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Abstract

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a significant public health problem. However, there is a relative
dearth of research exploring IPV in which men are victims of partner violence. This present study
aimed to examine the effect of ambivalent sexism on minimization of partner violence victimiza-
tion as well as the mediating effect of stigmatization of partner violence victims, provide support
for the identification, intervention and prevention of partner violence victimization among males.
This study was conducted on 426 heterosexual subjects using a questionnaire. Results showed
that: 1) Men were stigmatized more by partner violence than women. In terms of perceived inti-
mate partner violence, men were more likely than women to minimize and conceal partner vi-
olence. 2) There was a significantly positive relationship among hostile sexism, benevolent sex-
ism, stigmatization of partner violence victims and minimization of partner violence victimization.
3) Hostile sexism and benevolent sexism had a significant positive predictive effect on the mini-
mization of partner violence victimization. Stigmatization of partner violence victims played a
partial mediating effect in the relationship between ambivalent sexism and minimization of part-
ner violence victimization.
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1. 5|8

9% 145 2 J1(Intimate Partner Violence)BFERCAH . RIFECHH BT B ATAT 55 A 8% L0 A 3078 % 148 it
M S, PEBLOEE EERF1T A (Saltzman et al., 1999). IPV KAETEMEWHIR R JEEWHE KRB ZMHEB 2N, H
[i) B A 7 () P 5 85 5 ZR 57 4 2 %5 Ok /R (Chang et al., 2005; Sorenson & Thomas, 2009). SE#HEBR T
(IPV)& 2 BT NI T o HRAA L PR #1272 de 6 AT 15 B 22 11 3% 77 T 2(Chan, 2004; Peterman
& Dixon, 2003; Straus et al., 1996). #REZ WHFFEY], LA ZME—K)3ZRE . SRR,
FESREE R AR, AT 2oth, TS 3058 2 (ks ph2 ) MERAR 2R ) (Hou, 20115 8K, 2012). R BER
R 2 (R SR O AEAR St R g, (H, TS PER A2 B 1) AR B 5T N AR 2 AR N D AT SR AEAE 53
B, B AL

M X PR R, 2 NESUCNIX AT A& B T (Hamberger & Potente, 1994), H & —47
P X6} 235 B AR A 8 0 1) B BTN (K] 2% (Stuart et al., 2006). HEFSZ I, BB HE 30 ot 18I
R . 55, LHERSGE AT A S U TR AN A DL A P 4 ) B S T AR AR
A K(Arnocky & Vaillancourt, 2014). ZeExd 55 VR AR I SRS AN ) 5 55 M 32 3 1 AL 2 100 B8 95 T8 T B
AR BERRE 5 VR M AR AT 515 A AL RAE — i (Herek, 2004). 3T 512 5 5425 55 1 3 3
AL EA R 2 TR AR AR, AT DATIE, 55 1 52 3% 3 S 0\ Dy o SE DN AR ek 22 Fg (R, AT T2 R S5 1, At AT
NAZATR AR 7 % B E). Hines Al Douglas (2009)iAy, #ha%f 554 3 S M A7 F309 8 DA K 55 1 2 %
& R] BRI I ) SE K B BE R, W] g 2 A58 TR AR 9T 52 Mo 1 55 1 A Mo M ) Lot B 0 IR A (Gilbert,
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2002).

1 JeG 1 0 D0, 5 A0 53 4k L (Hoostile Sexism) F113E 2 14 51 { W.(Benevolent Sexism), & 14 71 4 W
FT— ol 06 PR 1 T S L s T A A R R R R — R W R o R AR T R R A
ITEE T BT ERZAKIE: PRI PERIE RS ) 22 5 A1 7 4T 8(Glick & Fiske, 1996). FURIT

PSR TN LA TR REAE IR T, & A TELN

AANBGA U AR AT AR, 10 )

