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Public Attitudes Toward Reporting Partner Violence

Against Women and Reporting Behavior

Drawing from attitude-behavior research tradi-
tion, this study used a national probabilistic
sample of the Spanish adult population (N =
2,432) to test hypotheses regarding correlates
of public attitudes toward reporting partner
violence against women, and the relationship
between attitudes toward reporting and actual
reporting behavior. Results show the impor-
tance of several correlates of public attitudes
toward reporting. Also, our results have sug-
gested a potential disconnect between attitudes
and behavior because failure to intervene ap-
pears to be a common response of those aware
of incidents of partner violence against women.

Public attitudes and actions with respect to cases
of partner violence against women play an impor-
tant role in shaping the social environment in
which the victims are embedded, a social envi-
ronment that can contribute either to condone
and perpetuate or to reduce levels of partner vio-
lence against women in our societies (Fagan,
1989; Gracia, 2004; Lackey & Williams, 1995).
In the current study, instead of focusing on atti-
tudes and behaviors of female victims of partner
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violence, issues that have received some research
attention (see Rhodes & McKenzie, 1998, for
a review), we focus on attitudes and behaviors
of the general public toward the victims of partner
violence against women, a rather neglected
research area. Drawing from attitude-behavior
research tradition, we use a national probabilistic
sample of the adult Spanish population to exam-
ine correlates of public attitudes toward reporting
cases of partner violence against women, and the
relationship between attitudes toward reporting
and actual reporting behavior among those who
know a female victim of partner violence.

The attitude construct has been a central con-
cept in social psychology used to explain both at-
titudes toward behavior and actual behavior.
According to Eagly and Chaiken (1998), social
psychological research has featured two tradi-
tions concerning the attitude-behavior relation-
ship. One tradition consists of a family of
expectancy-value models, among which theories
of reasoned and planned behavior are best known
(Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Accord-
ing to the other tradition, behavior is predicted
from attitudes toward the targets toward which
behavior is directed, with less specification of
intermediary steps. Both traditions represent ef-
forts to understand attitudes’ causal relationships
to behavior, and they focus on two different types
of attitudes: attitudes toward behaviors and atti-
tudes toward targets. Hence, the object of the
attitude can be the behavior itself (e.g., attitudes
toward reporting a case of partner violence
against women) or the target of the behavior,
which is the entity to which the behavior is
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directed (e.g., attitudes that people hold toward
the issue of partner violence against women).

Expectancy-value models such as the theory of
reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) focus
on the attitude toward the behavior, which is the
attitude that is more proximal to behavior. Atti-
tudes toward the behavior would influence
behavior through their influence on intention to
engage in a behavior. In turn, attitudes toward
the behavior would be “a function of the value as-
signed to the perceived consequences of the
behavior and the subjective probabilities one at-
taches to these consequences” (Eagly & Chaiken,
1998, p. 297). In general, expectancy-value mod-
els emphasize a conscious reasoning process to
explain the relationship between attitude and
behavior. A second tradition in exploring the
attitude-behavior relationship focuses on attitudes
toward targets as predictors of behavior and
emphasizes attitudinal accessibility and auto-
matic activation of attitudes. The work of
Fazio (1995) is representative of this tradition.
Fazio stressed the importance of the direct expe-
rience with the target attitude object in producing
accessible attitudes, which would be the attitudes
more highly correlated with behavior. An impor-
tant difference from the expectancy-value models
is that, according to this tradition, attitudes
toward targets can influence behavior without
active attention or conscious thought. Both tradi-
tions, however, bring relevant components to
understand the attitude-behavior relationship,
and according to Eagly and Chaiken (1998) “a
more complete understanding of attitudes as
causes of behavior would emerge from joining
these two traditions™ (p. 302). Following Eagly
and Chaiken’s (1993, 1998) recommendations,
in this study, we take into account both attitudes
toward targets (attitudes toward partner violence
against women) and attitudes toward behaviors
(attitudes toward reporting partner violence
against women) as they may relate to actual re-
porting behavior.

