Violence
(F3-ARV, 7-items, α = .84). After reversing the scores of item 3, and the seven items of subscale

ARV, so that all 22 items maintain the same sense in the construct, higher scores indicate

higher tolerance towards IPVAW (i.e. lower rejection towards IPVAW). The Inventory of

Distorted Thoughts about Women and Violence (IPDMV in the Spanish acronym, [57, 58];

adapted version of Ferrer et al. [61]) comprises 24 items related to four dimensions: Inferiority
of Women Compared to Men (F1-IW, 7 items, α = .86); Blaming Female Victims of Abuse
(F2-BW, 7 items, α = .62); Violence as an Appropriate Problem-solving Strategy (F3-VP, 5

items: α = .69); and Minimization and Exoneration of the Abuser (F4-MA, 5 items, α = .53).

Responses are given in a four-point scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 4 (totally agree), and the

higher the scores, the higher the levels of distorted thoughts (i.e. the lower the rejection

towards IPVAW).

Finally, participants completed a brief questionnaire designed ad hoc, including some

sociodemographic data, such as gender and age, and some questions about their previous

training in IPVAW.

Procedure. The participants read over the consent form and those who voluntarily agreed

completed a brief questionnaire on sociodemographic data, followed by the IPDMV and the

IBIPV. The questionnaires were mainly completed on a computer, adapted to paper-and-pen-

cil format for those who required it.

Data analysis. Analyses were carried out with IBM SPSS 25 and AMOS 23. Corrected

homogeneity indices and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were used to analyze internal consis-

tency, and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was employed to test the factorial structure of

both instruments. Corrected homogeneity indices and Cronbach’s alpha plus McDonald’s

omega coefficients were used. The Unweighted Least Squares estimation method (ULS) was

chosen for CFA, since it is recommended for ordinal variables [66, 67], and multiple criteria

were selected for fit testing [68–70], namely: the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI� .95), the

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI� .90), the Normed Fit Index (NFI� .95), and the Stan-

dardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR� .05). We also took into consideration two parsi-

monious fit indexes, the PGFI and the PNFI, for which a generally accepted value is around .50

if models show a good fit in all other indices [71]. To analyze convergence and divergence

between the IBIPV and IPDMV subscales we used Pearson’s correlation coefficients.

Results

Instruments’ reliability and factorial structure of IBIPV and IPDMV. The internal

consistency of the IBIPV was satisfactory for the overall scale (α = .79), as well as for the sub-

scales F2-VRV (α = .77, ω = .84) and F3-ARV (α = .82, ω = .87), but quite lower for the subscale

F1-JPV (α = .41, ω = .33). The subsequent CFA leads us to revise the model, since the SRMR

indicated a not good enough fit (Table 1). Based on the analysis of the corrected homogeneity

indices (HIc), items that negatively affected the internal consistency were removed; that is, item
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03 (HIc = .103 in the subscale F1-JPV), item 15 (HIc = .296 in the subscale F2-VRV), and items

21 and 22 (HIc = .044 and HIc = .296, respectively, in the subscale F3-ARV). As can be observed

in Table 1, the fit of the revised model with 18 items was very satisfactory, and reliability

improved for the overall scale (α = .84) and for each of the subscales (F1-JPV: α = .64, ω = .63;

F2-VRV: α = .86, ω = .88; F3-ARV: α = .93, ω = .93). Accordingly, this 18-item model was taken

as reference for further analysis, in spite of the relatively lower internal consistence of the sub-

scale F1-JPV. The proposed model’s factor structure is displayed in Fig 1.

Regarding the IPDMV, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were adequate for the overall scale

(α = .82) and for subscale F1-IW (α = .86, ω = .86), but lower for subscales F2-BW (α = .62,

ω = .66), F3-VP (α = .68, ω = .69), and especially for subscale F4-MA (α = .53, ω = .53). How-

ever, the CFA showed a satisfactory model’s fit (Table 1, Fig 1). These results, in addition to

the corrected homogeneity indices, which indicated a positive contribution of all the IPDMV-

items to their respective subscale’s internal consistency, lead us to maintain the actual model

for further analysis, despite the lower reliability of some of their subscales.

Relationships between IBIPV and IPDMV. As shown in Table 2, all of the subscales of

the IBIPV and the IPDMV were positively and significantly correlated, except the F3-ARV

IBIPV subscale and the F4-MA IPDMV subscale. The stronger correlations were found

between the F1-JPV and F2-VRV subscales of the IBIPV on the one hand, and between the

F1-IW and F2-BW subscales of the IPDMV on the other hand (from .37 to .55), which reflects

a moderate-high association between attitudes that justify IPVAW, the former assert women

inferiority while the latter blame them for the violence suffered. These four subscales showed

low-moderate correlations with the subscales of the other instrument related to men’s respon-

sibility (F3-ARV IBIPV subscale and F4-MA IPDMV subscale; from .21 to .26). Finally, the

correlations between the F3-VP subscale of the IPDMV and the IBIPV subscales ranged from

low to moderate (.13 to .28). These convergences and divergences between instruments were

taken into account in the forthcoming analysis.

Study 2

The aim of Study 2 is to analyze the attitudes towards IPVAW across dimensions, and to com-

pare them by gender, age, and specific training in IPVAW.

Materials and methods

The research protocol for this study was approved by the Bioethics Committee of the Univer-

sity of Balearic Islands (Ref. 5487, 23th july 2015). The participants completed a written con-

sent form.