UL T A 2 P A R 1) 7 K o A AR B — AN 7S I B o AR N T T i) s DL R AE B 55 1k ) S A PR A
e B4 . SR B NAZIE &4k 5 S A7 (Hines & Douglas, 2009). =14 000 WL B4, N
THFFEH O T8y, ATRES A E C/2 % ## (Machado et al., 2017), 1A ¥ 50 W0 51,
AN ZWE RS, BRI, RSN LR BRIOA T A . Rk, S5Zctesite, FrEnT
Re HIMA KB SRS MT KT . AT B2 RGN, ZREA, KAL) s WX )5

WABEAT o3 AT, N AR AR S 2 B TS BB SR O Sy .

2. ik
2.1. #ik

ASHIT S I v b R 2 YA A o 1 25 R AT o e N T a2 ) O S 1A R R AR S -

1) IP HibiknfE—; 2)

W18 S KU By 3) BIINFENMER 7LD 4) REE; 5) 4F SM IR, @

i N Tk, f&HIE 426 A RES . Hd otk 215 4, B 211 44, ERATE 18~43 2 E)(BtE: M
=21.33, SD=2.66; ZM: M=2247, SD=3.81), HMAOGit#EENE 1.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of subjects

#z 1. AOSBIHZER

L2 Egid

N % N %
Rz 36 17.1 55 25.6
IR =L 110 52.1 87 40.5
WEE 65 30.8 73 34.0

&R 15 7.1 16 7.4

RYUGRE K 172 81.5 162 75.3
Wy &Ll 24 11.4 37 17.2

2 161 76.3 149 69.3
JiAN|Z FEHR 36 17.1 61 28.4
b/ Tk FeA 14 6.6 5 23
T 123 58.3 107 498
/NTF3000 41 19.4 42 19.5
3000~5000 15 7.1 24 112
LYON

5000~8000 13 6.2 29 13.5

8000~10,000 12 5.7 11 5.1

10,000 % % 7 33 2 0.9
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22. fiIRIE

2.2.1. AOETE
BFEER . PR PEECE . SZSEEREE. Tk, AN, RERRESE.

22.2. FEMIIRILER

1 L O J6G 1 ) O AL R (ASD fRT AR AL 12 NI H , AST X 2ok FOO= (HS) R 2 (BS) P i i DL 8 47300 =
(Glick & Fiske, 1996). HS Fl BS WA 73 838 X o0l & HAFE =ANERE . PITEALTT 1ol 1R] Ae /) 22 S Al
PEPEAT . ASI A SR BT Chen TR [I(Lee et al., 2010). S%H Likert 6 Z&it5> 7735, [FIZM 0 FEHA
FR)E S ARFFER). THEFSME, 2 B08 2 00 5 DR s . AR, B P W= 3R 1)
Cronbach’s o RN 0.80, & = M5 W& KM Cronbach’s o REH 0.67.

223. HERNTFTRER

{8 F Arnocky 1 Vaillancour (2014) 4 il (¥ 15 5 /175 4 B3R (PVSS), 1% B X K H Likert 7 4it4) 75 i%,
B2 1 EAERARREZR)E 7 AEFFRE) X\ANTH A TS A0 =AEE S ZIREDREEZRY
AR PRI R K, AR AR TEVAA T AN ANFRRGL), DA tE S EleE . EARM O, Bz Ris
Z RN Cronbach’s a REN 0.86, L7 BT A =R M Cronbach’s a 2N 0.83,

2.2.4. HMIERBRIEITHR(PIIEITER) (Revised Conflict Tactics Scales, CTS2)

MR AR B R AETTM(CTS2)72 Straus 55(1996)fEIM R HBE B3R (CTS) I AEAl BT 2R, 2 HAMIE S
FAB R T H . FH#5%3# Chan (20040 HbAT THRIRE, FHRI&E A EEFARE S B R T PR
WS RSN  OBRSGE . SRR PERMa AR E AN SR, PR 25 12 A H gtz
FAERIG O ERIL T8 NEH, AWFFEBCOIEY . ARG Ve = AN BRI 27 B2 Z&IH .