Relevant correlates of attitudes toward behav-
ior identified in the literature are attitudes toward
targets and beliefs concerning the attitude object
(Ajzen, 1996; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993), subjec-
tive norms (i.e., one’s perception of others
approval) (Feather, 1982), and direct behavioral
experience with the target attitude object (Fazio,
1995). Following this framework, we first ana-
lyze the following correlates of attitudes toward
reporting partner violence against women: public
tolerance of partner violence against women, per-
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ceived frequency of partner violence against
women in society, public discussion of the issue,
trust in authorities, and personal exposure to inci-
dents of partner violence against women. Atti-
tudes toward reporting may depend on public
tolerance of all or only certain types of inci-
dents. For example, if partner violence against
women is considered as such only when it in-
volves extreme, severe, or repeated violence, it
is more likely that some violence toward
women in intimate relationships may be accept-
able in certain circumstances (Loseke, 1989;
Muehlenhard & Kimes, 1999). Relatedly, trust
in authorities in dealing with partner violence
against women cases may influence attitudes
toward reporting. For example, if authorities are
perceived as responsive only in extreme cases,
or as incompetent, unsympathetic, or biased,
attitudes toward reporting may be affected
(Dobash & Dobash, 1981; Felson, Messner,
Hoskin, & Deane, 2002). Perceived frequency
of partner violence against women in society
may also help shape public attitudes toward re-
porting. As Klein, Campbell, Soler, and Ghez
(1997) put it, “public recognition of the perva-
siveness of domestic abuse reflects the level of
violence that people acknowledge in their own
lives” (p. 21). For these authors, the greater the
prominence of the problem, and the belief that
the problem is widespread and constitutes
a threat for the community, the greater the sense
of responsibility. Public discussion of the issue
may also be a relevant indicator of attitudes
toward reporting partner violence against
women. According to Staub (2003), “when
there is limited public discussion of an issue,
a condition of pluralistic ignorance exists. If no
one is concerned, the issue seems unimportant
and action unnecessary.... Given inaction, indi-
viduals shift awareness away from these issues
to lessen their feelings of danger, personal
responsibility, and guilt” (p. 491). Finally, per-
sonal exposure to incidents of partner violence
against women may be also a relevant factor in
determining attitudes toward reporting because
domestic violence tends to be visible to the social
circle of the victims (relatives, friends, neighbors,
coworkers, etc.), perhaps long before any agency
becomes aware, as they tend to be approached
for support (Kelly, 1996). According to Fazio,
direct experience with the target attitude object
produces more accessible attitudes and increases
the consistency between an attitude and relevant
behaviors. Following these ideas, we hypothesize
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that positive public attitudes toward reporting will
be more likely among those respondents who are
less tolerant, trust the authorities, perceive partner
violence against women as a pervasive problem
in society, discuss publicly the issue, and have
been personally exposed.

In the second part of our study, we analyze
whether public attitudes toward reporting trans-
lates into actual reporting behavior, among those
who know victims of partner violence against
women. The attitude-behavior relationship is
acomplex one (see Ajzen, 1996; Eagly & Chaiken,
1998, for reviews). The attitude-behavior relation-
ship is not always straightforward and may depend
on a number of factors such as attitude-behavior
compatibility, attitude accessibility, the role of in-
tentions, or perceived control over the behavior
(see Ajzen, 1996; Eagly & Chaiken, 1998, for re-
views). Research in social cognition has also
shown that attitudes, although linked to behavior,
are not always adequate in predicting many real-
world behaviors (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Accord-
ing to Ajzen (1996), attitudes toward a given
course of action (i.e., reporting) capture only a part
of the cognitive and motivational processes
involved in complex decision situations. Because
our data set does not capture all these processes,
we view the second part of our study as exploratory
in which we hypothesize that attitudes, although
partially linked to reporting behavior, will not
always necessarily translate into reporting behavior
as this is often a complex and conflictive decision.

Finally, we used four demographic controls
(gender, age, education, and size of locality) that
might be related to both predictors and outcome
variables. Research shows that women have lower
levels of acceptance of violence in intimate rela-
tionships (Gracia & Herrero, 2006; Straus, Kauf-
man Kantor, & Moore, 1997). Also, research has
revealed gender differences in helping behavior,
indicating that men tend to help more than women
(Eagly & Crowley, 1986). Empirical evidence
shows that with age, approval of violence decreases
(Suitor, Pillemer, & Straus, 1990). With respect to
education, a “subculture of violence” theory
(Wolfang & Ferracuti, 1982) asserts that the
observed class differences in partner violence
(Straus, Gelles, & Steinmetz, 1980) is partly
a reflection of norms approving violence in these
sectors of society, so differences in attitudes and be-
haviors concerning partner violence against
women could be expected. Finally, research sug-
gests that the likelihood of helping behavior is
lower as the size of cities increases (Batson,
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1998; Latané & Nida, 1981). In this study, we
explore whether these variables are related with re-
porting both attitudes and behavior in a similar way.