Table 1. Goodness-of-fit indexes of the IBIPV and the IPDMV.

Index Good fit criterion IBIPV original model 3 factors; 22 items IBIPV revised model 3 factors; 18 items IPDMV original model 4 factors; 24 items

GFI � .95 .987 .998 .984

AGFI � .90 .984 .997 .980

PGFI � .50 .804 .770 .807

NFI � .95 .976 .997 .953

PNFI � .50 .871 .860 .849

SRMR � .05 .0987 .0469 .0496

GFI: Goodness-of-Fit Index; AGFI: Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index; PGFI: Parsimony Goodness-of-Fit Index; NFI: Normed Fit Index; PNFI: Parsimony Normed Fit

Index; SRMR: Standardized Root Mean Square Residual.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241392.t001
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Participants. Participants that answered both the IBIPV and IPDMV (n = 901) were

included in the sample of the Study 2. This sample was composed of 285 men (31.6%), 613

women (68.0%) and three people identified as other options (0.3%), ranging from 16 to 82

years (M = 24.18; SD = 13.38). The majority (97.4%, n = 878) were students at the moment of

participation: of these, 614 were at the university (69.9%), 123 were studying vocational train-

ing (14.0%) and 141 were high school students (16.1%). Related to the previous academic-

training in IPVAW, 46.8% of the sample (n = 422) had studied some topic on this issue, and

48.9% (n = 441) had participated in at least one non-curricular activity. There were no differ-

ences between women and men samples regarding age (t (454.995) = 1.219; p = .223) and par-

ticipation in non-curricular activities (χ2 (1) = 3.740; p = .053). However, more women

Fig 1. Factor loadings and correlations between factors for the IBIPV and the IPDMV. (A) IBIPV: F1-JPV: Justifying Partner Violence; F2-VRV:

Victims Responsible for Violence; F3-ARV: Abuser Responsible for Violence (this dimension’s items are inverted so that it is expressed in the

opposite sense, that is, “Abuser not Responsible for Violence”). (B) IPDMV: F1-IW: Inferiority of Women Compared to Men; F2-BW: Blaming

Female Victims of Abuse; F3-VP: Violence as an Appropriate Problem-solving Strategy; F4-MA: Minimization and Exoneration of the Abuser.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241392.g001
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(50.6%) than men (40.9%) had studied some topic specifically related to IPVAW (χ2 (1) =

7.174; p = .007).

Instruments. For this study they were used the same instruments as for Study 1, that is:

the Inventory of Beliefs about Intimate Partner Violence (IBIPV, [64]), the Inventory of

Distorted Thoughts about Women and Violence (IPDMV [57, 58]; adapted version of Ferrer

et al. [61]); and a brief questionnaire designed ad hoc, including some sociodemographic data.

Procedure. The procedure was also similar to the Study 1.

Data analysis. Analyses were carried out with IBM SPSS 25 and AMOS 23. In order

to analyze the attitudes towards IPVAW across dimensions. Given the different sample sizes

and non-homoscedasticity across groups, we opted for nonparametric (Mann-Whitney and

Kruskal-Wallis) tests to compare these attitudes by gender, age, and specific training in

IPVAW.

Results

Differences between attitude dimensions by gender. Mean scores of IBIPV and IPDMV

subscales are displayed in Table 3 and Fig 2, where a similar pattern can be observed for

women and men samples. Regarding the IBIPV, both women and men showed a stronger

rejection towards IPVAW in F1-JPV (Mmen = 1.35; Mwomen = 1.11) and in F2-VRV (Mmen =

1.31; Mwomen = 1.07), compared to the F3-ARV subscale (Mmen = 3.08; Mwomen = 2.22). In

IPDMV both subsamples showed similar scores in F2-BW (Mmen = 1.59; Mwomen = 1.43) and

F3-VP (Mmen = 1.60; Mwomen = 1.41) subscales (p = 1.0). In the same vein, the highest level of

rejection towards IPVAW was found in F1-IW (Mmen = 1.10; Mwomen = 1.03), and the lowest

in F4-MA (Mmen = 2.01; Mwomen = 1.85).

In order to analyze differences by gender in each of the subscales, a series of subsequent

Mann-Whitney tests were conducted, adjusting the levels of significance to control type I

errors. As observed also in Fig 2 and in Table 3, there were significant differences by gender in

all of the subscales in both IBIPV and IPDMV, and in both cases: women expressed a stronger

rejection towards IPVAW than men.

Age differences in attitude dimensions. Four age ranges were established in the analysis

of differences by age (16 to 17 years; 18 to 24 years; 25 to 49 years; and 50 to 82 years). Due to

the heterogeneous size of age groups, we undertook a nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test to

compare each subscale’s scores across them. These are displayed in Table 4.

The Kruskal-Wallis test yielded statistically significant age effects on all of the subscales of

both IBIPV and IPDMV. Pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni correction showed the follow-

ing differences between age groups: First, in the F1-JPV IBIPV subscale, as well as the F1-IW and

Table 2. Correlations between IBIPV and IPDMV subscales.