225, JPMLFITRFEGER

Arnocky 1 Vaillancour (2014)4 ] 1 fe/MEAN T K B B (MHSS). 8% RH Likert 7 it7075
2%, FIEMN T AEEARE)R 7 AR RR). OSPAYEE: REARER . SME/REE. XA ER IR
RERE VPN A K B 52 BB R AR, T O T fl S gk g CTS2 M—RFIIH, &R
AR SLHE T A EIE S, 3 SRR ERIIAT N, MRS E OB RBERZRE . A
WS IR MU/ BagRx —4E %, 7 4 388 H (B BA RO R NS K F R, “BABRE T
N, BUNEMB 4. EAWIFH, Cronbach’s a RECHN 0.77.

2.3. Gt oA

BRI GG, KA SPSS22.0 #HTHHE ARG 8T, 56, KA FEA ¢ /360 E 2 &
T3 ZE 5 RS IR 7F & PR M L 52 3RS A 2 B E/IMEAS A IOVER 22 5 o IR, SR A Pearson AHIK 7
RARTEAE T AR JEPE A W 52 B3 A N2 B ds /MG Z BRI A DGR R o fJm K H process i
(Hayes, 2012)3E47 7 J& Y4501 i DA 52 B de /MG A 234

3. 58
3.1. FEMINRIMS/MOERNER

SR 2 B, M e O M ) e WATAE 235 22 57, YRR B A5 4 B2 v T (e = 6.92,
P <0.001,d=0.67). T ATEE R WAFE R Z 5, BRI m A s T Lt@e=3.14,p
<0.01, d = 0.30). YAIFE S/ MUAFAE 3 2 5, It MUAS 70 3 s T2 (1 = 8.11, p < 0.001, d = 0.79).
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Table 2. Gender differences in ambivalent sexism and minimization

= 2. FEMANRAMNZRE/NMUERES ST

EE 1 ECQ i
M SD M SD t
HS 3.42 0.91 2.79 0.97 6.92™"
BS 3.61 0.79 3.34 0.98 3.147
=GN 4 3.42 1.29 245 1.16 8.11™"

FE: % <0.05, *p<0.01, ***<0.001.

32. ZRRSRAUER

EFHESNETT 250, BFER. SBAEEEENDERE, W25 A IEA R 52 21 5 FIA [H
PERPERIE D 7. S5RWFE 3 FoRn, ARAZEERNFRNEE, F(1,422)=153.96, p<0.001, 5’ =
0.27, FVESZ BTG 2 AR 7 B3 & T V2 205 A A 3 o0 Bl e E RN R, F (1, 422) =33.94,
p<0.001, 7°=0.07. BEPREZRIGHUESEET T LMEPAR. ASFSZ S0 A A 5 2 1A H
AR, F(1,422)=043, p=0.51.

Table 3. Repeated measures ANOVA of stigmatization
=3 ZRSRUESENELAESN

Tk i
M SD M SD
Pl e SEE A 3.53 1.09 3.04 1.26
piSi SR 3.04 0.99 247 1.14

FE: <005, *p<0.01, ***<0.001.

3.3. X

FAREAIMAH KR RILA 40 SRR, SO EN R WA 52 205 440 e/ IMEAFTE B35 1 IEAH G SC
Z(r=0.30,p<0.001; 7=0.27, p <0.001). F=E R WAZ RG240 R IMUAIERZEIEHAXKR@E =
0.26, p <0.001; 7= 0.26, p < 0.001). =ZH5 4B /IMUAFAE R 3 P IEA K R (= 0.32, p <0.001),