METHOD

Sample

We used data from a Spanish national survey
about partner violence against women (Centro de
Investigaciones Sociolégicas, 2004) commis-
sioned by the Spanish Government to address atti-
tudes of the Spanish population toward domestic
violence. In Spain, it is estimated that between
4% and 12.4% of women are victims of partner
violence every year (Instituto de la Mujer, 2003).
Although the survey did not provide a general def-
inition of domestic violence against women, it was
presented to respondents as comprising five differ-
ent types about which they were asked their opin-
ion: physical violence, psychological violence,
sexual violence, threats, and restricted freedom.
Respondents were asked questions about the gen-
eral label of “domestic violence against women”
(as it comprises the five types mentioned before).
The survey did not examine gender-symmetric
violence, nor did it distinguish between different
types of violence against partners as those defined
by Johnson and Ferraro (2000).

Multistage clustered sampling with a selection
of sampling primary units (cities) and random
proportional sampling of secondary units (census
tracks) was used. Final sampling units (individu-
als) were sampled by random routes and quotas of
gender and age. For each census track, a starting
block was drawn at random and further blocks
were selected by taking alternate left- and right-
hand turns. Households were randomly selected
within blocks calling at every Nth household
(i.e., first right on the first floor, then first left on
the second floor). One respondent in each
household was selected by quotas of gender and
age. A total of 2,500 home face-to-face inter-
views were planned, and 2,498 were finally
conducted. Sampling error was * 2.0% for
a 95% confidence interval. All participants were
18 years of age or older.

Measures

Because a sizable number of respondents chose
the category response do not know in some of
the study variables, we treated these variables as
categorical in order to avoid having a significant
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number of missing cases. To do so, we collapsed
category responses to reflect lower and higher
levels of the variable and retained do not know
as a valid category. Descriptive statistics for all
variables in this study are shown in Table 1.

Public tolerance of partner violence against
women. We used as an approximation of toler-
ance of partner violence against women a ques-
tion that asked, “Under what circumstances do
you think a female victim of violence from her
partner should report it to the legal authorities?”’
The response categories are 1 = as soon as the

Table 1. Study Variables: Descriptive Statistics Based on
Complete Cases (N = 2,432)

Variables n % or SD
Gender

Male 1175 48.3

Female 1257 51.7
Tolerance

Low 1920 78.9

Medium 385 15.9

High 62 2.5

Do not know 65 2.7
Trust in authorities

Low 1848 59.5

High 782 32.2

Do not know 202 8.3
Perceived frequency

Low 600 24.7

High 1760 72.3

Do not know 72 3.0
Public discussion

Low 1161 47.7

High 1271 52.3
Personal exposure

No 1869 76.9

Yes 563 23.1
Attitudes toward reporting

Negative 230 9.5

Positive 1848 76.6

Do not know 336 13.9
Reporting behavior

No 403 73.4

Yes 147 26.6
Age (years) 46.09 18.19
Education” 3.11 1.37
Size of locality” 3.92 1.77

"1 = no educational background, 6 = graduate school.
b1 = less than 2,000 inhabitants, 7 = more than 1 million
inhabitants.
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woman feels she is being threatened by her
partner even if there is not physical aggression,
2 = if there is physical aggression though non-
severe, 3 = only if severe physical aggression is
present, and 4 = do not know. We formed four
groups: low, medium, high, and do not know.

Trustin authorities. This was measured by asking
respondents, “Do you feel that a woman who re-
ports against her (abusing) partner can trust the
authorities and the legal system?” The response
categories are 1 = not at all, 2 = a bit, 3 =
a lot, 4 = very much, and 5 = do not know.
Because the response do not know is of different
nature from the other four, this variable cannot
be treated as continuous. We therefore reduced
category responses by collapsing them into
seemingly similar responses: low (1 = not at all
or 2 = a bit), high (3 = a lot or 4 = very much),
and do not know (5).