IPDMV

F1-IW F2-BW F3-VP F4-MA

IBIPV F1-JPV .491��� .369��� .254��� .213���

F2-VRV .546��� .434��� .279��� .233���

F3-ARVa .223��� .259��� .135��� .032

IBIPV: F1-JPV: Justifying Partner Violence; F2-VRV: Victims Responsible for Violence; F3-ARV: Abuser Responsible for Violence
IPDMV: F1-IW: Inferiority of Women Compared to Men; F2-BW: Blaming Female Victims of Abuse; F3-VP: Violence as an Appropriate Problem-solving Strategy;

F4-MA: Minimization and Exoneration of the Abuser
a Item scores are inverted. The dimension is expressed in the opposite sense (not responsible).

��� p < .001.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241392.t002
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Table 3. Differences in attitudes dimensions by gender.

Subscale Gender (n) M (SD) Mean Rank U Z p
IBIPV

F1-JVP Men (n = 277) 1.35 (0.67) 523.04 60374.000 -8.929 < .001

Women (n = 602) 1.11 (0.42) 401.79

F2-VRV Men (n = 275) 1.31 (0.64) 520.93 60244.000 -8.480 < .001

Women (n = 602) 1.07 (0.31) 401.57

F3-ARV Men (n = 266) 3.08 (1.91) 511.37 56959.000 -6.545 < .001

Women (n = 592) 2.22 (1.51) 392.71

IPDMV

F1-IW Men (n = 280) 1.10 (0.27) 502.62 69125.500 -7.019 < .001

Women (n = 609) 1.03 (0.12) 418.51

F2-BW Men (n = 271) 1.59 (0.43) 492.59 62171.000 -5.161 < .001

Women (n = 586) 1.43 (0.32) 399.59

F3-VP Men (n = 275) 1.60 (0.57) 496.76 66891.000 -4.647 < .001

Women (n = 602) 1.41 (0.42) 412.61

F4-MA Men (n = 270) 2.01 (0.61) 475.04 67894.000 -3.534 < .001

Women (n = 591) 1.85 (0.53) 410.88

IBIPV: F1-JPV: Justifying Partner Violence; F2-VRV: Victims Responsible for Violence; F3-ARV: Abuser Responsible for Violence
IPDMV: F1-IW: Inferiority of Women Compared to Men; F2-BW: Blaming Female Victims of Abuse; F3-VP: Violence as an Appropriate Problem-solving Strategy;

F4-MA: Minimization and Exoneration of the Abuser

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241392.t003

Fig 2. Mean scores of attitude dimensions by gender. (A) IBIPV: F1-JPV: Justifying Partner Violence; F2-VRV: Victims Responsible for Violence; F3-ARV:

Abuser Responsible for Violence. (B) IPDMV: F1-IW: Inferiority of Women Compared to Men; F2-BW: Blaming Female Victims of Abuse; F3-VP: Violence

as an Appropriate Problem-solving Strategy; F4-MA: Minimization and Exoneration of the Abuser.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241392.g002
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F4-MA IPDMV subscales, a lower rejection towards IPVAW was observed in the 16–17 and 50–

82 age groups, compared with the 18–24 and 25–49 age groups (p< .001 in all comparisons,

except between 18–24 and 50–82 in F4-MA, p = .002). Second, in the F3-ARV IBIPV subscale the

rejection in the 16–17 age group was lower than in the 18–24 (p< .001), the 25–49 (p = .009) and

the 50–82 age groups (p = .002). Third, in the F2-VRV IBIPV subscale and F2-BW IPDMV sub-

scale the 16–17 group showed less rejection than the 18–24 and the 25–49 age groups (p< .001).

Finally, in F3-VP IPDMV subscale the highest level of rejection was found in the 25–49 age group

(p< .001 in all pairwise comparisons), and in the 18–24 age group the rejection was higher than

in the 16–17 one (p< .001). Fig 3 shows these patterns of differences by age.

In order to analyze differences by gender in each of the subscales, for each of the four age

ranges, a series of subsequent Mann-Whitney tests were conducted, adjusting the levels of sig-

nificance to control type I error. As shown in Table 5, there were significant differences by

Table 4. Differences in attitude dimensions by age.