Table 4. Correlation analyses among main study variables

4. TEEOEXDITER

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 % 21.33 2.66 1
2 ZHERE 2.04 0.43 0.13 1
3 HS 3.42 0.91 -0.16" -0.20" 1
4BS 3.61 0.79 0.18" -0.14 0.34™ 1
5 2RI AL 3.53 1.09 0.10 0.01 0.30™ 0.26™" 1
6 /ML 342 1.29 0.01 -0.11 027" 0.26™" 032" 1

YE: <005, *p<0.01, ***<0.001.
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34. BHHFEMIRAMNZRE/MLBORE - ZRISBLPNRE

TEFHFER . ZHEEREFM T, SV R8T5 BATET & MR LS B MU &R A ER . 18
4 B 5, AR | R, WFFCRIL, ERCE VRSN AR b, 52 5 44 A 7 R I )
i I, 5 S MG TR AT #50 H /oA - Bootstrap e % WX — R/ RS2 3 . 95% B 15 X 17] 29[0.03, 0.16],
AR 0.09, (HERIN(0.26)/ 33.79%; TEE M WAL, 52 595 44 A0 TE 35 501 A DL 5 B
IMETRL B A F 53 A E R . Bootstrap £ 56 3% BHIX — i/ 3R 2 . 95% EAE X [A]29]0.02, 0.14], HA-0M
N 0.07, [IEEN(0.25)11 28.13%.

Table 5. Regression analysis of variables in the model

F 5. BEIGTEXARNEFN

EVEp¥: ARG TREL EIEESVeE 23
SRR AR R R F B t
iR (HS)
ML 0.28 0.08 5.89™
e 0.06 0.88
THERE -0.07 -0.97
HS 0.26 3.84™
%54 0.34 0.12 9.14™
e 0.15 2.18"
SZHEEE 0.06 0.86
HS 0.34 5017
HME 0.37 0.14 8.41™"
RS 0.02 0.33
SZHERE -0.08 -1.23
HS 0.17 248"
e SEE Al 0.26 3.85™
B (BS)
ML 0.27 0.07 532"
e -0.03 -0.37
THERE -0.07 -1.08
BS 0.25 3617
e SCEAL 0.26 0.07 519"
RS 0.05 0.71
SZHEEE 0.04 0.54
BS 0.25 3.667"
ML 0.38 0.14 8.60™"
e —0.04 -0.58
THERE -0.08 -1.28
BS 0.18 2617
e SEE AL 0.28 4.15™

YE: <005, *p<0.01, ***<0.001.
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Figure 1. The mediation model of ambivalent sexism and minimization

E 1. FEMARLS MR IER
4. i4ig

B FARDS T J& 170 W5 52 5835 24 A0t B 52 B e /M2, DA S 52 235 A4 A AE 7P i 1 )
WA B/ MEZ BRI VER . H(Arnocky & Vaillancourt, 2014)if 7L RILE SBARMBL, B R/IMUE S
SEET LM, BUZRGANR T REE T IMEZRGANA 7. Mttt BMERaE a5
T35 TR 2 SR AR 2 ) T BN BE 2 I HIE L e . FETHN SR AR R I, S 25 5) [
RN B /MU AR 5 77 B 0 R B, TPV 388 B A A 55 M6 2o It 1) 2% 77 (Dutton & Nicholls, 2005). KB,
S Erate, BYmE EA RS R L RS, WASKATET K B(Choi et al., 2015; McCarrick et al.,
2016)0 M52 RHE FRBEIMY IPV m @R, T2 RS R B, Glinpiiad, pmise. fifa
5 B C 527 & JJ(Machado et al., 2016; Walker et al., 2020).