Perceived frequency of partner violence against
women. This was measured with the following
question: “As far as you know, what is the fre-
quency of domestic violence against women within
Spanish families?”” The response categories are 1 =
nonfrequent, 2 = somewhat frequent, 3 = fre-
quent, 4 = very frequent, and 5 = do not know.
As with trust in authorities, category responses
were collapsed into low (1 = nonfrequent or
2 = somewhat frequent), high (3 = frequent or
4 = very frequent), and do not know (5).

Public discussion of partner violence against
women. Respondents indicated whether they
talked about partner violence against women with
family, friends, or coworkers: “Do you talk about
this topic (domestic violence against women)?”
The response categories are 1 = never, 2 = a lit-
tle, 3 = often, and 4 = a lot. Category responses
were collapsed into low (1 = never or 2 = a lit-
tle), high (3 = often or 4 = a lot).

Personal exposure to partner violence against
women. Respondents were asked, “Do you know
a case of domestic violence against women?”
(1 = no, 2 = yes).

Attitudes toward reporting partner violence
against women. These were measured with the
following question: “Would you be willing to
report someone who beats his wife often?” (1 =
no, 2 = yes, 3 = do not know).
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Reporting behavior. Respondents who knew
a case of partner violence against women (n =
572) were asked, “Could you tell me whether
you reported it?” (1 = no, 2 = yes).

Sociodemographic controls. Age was in years,
and gender was coded 1 = men and 2 = women.
Educational level was coded 1 = no educational
background, 2 = elementary school, 3 = middle
school, 4 = high school, 5 = college, and 6 =
graduate school. Size of locality was coded 1 =
less than 2,000 inhabitants, 2 = 2,000 — 10,000,
3 = 10,000 — 50,000, 4 = 50,000 — 100,000,
5 = 100,000 — 400,000, 6 = 400,000 to 1 million,
and 7 = more than 1 million inhabitants. All par-
ticipants were of the same ethnic background.
Gender, age, and education were similarly dis-
tributed when compared to Spanish census data
(Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, 2001). In
Spain, men represent about 48.9% of the adult
population 18 years and older (48.3% in our
study), about 13% of adult Spaniards have no
educational background (11.6% in our study),
and 40.2% of the Spanish population live in local-
ities with more than 100,000 inhabitants (43.4%
in our study). Overall, participants in this study
were representative of the Spanish population.

Attrition analyses. From the original 2,498 re-
spondents surveyed, about 2% (n = 66) had non-
valid data on some of the variables in this study.
Missing values were equally distributed across
gender, age, education, size of locality, personal
exposure to partner violence against women,
trust in authorities, perceived frequency, toler-
ance, public discussion, and reporting behavior
of partner violence against women. Given the
small amount of total missing values, no missing
data imputations were made.

Preliminary Results

Overall, descriptive statistics summarized in
Table 1 suggest that respondents were highly
aware of partner violence against women as a seri-
ous problem in Spain. Most showed low levels of
tolerance (78.9%) and perceived a high fre-
quency of partner violence against women within
Spanish families (72.3%), a percentage close to
that obtained in the European Union (70.7%)
(European Commission, 1999). About three in
four respondents (76.6%) expressed to the inter-
viewer that they would report a case of partner
violence against women if they were aware of
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it. Also, there were relatively low levels of public
discussion of partner violence against women
within the respondent’s social circle (low public
discussion = 47.7%) and a rather pessimistic
view of the authorities’ helpfulness in such cases
(low trust in authorities = 59.5%). The rates of
personal exposure found in our study seem to
be similar to those found in other western coun-
tries. About one in three Americans (30%) say
they know a woman who has been physically
abused by her husband or boyfriend in the past
year (23.1% in our study) (Klein et al. 1997). In
the European Union, one in five Europeans
knows a female victim of partner violence in their
close circle of friends and family (European Com-
mission, 1999). Finally, three in four participants
(73.4%) personally exposed to partner violence
against women did not report it to the police.

Statistical Analysis

For the analysis of the correlates of attitudes
toward reporting, we used multivariate multino-
mial logistic regression. Attitudes toward report-
ing were treated as a nominal variable. We
compared the probability of membership in the
positive attitude and I don’t know categories with
the probability of membership in the reference
category negative attitude. For the analysis of the
correlates of reporting behavior (no, yes), we
used multivariate binomial logistic regression.