Subscale Age range (n) M (SD) Mean Rank H (df = 3) p
IBIPV

F1-JVP 16–17 (n = 110) 1.40 (0.70) 540.47 60.065 < .001

18–24 (n = 611) 1.13 (0.40) 417.80

25–49 (n = 86) 1.08 (0.30) 391.79

50–82 (n = 70) 1.49 (0.92) 522.56

F2-VRV 16–17 (n = 104) 1.32 (0.59) 536.41 38.272 < .001

18–24 (n = 616) 1.10 (0.33) 421.49

25–49 (n = 86) 1.08 (0.22) 404.70

50–82 (n = 70) 1.38 (0.98) 484.23

F3-ARV 16–17 (n = 104) 3.26 (1.77) 549.53 28.991 < .001

18–24 (n = 606) 2.32 (1.59) 410.24

25–49 (n = 83) 2.42 (1.61) 434.36

50–82 (n = 65) 2.75 (2.18) 410.78

IPDMV

F1-IW 16–17 (n = 113) 1.11 (0.24) 513.15 45.787 < .001

18–24 (n = 617) 1.04 (0.18) 429.50

25–49 (n = 86) 1.01 (0.05) 396.70

50–82 (n = 71) 1.11 (0.20) 517.27

F2-BW 16–17 (n = 107) 1.63 (0.42) 524.45 29.934 < .001

18–24 (n = 603) 1.46 (0.35) 415.77

25–49 (n = 85) 1.36 (0.29) 355.45

50–82 (n = 62) 1.60 (0.45) 493.81

F3-VP 16–17 (n = 110) 1.66 (0.55) 537.31 40.471 < .001

18–24 (n = 611) 1.45 (0.46) 433.16

25–49 (n = 87) 1.26 (0.37) 316.24

50–82 (n = 67) 1.54 (0.51) 477.24

F4-MA 16–17 (n = 105) 2.20 (0.60) 555.25 48.799 < .001

18–24 (n = 606) 1.83 (0.52) 409.43

25–49 (n = 86) 1.73 (0.52) 355.71

50–82 (n = 63) 2.15 (0.69) 527.31

IBIPV: F1-JPV: Justifying Partner Violence; F2-VRV: Victims Responsible for Violence; F3-ARV: Abuser Responsible for Violence
IPDMV: F1-IW: Inferiority of Women Compared to Men; F2-BW: Blaming Female Victims of Abuse; F3-VP: Violence as an Appropriate Problem-solving Strategy;

F4-MA: Minimization and Exoneration of the Abuser

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241392.t004
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gender in the 16–17, 18–24 and 25–49 age groups, and all the differences were in the same

sense: women expressed a stronger rejection towards IPVAW than men.

Specifically, differences by gender were detected in the 16–17 age group regarding the

F1-JPV, F2-VRV, and F3-ARV IBIPV subscales, and the F1-IW and F3-VP IPDMV subscales.

In the 18–24 age group we found differences in all of the subscales, except in the F4-MA

IPDMV subscale. Finally, in the 25–49 age group there were only differences between men

and women in F2-VRV IBIPV subscale (Table 5).

Effects of specific IPVAW-training by gender. Given the different number of men and

women who had studied some topic related to IPVAW (nmen = 115; nwomen = 307) and partici-

pated in non-curricular activities related to it (nmen = 126; nwomen = 313) it was advisable to

use nonparametric tests to compare the differential effects by gender of these kinds of

IPVAW-training. To this end, four groups were established by combining the variable gender
and the variable topic (“yes” vs. “no” studied) on the one hand, and the variables gender and

activity (“yes” vs. “no” participated) on the other hand, followed respectively by a Kruskal-

Wallis test to compare each subscale’s scores across groups.

Effects of having studied topics related to IPVAW. The Kruskal-Wallis test showed statisti-

cally significant differences across groups in all of the subscales of both IBIPV and IPDMV

(Table 6). Regarding IBIPV, pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni correction yielded the fol-

lowing results: First, there were differences between men that had studied some topic and

those who had not in F1-JPV (p = .033), F2-VRV (p = .012) and F3-ARV (p = .018). In all of

these subscales the level of rejection towards IPVAW was higher for those men who had

Fig 3. Mean scores of attitude dimensions by age group. (A) IBIPV: F1-JPV: Justifying Partner Violence; F2-VRV: Victims Responsible for Violence;

F3-ARV: Abuser Responsible for Violence. (B) IPDMV: F1-IW: Inferiority of Women Compared to Men; F2-BW: Blaming Female Victims of Abuse;

F3-VP: Violence as an Appropriate Problem-solving Strategy; F4-MA: Minimization and Exoneration of the Abuser.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241392.g003
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studied some topic, and the largest difference was in the F3-ARV subscale, as shown in Fig 4.

No differences were found between women who had studied some topic and women who had

not, either in F1-JPV (p = .687) or in F2-VRV and F3-ARV (p = 1.0 for both subscales).

The pairwise comparisons with IPDMV showed statistically significant differences between

men who had studied some topic and men who had not in F1-IW (p = .001) and F4-MA (p =

.036) subscales. There were also differences between women who had studied some topic and

women who had not in F3-VP (p = .017) and in F4-MA (p = .016). In all cases the sense of

such differences was the same for both women and men: the rejection towards IPVAW was

higher for those who had studied some topic (Table 6 and Fig 4). The largest differences were

observed between the two groups of men, and particularly in the F4-MA subscale.

Effects of having participated in non-curricular activities related to IPVAW. The Kruskal-Wallis

test yielded statistically significant differences across groups in both instruments (Table 7). The

pairwise comparisons with IBIPV subscales, once the Bonferroni correction was applied, showed

Table 5. Differences in attitude dimensions by gender across age groups.