SRR B AR A LR T, R TR S, MAIEG TR ERE, Walftx
T SREAARTE IR R 2 B ) SO . — TR A R AR R e B ol R I i
WOARRE G R, WEAE . PR . Q049 JE R R RS (Caldwell et al., 2012; Douglas & Hines, 2011). H &
(Golding, 1999)F1HIARSE(Caldwell et al., 2012; Chang et al., 2011; Hines & Malley-Morrison, 2001). X ik,
KVE B MR E Z R R R BT B, Xt IPV P E M [ TR IR 52 1 0 2R B 5 1) 52 0]
(Machado et al., 2017), —fRIfi 5, SN BIEZ BT SIK FIC2 0B EHAMR M52 B IRFE
(Machado et al., 2017)o ABFFERIN, 7 G P 0w DL GE 52 58375 44 AN 52 2 e /MU A R 25 (1) IE [ 520 o %)
YRR S 2B R W S, RAE Z AR R s Al . ARG E OB RS BER
P AR AZ O R 1 4R . BBPERN % 5 3 S HA7(Glick & Fiske, 1996), 52 3| #1088 0 5 MR an B v
BORHISS 1, ZRBMERIEN, MIZAHCKREIZEN. Fit, SZRHER SN T 4EE W
IHIAIALT), P Re o ik £ Rl A s /MU 2ot AEAR 2R 77 o B 2 iV LR 2 VERDZ A IR . 2,
B VERNZ A Lo MESR AL 22 A1 21 25 B(Hammond & Overall, 2017). X 2o A 8 2 38 2 0 5 W 0 R0 5B, mTeg
SN B IERZ B LS 2Ty, R T DEE RO 7. LR FEN, FERPW, Ltk
SE it PR 2% I AN W B STt 2R 7 . RE R 2 B S O L 1) 55 2 B 2 AR AR R 15 Atk . AR
BRI e L, R ) e DL SE I i, e DL B AR AR SRR R AR TR TR R, {HSE
JoR ATy S AR G VE A AN 55 M 3 5 A B S2#(Glick & Fiske, 1996; Hammond & Overall, 2017). 77 J&
Sl AR L PRy SR A T MR, R 55 Aty SR S TR 2, 4 S 22 O S 1 ) O AL PR 55 PR L AR 2
JIH %S & (Garcia-Diaz et al., 2017)o LRG0 J& 10 i I FH 52 275 44 A000F 55 14 52 & s MU sZ e, #h s B
ZIMER A AR SR F AR TR TN, FTRAMGEE AR R I IRAT 2. KA IRATHEAR . XF B 0o fi B
18 B JE RS TUAN 7 AT IER RS, 8 SAERE R R XUy 34T IEWR AT R AFvae, DAAGEIS A%
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>

NG %I

o)
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FHE T Tk 422 B0 JE Ve W, [EIB D AR R 5 Ak, R B AR 2 T I S it o AN 52 35 3 4
BETFURATT S

AW FRMAFAE— LR L Z 4, BFFCRFAREBIAT 7 31, RAMER DI IR RS R, A Ja T LR
Al 98 1 T B SR T PR U0 AR B (R ) o6 RIEATIE— 2D 82 . R, AW TR N 2 e P R A
NEE, AR AT RN B S AFEH, Machado 252017 KIEMERF R KB, 1PV MR X 52 8 Bk
7 L= RN E R, TR RS # RN —NMEmER. &5, BT HEERE A0 A1E
F2Z 4t o] BEIEAFAE — e FAth fr 2% 8 0 (5 1 ASOME ) 52 1 o i e 5 s UL 455 52 kB /ML IR 9 3R o R SR 5 T
DA R AE B O B 2 B B A ik — DR O J ) i L% 52 8 e /M R RE L ATL A

5. &hig

FEH LB E 2 MR RATG A ERMZERE BRI, MLt B E6E T &
AMERIRETRAEAR B8 14T . BOSHIVE N L 5 = Rl . 2B I54A05 R B/ MU B AR R
O IEAR G o SO i LA 38 A ) s IS 52 8 e M R 2 25 A IE R A o 52 8405 A AE R
TV AL A )l LR 52 B B /M K 6 AR RO R 2 R R

SE

AR, b, PR, XIBENNR012). -BETEREERSBURIAE Zm KRR, A0 P 345, 20(3), 360-362.
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