Noncontinuous predictor variables were mod-
eled as categorical to estimate *““whether the effect
of being in a certain category is statistically sig-
nificantly different from being in the reference
category” (Menard, 1995, p. 52). For assessing

. 2 S

model fit, we estimated model ¥, which is
analogous to the multivariate F test for linear
regression. If we reject the null hypothesis, we
can conclude that the information about the
independent variables allows us to make better
predictions than we could make without them
(DeMaris, 1995). Analyses were performed
using the SPSS 12 software package.

RESULTS

Correlates of Attitudes Toward Reporting
Partner Violence Against Women

We first checked for potential multicollinearity
problems among predictors assessing Variance
Inflation Factor (VIF). Although there is no
formal cutoff value to use with VIF, values
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exceeding 10 are often regarded as indicating
multicollinearity. In weaker models, which are
often the case in logistic regression, values above
2.5 may be a cause for concern (see, Allison,
1999). No multicollinearity problems were found
as suggested by VIF values in the range 1.13 —
1.48. Correlations among variables in the study
are available from the authors.

In Table 2, we present the results from multi-
variate multinomial logistic regression analysis
of the c02rrelates of attitudesztoward reporting.
Model y~ was significant (y~ = 207.97, df =
26, p < .001).

Tolerance, perceived frequency, public discus-
sion, and personal exposure were significantly
associated with attitudes toward reporting partner
violence against women. Respondents with high
and medium tolerance of partner violence against
women had 63% and 42%, respectively, lower
odds of having a positive attitude toward report-
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ing as compared to respondents with low tolerance.
Respondents who perceived a high frequency of
partner violence against women showed more
than two times the odds of having a positive atti-
tude toward reporting as compared with respond-
ents who perceived a low frequency. A high level
of public discussion was associated with 68%
increased odds of having a positive attitude
toward reporting.

A sizable number of respondents were unsure
whether they would report (n = 336, 13.9%).
When compared to those respondents with a
negative attitude toward reporting, these indi-
viduals were less personally exposed to partner
violence against women and were unsure
whether to trust the legal system, after control-
ling for all remaining correlates.

Personal exposure had a significant negative
association with attitude toward reporting. The
odds of having a positive attitude toward

Table 2. Summary of Logistic Regression Analyses for Correlates of Attitudes Toward Reporting Partner Violence Against
Women (N = 2,432)

Attitudes Toward Reporting

Positive Do not know
Predictor B SEB e’ B SEB e
Age —.01%* .00 .99 —.00 .01 1.00
Male .30% 15 1.34 .14 18 1.14
Education 18* .07 1.19 .09 .08 1.10
Size of locality .01 .04 1.01 .01 .05 1.01
Tolerance
Do not know — 1.3 .36 27 -.25 .38 78
Medium —.53%* 18 .58 —-.22 22 .80
High —.99%* .35 .37 -.57 44 .57
Trust in authorities
Do not know —.10 27 .94 1.04%* .29 2.72
High .07 .16 1.07 .05 .20 1.05
Perceived frequency
Do not know .35 74 1.42 .65 74 1.91
High T 25 2.16 .29 27 1.33
Public discussion S52%* 15 1.68 24 18 1.26
Not personally exposed .68 .16 1.97 .63%* 21 1.87
Constant 75 —.66
¥ 207.97
df 26
% positive attitudes toward reporting 88.9
% do not know 59.3

B - " -
Note: ¢ = exponentiated B. Female, low tolerance, do not trust the authorities, low perceived frequency and personally

exposed are the reference categories.
*p < .05. FFp < .01, *F**p < .001.
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reporting were almost two times greater for peo-
ple not personally exposed to partner violence
against women as they were for people personally
exposed. This result suggests that being person-
ally exposed is strongly associated with anegative
attitude toward reporting partner violence against
women.