Age Subscale Gender (n) M (SD) Mean Rank U Z pa

16–17 IBIPV

F1-JVP Men (n = 53) 1.60 (0.82) 66.87 908.000 -3.944 < .001

Women (n = 57) 1.21 (0.52) 44.93

F2-VRV Men (n = 52) 1.50 (0.76) 61.55 881.500 -3.334 .001

Women (n = 52) 1.14 (0.28) 43.45

F-3ARV Men (n = 51) 3.81 (1.76) 62.45 844.000 -3.307 .001

Women (n = 53) 2.72 (1.62) 42.92

IPDMV

F1-IW Men (n = 55) 1.17 (0.30) 67.71 1006.000 -4.109 < .001

Women (n = 58) 1.04 (0.13) 46.84

F3-VP Men (n = 54) 1.84 (0.59) 66.16 936.500 -3.472 .001

Women (n = 56) 1.49 (0.46) 45.22

18–24 IBIPV

F1-JVP Men (n = 173) 1.27 (0.59) 357.14 28521.500 -6.919 < .001

Women (n = 435) 1.07 (0.27) 283.57

F2-VRV Men (n = 172) 1.24 (0.54) 364.89 27969.000 -7.013 < .001

Women (n = 441) 1.05 (0.16) 284.42

F-3ARV Men (n = 168) 2.84 (1.85) 354.11 27785.500 -4.611 < .001

Women (n = 435) 2.12 (1.43) 281.87

IPDMV

F1-IW Men (n = 173) 1.09 (0.28) 344.70 31710.500 -5.568 < .001

Women (n = 441) 1.02 (0.11) 292.91

F2-BW Men (n = 168) 1.56 (.41) 345.91 28659.500 -4.044 < .001

Women (n = 432) 1.41 (0.31) 282.84

F3-VP Men (n = 171) 1.59 (0.55) 346.47 30186.500 -3.753 < .001

Women (n = 437) 1.40 (0.41) 288.08

25–49 IBIPV

F2-VRV Men (n = 23) 1.16 (0.26) 51.20 547.500 -2.612 .009

Women (n = 63) 1.05 (0.20) 40.69

IBIPV: F1-JPV: Justifying Partner Violence; F2-VRV: Victims Responsible for Violence; F3-ARV: Abuser Responsible for Violence
IPDMV: F1-IW: Inferiority of Women Compared to Men; F2-BW: Blaming Female Victims of Abuse; F3-VP: Violence as an Appropriate Problem-solving Strategy;

F4-MA: Minimization and Exoneration of the Abuser.
a Only data from subscales with significant differences are displayed.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241392.t005
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a difference in F1-JPV between men who had participated in at least one non-curricular activity

and the men who had not (p = .036), with higher rejection towards IPVAW in the former. No spe-

cific participation effects were found in the women’s sample, either in F1-JPV (p = .354) or in

F2-VRV and F3-ARV (p = 1.0 for both subscales). These results are shown in Fig 5.

Regarding the IPDMV, pairwise comparisons showed statistically significant differences

between men who had participated in at least one non-curricular activity and men who had

not in F3-VP (p = .009) and F4-MA (p = .049) subscales. Differences were also found between

women who had participated in such activities and women who had not in F2-BW (p = .002)

and F3-VP (p = .011) subscales. In all cases the results were the same (Table 7, Fig 5): women

and men who had participated in at least one non-curricular activity expressed a stronger

rejection towards IPVAW than those who had not.

Table 6. Differences in attitude dimensions by having vs. having not studied some topic.

Subscale Group M (SD) Mean Rank H (df = 3) p
Gender Topic (n)

IBIPV

F1-JVP Men Yes (n = 114) 1.26 (0.60) 481.50 90.657 < .001

No (n = 159) 1.43 (0.72) 544.49

Women Yes (n = 300) 1.08 (0.35) 385.02

No (n = 296) 1.15 (0.46) 408.94

F2-VRV Men Yes (n = 113) 1.24 (0.62) 473.94 83.816 < .001

No (n = 158) 1.35 (0.66) 546.52

Women Yes (n = 305) 1.07 (0.39) 388.16

No (n = 291) 1.08 (0.21) 405.44

F3-ARV Men Yes (n = 112) 2.74 (1.85) 456.00 54.131 < .001

No (n = 151) 3.35 (1.93) 545.82

Women Yes (n = 295) 2.25 (1.51) 399.55

No (n = 291) 2.17 (1.49) 376.18

IPDMV

F1-IW Men Yes (n = 115) 1.08 (0.30) 451.67 67.675 < .001

No (n = 161) 1.12 (0.25) 528.40

Women Yes (n = 305) 1.02 (0.09) 399.53

No (n = 298) 1.04 (0.15) 429.16

F2-BW Men Yes (n = 114) 1.54 (0.40) 459.52 33.680 < .001

No (n = 154) 1.64 (0.45) 510.02

Women Yes (n = 296) 1.40 (0.31) 375.74

No (n = 285) 1.46 (0.33) 416.42

F3-VP Men Yes (n = 114) 1.52 (0.50) 464.69 33.369 < .001

No (n = 157) 1.67 (0.61) 512.89

Women Yes (n = 303) 1.36 (0.39) 378.53

No (n = 294) 1.46 (0.43) 438.62

F4-MA Men Yes (n = 111) 1.88 (0.55) 421.93 28.800 < .001

No (n = 157) 2.10 (0.63) 505.42

Women Yes (n = 301) 1.78 (0.52) 378.02

No (n = 285) 1.91 (0.54) 439.00

IBIPV: F1-JPV: Justifying Partner Violence; F2-VRV: Victims Responsible for Violence; F3-ARV: Abuser Responsible for Violence
IPDMV: F1-IW: Inferiority of Women Compared to Men; F2-BW: Blaming Female Victims of Abuse; F3-VP: Violence as an Appropriate Problem-solving Strategy;

F4-MA: Minimization and Exoneration of the Abuser

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241392.t006
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A subsequent analysis of the relationship between each subscale’s scores and the number of

non-curricular activities in which men and women had participated (“one” vs. “from 2 to 5”

vs. “more than 5”) was undertaken. The Spearman’s correlation coefficients showed an

absence of association between the level of rejection towards IPVAW and the number of activ-

ities done by men, for all of the subscales (p-values from .188 to .839). However, in the wom-

en’s sample a low but significant correlation was found with F3-VP (r = -.160, p = .005) and

F4-MA (r = -.152, p = .008) IPDMV subscales. In both cases a negative coefficients imply a

positive association between the level of rejection towards IPVAW and the number of activities

done by women, the higher the participation, the stronger the rejection. The rest of the correla-

tions in women’s sample were statistically null (p-values from .156 to .511).

Discussion

The results obtained make it possible to achieve the objectives proposed for the two studies

carried out, that is, to broaden our knowledge of supportive attitudes towards IPVAW, once

analyzed and improved the measures tools employed.

The aim of Study 1 was to analyze the internal consistency and factorial structure of two

questionnaires, IBIPV and IPDMV, which measure attitudes towards IPVAW and the level of

convergence-divergence among their subscales.

Fig 4. Mean scores of attitude dimensions of men and women having vs. having not studied some topic related to IPVAW. (A) IBIPV: F1-JPV:

Justifying Partner Violence; F2-VRV: Victims Responsible for Violence; F3-ARV: Abuser Responsible for Violence. (B) IPDMV: F1-IW: Inferiority of

Women Compared to Men; F2-BW: Blaming Female Victims of Abuse; F3-VP: Violence as an Appropriate Problem-solving Strategy; F4-MA:

Minimization and Exoneration of the Abuser.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241392.g004
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The results obtained in this preliminary analysis suggest that the IBIPV factorial structure

proposed by their authors [64] may work reasonably well, in general and for F2-VRV and

F3-ARV subscales, but not enough for the F1-JPV subscale. Therefore, on the basis of the anal-

ysis of the corrected homogeneity indices, we removed four items that negatively affected the

internal consistency, one item of the F1-JPV subscale, one item of the F2-VRV subscale, and

two items of the F3-ARV subscale. The elimination of these 4 items improved the reliability of

their respective subscales and the overall model fit. We may hypothesize that this improvement

is due to the format of these items, since item 3 of the Spanish version (“Even though men’s

masculinity is threatened when their partner points out their weak points, men don’t have the

right to beat up their partners”) is the only item in the JPV subscale that scores in an opposite

sense, and items 15 (“Battered women should separate from their partners immediately”), 21

Table 7. Differences in attitude dimensions by participation in non-curricular activities.

Subscale Group M (SD) Mean Rank H (df = 3) p
Gender Activity (n)

IBIPV

F1-JVP Men Yes (n = 122) 1.25 (0.49) 486.23 92.674 < .001

No (n = 153) 1.44 (0.78) 548.32

Women Yes (n = 305) 1.06 (0.24) 384.40

No (n = 293) 1.16 (0.53) 413.12

F2-VRV Men Yes (n = 124) 1.26 (0.54) 495.79 77.385 < .001

No (n = 149) 1.35 (0.72) 537.19

Women Yes (n = 308) 1.04 (0.12) 390.01

No (n = 290) 1.11 (0.43) 407.28

F3-ARV Men Yes (n = 120) 2.99 (1.87) 501.73 43.494 < .001

No (n = 145) 3.15 (1.96) 514.84

Women Yes (n = 302) 2.19 (1.48) 388.18

No (n = 286) 2.24 (1.54) 392.10

IPDMV

F1-IW Men Yes (n = 125) 1.08 (0.22) 475.36 58.269 < .001

No (n = 153) 1.12 (0.30) 519.86

Women Yes (n = 311) 1.02 (0.10) 404.85

No (n = 294) 1.04 (0.14) 426.60

F2-BW Men Yes (n = 122) 1.56 (0.44) 463.28 42.329 < .001

No (n = 148) 1.63 (0.43) 512.29

Women Yes (n = 296) 1.38 (0.31) 361.59

No (n = 287) 1.48 (0.33) 435.06

F3-VP Men Yes (n = 122) 1.50 (0.54) 441.26 42.283 < .001

No (n = 151) 1.69 (0.58) 536.84

Women Yes (n = 306) 1.36 (0.41) 378.01

No (n = 291) 1.45 (0.42) 440.95

F4-MA Men Yes (n = 121) 1.93 (0.65) 429.62 26.611 < .001

No (n = 149) 2.08 (0.57) 509.26

Women Yes (n = 303) 1.79 (0.53) 383.09

No (n = 284) 1.90 (0.53) 435.61

IBIPV: F1-JPV: Justifying Partner Violence; F2-VRV: Victims Responsible for Violence; F3-ARV: Abuser Responsible for Violence
IPDMV: F1-IW: Inferiority of Women Compared to Men; F2-BW: Blaming Female Victims of Abuse; F3-VP: Violence as an Appropriate Problem-solving Strategy;

F4-MA: Minimization and Exoneration of the Abuser

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241392.t007
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(“The best way to combat violence against women is to force the abuser to attend couple’s

counselling”) and 22 (“The best way to combat violence against women is to arrest the perpe-

trators”) break the response pattern of the F2-VRV and F3-ARV subscales, respectively. In

fact, this result is not unexpected since Garcı́a-Ael et al. [64] already found that factor loadings

were high, except in the case of items 6 (item 3 in the Spanish version), 15, 21 and 22. In sum-

mary, the results obtained confirm the three-factor model proposed by Garcia-Ael et al. [64],

suggesting that IBIPV, with the improvement obtained from eliminating the four items afore-

mentioned, may be an adequate tool to assess one of the supportive attitudes towards IPVAW,

the legitimation [15, 19, 26], given that their subscales assess the IPVAW justification

(F1-JPV), the victim blaming (F2-VRV), and the exoneration of the perpetrator (measured in

an opposing sense by the F3-ARV subscale).