Attitudes Toward Reporting Partner Violence
Against Women and Actual Reporting Behavior

In the final step, we were interested in the actual
reporting behavior of those respondents exposed
to partner violence against women with complete
data on attitudes toward reporting and all other
correlates (n = 550). Most respondents person-
ally exposed to partner violence against women
did not report it to the police (n = 403, 73.3%).
A higher percentage of reported cases was
found for respondents with a positive attitude
toward reporting (30.6%). Further, only 11.3%
of respondents with a negative attitude toward
reporting reported a known case of partner vio-
lence against women. To test for the statistical
significance of the relationships between atti-
tudes toward reporting and actual reporting
behavior, we conducted a logistic binomial
regression with attitudes toward reporting as
a predictor and reporting behavior as the depen-
dent variable. Model 7y~ was statistically
significant (y~ = 15.63, df = 2, p < .001),
indicating a significant association between
attitudes toward reporting and reporting be-
havior. Adding all potential correlates of atti-
tudes toward reporting as predictors with the
exception of personal exposure_did not signif-
icantly improve model fit (Ay~ = 4.19, df =
11, ns), and these correlates were not retained
in the analysis.

Results are shown in Table 3. The odds of re-
porting a known case of partner violence against
women increased as much as three times for those
with a positive attitude toward reporting as com-
pared with those with a negative attitude toward
reporting. There was no significant difference
between those not knowing whether to report
and those with a negative attitude toward report-
ing. Although this result suggested a positive
association between attitudes toward reporting
and reporting behavior, it should be analyzed
along with the overall percentages of reporting
behavior among those who knew a case of partner
violence against women. Briefly, most respond-
ents personally exposed to a case of partner vio-
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Table 3. Summary of Logistic Regression Analyses for
Correlates of Reporting Behavior (n = 550)

Predictor B SE B e

Attitudes toward

reporting
Do not know .60 .49 1.81
Positive 1.25%%* .39 3.47
Constant —2.06
r 15.63
df 2
% reporting 36.5

Note: e® = exponentiated B.
#p < .05. **p < .01 *+*p < 001.

lence against women did not report it to the
police (76.5%), but most respondents who re-
ported it belonged to the group with a positive
attitude toward reporting (30.6%).

DISCUSSION

Drawing from the attitude-behavior research tra-
dition, this study used a national probabilistic
sample of the Spanish adult population (N =
2,432) to test hypotheses regarding correlates of
attitudes toward reporting partner violence
against women and the relationship between
attitudes toward reporting and actual reporting
behavior. Hypotheses were supported, although
we also found some unexpected results.

Results indicated that low tolerance of partner
violence against women was significantly associ-
ated with a positive attitude toward reporting
partner violence against women. Tolerance was
measured with questions concerning how severe
aviolent act would need to be to deserve being re-
ported to the authorities (ranging from threats to
severe physical aggression). Our findings
showed that a higher level of tolerance was asso-
ciated with a negative attitude toward reporting.
Accordingly, for a number of respondents, some
violence (e.g., threats, nonsevere physical
aggression) seemed to be tolerated to a higher
degree. We also found that perceived frequency
of partner violence against women was signifi-
cantly related to positive attitudes toward report-
ing. In addition, public discussion of partner
violence against women turned out to be a rele-
vant correlate of positive attitudes toward report-
ing. Trust in the authorities did not show
a significant relationship with attitudes toward
reporting.
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Interestingly, we found that the odds of having
a positive attitude toward reporting were almost
two times as large for people not personally
exposed to partner violence against women as
they were for people personally exposed. The
multivariate controls used in the analyses sug-
gested that among people with the same levels
of tolerance, perceived frequency, public discus-
sion, and sociodemographic characteristics, those
who are not personally exposed would probably
show a positive attitude toward reporting partner
violence against women. Although the statistical
controls are helpful, other possible lines of inquiry
cannot be addressed properly with our data and
should be addressed in future research.

Finally, a sizable number of respondents
declared themselves as being hesitant toward re-
porting (n = 336, 13.9%). Results indicated that
not being personally exposed and being hesitant
whether to trust the authorities was positively
associated with not knowing whether to report
partner violence against women. Being unsure
whether to trust the legal authorities in dealing
with cases of partner violence against women
increased almost two times the odds of not
knowing whether to report. Also, respondents
not knowing a victim had 87% greater odds of
not knowing if they would report as compared
to those respondents knowing a victim of
partner violence against women. Along with the
results already discussed, it seems that those
personally exposed to partner violence against
women have greater odds of having a negative
attitude toward reporting.