Additionally, the results obtained confirm that the four-dimension IPDMV model obtained

by Ferrer et al. [61] worked appropriately, although the internal consistency of some of its sub-

scales continues to be its main weakness. In any case, it may be opportune to remember that in

basic research studies like the present, reliability values around .50 might be considered as

acceptable [72–74], particularly if they are scales with a small number of items [75]. Regarding

its content, this tool also assesses the IPVAW legitimation as supportive attitudes towards

IPVAW [15, 19, 26], by the F2-BW and F4-MA subscales, and provides a measure of sexist

beliefs (by the F1-IW subscale) and of attitudes towards violence in general (by the F3-VP

subscale).

Fig 5. Mean scores of attitude dimensions of men and women having vs. having not participated in non-curricular activities related to IPVAW. (A)

IBIPV: F1-JPV: Justifying Partner Violence; F2-VRV: Victims Responsible for Violence; F3-ARV: Abuser Responsible for Violence. (B) IPDMV: F1-IW:

Inferiority of Women Compared to Men; F2-BW: Blaming Female Victims of Abuse; F3-VP: Violence as an Appropriate Problem-solving Strategy;

F4-MA: Minimization and Exoneration of the Abuser.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241392.g005
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The pattern of correlations between scale scores provided evidence of the IBIPV’s validity,

based on their relationship with other variables [76]. Thus, the convergence found in aspects

related to general justifying IPVAW and perception of women (i.e. inferiority and blaming vic-

tims) is theoretically consistent [12, 19–21, 25]. In the same sense, the lower correlations found

between IBIPV subscales and the IPMDV F3-VP subscale is also theoretically consistent, in

line with previous studies (e.g. [64, 65, 77]), since the latter refers to general justifying of vio-

lence (not specifically to IPVAW). Additionally, the absence of a relationship between the

F3-ARV IBIPV subscale and the F4-MA IPDMV subscale pointed to the different aspects they

measured, having the common factor of the abuser responsibility, but contributing differen-

tially with complementary nuances. Finally, it is also interesting to point out that the IBIPV’s

JPV, VRV, and ARV (with scores inverted) subscales were positively and significantly corre-

lated with F1-IW IPDMV subscale, which means that the more sexist the respondents are, the

more they tend to justify IPVAW, blaming victims, and exonerate perpetrators [51, 64].

On the other hand, the aim of Study 2 was to analyze the attitudes towards IPVAW across

dimensions, and to compare them by gender, age, and specific training in IPVAW.

First of all, we evaluated differences between subscale scores separately for men and

women. The results obtained showed statistically significant differences in IBIPV and in

IPDMV, and for both men and for women. Regarding IBIPV, the pairwise comparisons

showed that in the women’s sample there were significant differences between all subscales,

with the strongest rejection towards IPVAW in F2-VRV, and the lowest in F3-ARV; and in the

men’s sample there were significant differences between F1-JPV and F3-ARV, and between

F2-VRV and F3-ARV (but not between F1-JPV and F2-VRV). Regarding IPDMV, the pair-

wise comparisons showed the same pattern in both subscales: all comparisons were significant,

except between F2-BW and F3-VP subscales; and the strongest rejection towards IPVAW was

done in F1-IW, and the lowest in F4-MA.

Secondly, the comparison by gender in each of the IBIPV and IPDMV subscales showed a

gender gap, as expected [19, 23–27, 29, 31, 43]. Thus, women expressed a stronger rejection

towards IPVAW in all cases, which is consistent with previous research [16, 43, 47, 50, 60, 61,

63, 64].

In summary, we can say that both men and women are samples with high rejection towards

IPVAW, particularly towards beliefs about IPVAW justification and blaming victims; in con-

trast, beliefs about perpetrators exoneration generate more acquiescence.

Next we studied the differences between age groups. The results obtained reflected an age

effect in the sense that the youngest and the oldest people (16–17 years old and 50–82 years old

groups) showed a lower rejection towards IPVAW (F1-JPV IBIPV subscale) and towards sexist

attitudes (F1-IW IPDMV subscale), and a stronger acquiescence towards beliefs exonerating

perpetrators (F4-MA IPMDV subscale). Additionally, the youngest people showed the lowest

rejection towards the responsibility of perpetrators (F3-ARV IBIPV subscale), and towards

blaming victim (F2-VRV IBIPV and F2-BW IPDMV subscales) in a level similar to the oldest

people. As Flood and Pease [19] pointed out, the best results in young people and young adults

(between 18 to 49 years old) might be expected, and could be explained by the improvements

over time in attitudes towards women and against VAW, by their exposure to university, and

by other positive informative influences. In turn, older generations would tend to hold more

traditional views regarding the acceptance of violence as a normal part of intimate partner

relationships, as IPVAW was not considered a social problem when they reached their adult-

hood [40]. In summary, these results suggest a U-form relation between age and supportive

attitudes towards IPVAW, congruent with previous research results [26, 29, 35, 40, 52, 53].

This U-effect might explain the age effect inconsistences pointed out by some authors [15, 27,

43, 46, 50]. A really worrying result concerns attitudes observed in the youngest population. In
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this sense, the IPVAW supportive attitudes showed by the youngest people may reflect [19, 25,

35]: their lack of exposure to the influence of higher levels of education; developmental shifts

in attitudes and qualities, such as empathy, sensitivity, or moral awareness; or distinct charac-

teristics of peer culture (particularly, boys’ peer culture, given that gender segregation and

homophobia peak in early boys adolescence). These circumstances point out that challenging

and changing attitudes that tolerate and justify IPVAW are really a key objective for their pre-

vention and eradication [10, 15], and it is most notable among young boys.

The differences in IPVAW supportive attitudes by gender across age groups showed that

there were significant differences by gender in sexist attitudes, IPVAW justification, blaming

victims, and exonerating perpetrators, but essentially only in the youngest groups (16–17 and

18–24 years old), and all these differences were in the same sense: women expressed a stronger

rejection towards IPVAW than men. These results suggest the need for further studies on the

effects of age and other related factors (such as, educational level) on gender gap [25].

Finally, we studied the differences between people who had received previous IPVAW

training and those who had not. In general, the results obtained reflected a training effect, in a

sense similar to that observed in previous research; i.e., people who had received IPVAW

training showed less supportive attitudes towards it [60, 61]. However, it is important to note

that in previous research these IPVAW-training effects occurred mainly among women [60],

while the current results showed effects on both men and women, although they are slightly

different depending on the assessment instrument applied.

Thus, the IBIPV results exhibited a positive effect of IPVAW-training on attitudes only

among men, so that those who had studied some topic related to IPVAW showed less support-

ive attitudes to it, especially less justification of the perpetrators (F3-ARV), and those who had

participated in some non-curricular activity were less likely to justify this violence (F1-JPV). A

possible explanation is that IBIPV focuses specifically on supportive attitudes towards IPVAW

that already have a very high level of rejection among women, leaving little scope for change,

and therefore for appreciating the training effects among them.

In contrast, the IPDMV results displayed positive effects of IPVAW-training on attitudes in

both men and women. Thus, among men, those who had studied some topic related to

IPVAW showed less sexist attitudes (F1-IW), those who had carried out some non-curricular

activity related to IPVAW were less likely to justify the use of violence as a general strategy

(F3-VP), and those who had received one of the two forms of IPVAW-training were less likely

to exonerate the aggressors (F4-MA). Among women, those who had had studied some topic

exonerated the aggressors less (F4-MA), those who had carried out some non-curricular activ-

ity blamed the victim less (F2-BW), and those who had received some form of IPVAW-train-

ing were less likely to justify the use of violence as a general strategy (F3-VP), and,

furthermore, among women, the more activities they had carried out, the less favorable were

the attitudes they exhibited towards the use of violence as a general strategy (F3-VP) and

towards exonerating abusers (F4-MA). These results therefore give additional information on

IPVAW-training effects on general attitudes, such as sexist beliefs or justification of the use of

violence.

In short, the results obtained have implications for future research and practice in IPVAW

because they provide useful information about some measure tools for attitudes towards this

violence. Concretely, these results obtained that both IBIPV and IPDMV may be useful ques-

tionnaires for evaluating supporting IPVAW attitudes in Spanish-speaking samples, and pro-

vide complementary information about them. Thus, IBIPV is more focused on these

supporting attitudes and seems more effective for capturing differences between men and

women in blaming victims and exonerating perpetrators. IPDMV includes additional infor-

mation regarding the minimization of IPVAW and the responsibility of perpetrators; it seems
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better able to capture the effect of specific IPVAW-training, which would be consistent with

the fact that it was initially designed to detect the effects of interventions [57, 58], although it

has subsequently been found to have a low sensitivity to therapeutic change and a capacity to

discriminate between samples [62]. In addition, IPDMV complements the information on spe-

cific attitudes towards IPVAW with general information, equally related to IPVAW [20, 21,

25], such as sexist beliefs, and the use of violence in general. Additionally, these results allow us

to complement previous studies on the effects that factors such as gender, age, or previous

training have on supportive attitudes towards IPVAW [60, 61, 64].

Although this study makes some contributions to the field, it is not without limitations. The

main limitation is the use of an opportunity sample where population heterogeneity in certain

variables was not adequately represented, that is to say women, people with higher education,

students with previous training in IPVAW, and people with high a level IPVAW rejection

were over-represented. This composition means that the results obtained cannot be general-

ized to the population, especially to groups with a lower level of education since, as Wang [25]

points out, the educational level may be a fundamental modulating factor in attitudes towards

IPVAW. Furthermore, this decompensation in the composition of the sample meant that the

size of the subsamples formed according to the different variables was very unequal, which

made it necessary to carry out non-parametric analyses, limiting the use of other statistical

techniques. An additional limitation has to do with the low internal consistency of some of the

subscales of the questionnaires used (particularly, F1-JPV of IBIPV, and F4-MA of IPDMV).

A strength of this study is that, unlike many studies on attitudes towards IPVAW (i.e., [44,

63]), it not only includes young people (under 25 years), but also includes adults and older

adults (17.3% are between 25 and 82 years old). However, as this proportion was small, it was

not possible to analyze the effect of IPVAW-training by gender in different age groups. Further

research using larger, more diverse and probabilistic samples may be helpful in overcoming

these limitations, as well as incorporating other variables described in the literature on the

topic, to function as possible modulators of supportive attitudes to IPVAW [19, 25].
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