The second part of this study analyzed the rela-
tionship between attitudes toward reporting and
actual reporting behavior among those respond-
ents who knew a case of partner violence against
women. Results indicated that the probability of
reporting a case was greater in respondents with
a positive attitude toward reporting as compared
to those respondents with a negative attitude
toward reporting. The most common response
to a known case of partner violence against
women in this subsample, however, was not to
report it (73.3%). These results partially support
the idea that, at least in the case of partner vio-
lence against women, attitudes toward the behav-
ior of reporting are a relevant antecedent to the
behavior of reporting itself. This is not sufficient
on its own, however, in explaining why this
attitude-behavior relationship holds for only
26.7% of the participants. This illustrates the
complexity of the attitude-behavior relationship
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pointed out by different scholars (see Ajzen,
1996; Eagly & Chaiken, 1998, for reviews). It
also suggests the need to invoke other theoretical
perspectives, such as bystander intervention and
prosocial behavior research traditions, to under-
stand reporting behavior of partner violence
against women (e.g., Batson, 1998; Latané &
Darley, 1970).

The study presents some potential limitations.
First, most of the variables were measured with
a single item, which makes reliability of the indi-
cators questionable. Also, because of the exis-
tence of a sizable number of do not know
responses, some of the independent variables
responses could not be treated as continuous
and were transformed into categorical variables.
Some variability may have been lost in the pro-
cess. Second, the probabilistic nature of our
sample makes it feasible that some of the re-
spondents may have been victims of partner
violence against women, which is a limitation
that needs to be taken into account. Third, this
research focuses only on partner violence
against women and does not examine gender-
symmetric violence, as well as other types of
intimate partner violence. Correlates of report-
ing attitudes and the relationship between
reporting attitudes and reporting behavior may
not be the same in all forms of partner violence.
Future research would benefit from distinguishing
between different types of domestic violence
(see Johnson & Ferraro, 2000; Marshall, 1996).
Fourth, the inclusion of other relevant correlates
of attitudes toward reporting is warranted. A
closer examination of the processes involved in
decision making leading to intervention or non-
intervention decisions, the influence of social
categories, contextual effects, and the influence
of emotional factors on the bystanders’ behavior
would also help to better understand the rela-
tionship between reporting attitudes and behav-
ior (Gracia & Herrero, in press; Levine, 1999;
Weiner, 1980). Fifth, the cross-sectional nature
of our study does not allow us to clarify tempo-
ral priority issues, and other alternative explana-
tions are also possible. For example, one
possibility is that the behavior is fostering the
attitude. That is, engaging in the reporting
behavior may prompt a more positive attitude
toward this behavior (Bem, 1972). In fact, the
phrasing of the questions leaves open the possi-
bility that the behavior-attitude direction would
be more likely than the attitude-behavior direc-
tion. In this respect, a majority of respondents
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who reported a case of partner violence against
women indicated a positive attitude toward re-
porting. The correlational nature of the data,
however, does not allow us to ascertain if those
respondents changed their attitude after report-
ing or, alternatively, already held a positive atti-
tude before reporting. In any case, this aspect of
the study was exploratory in nature, and future
longitudinal research would help to disentangle
these relationships. Finally, results from this
study refer to the Spanish population and more
research is needed to ascertain if the relation-
ships found here may be replicated in other cul-
tural contexts.

In conclusion, in this study we have ap-
proached a rather neglected area of scholarly
attention in the field of domestic violence. Our
research focused on the social context in which
partner violence against women occurs, in partic-
ular, on public attitudes and behavior concerning
reporting cases of partner violence against
women. Domestic violence thrives on a social cli-
mate of secrecy, tolerance, and passivity (Gracia,
2004). A greater public sense of responsibility
and accountability, however, and a greater public
involvement in helping victims could contribute
to increase the exposure and social control of
partner violence against women (Klein et al.
1997). The present study has illustrated the
importance of several correlates of reporting atti-
tudes such as tolerance, perceived frequency, and
personal exposure. Also, our results have sug-
gested a disconnect between attitudes and behav-
ior because failure to intervene appears to be
a common response of those aware of incidents
of partner violence against women. A better
understanding of the factors influencing public
attitudes and behaviors toward partner violence
against women, and the relationship between
those attitudes and behaviors, would add relevant
knowledge to the literature on the social condi-
tions that foster or discourage partner violence
against women and would be useful to orient pub-
lic education and prevention initiatives. Clearly,
those educational and preventative initiatives
would be better informed through a greater
research effort examining some of the issues we
have outlined in this study.
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