
ORIGINAL PAPER

Unique Risk and Protective Factors for Partner Aggression
in a Large Scale Air Force Survey

Amy M. Smith Slep • Heather M. Foran •

Richard E. Heyman • Jeffery D. Snarr

Published online: 6 April 2010

� Springer Science+Business Media, LLC 2010

Abstract The objective of this study is to examine risk

factors of physical aggression against a partner in a large

representative Active Duty Air Force sample. A stratified

sample of 128,950 United States Active Duty members

were invited to participate in an Air Force-wide anony-

mous online survey across 82 bases. The final sample

(N = 52,780) was weighted to be representative of the

United States Air Force. Backward stepwise regression

analyses were conducted to identify unique predictors of

partner physical aggression perpetration within and across

different ecological levels (individual, family, organiza-

tion, and community levels). Relationship satisfaction,

alcohol problems, financial stress, and number of years in

the military were identified as unique predictors of men’s

and women’s perpetration of violence against their partner

across ecological levels. Parental status, support from

neighbors, personal coping, and support from formal

agencies also uniquely predicted men’s but not women’s

perpetration of violence across ecological levels. This

study identified specific risk factors of partner violence that

may be targeted by prevention and intervention efforts

aimed at different levels of impact (e.g., family interven-

tions, community-wide programs).
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Introduction

Intimate partner violence is a major public health problem,

affecting millions of American families each year. Preva-

lence of physically aggressive acts toward partners in the

United States is estimated at approximately 16% [1].

Partner aggression is associated with major depressive

episodes and posttraumatic stress disorder in women,

poorer health, substance abuse, depressive symptoms, and

injury among men and women [2–5]. Although both

women and men are injured by their aggressive partners,

injury is more likely for women than men [5, 6]. Longi-

tudinal studies also show that physical aggression against

women and men is associated with marital discord and

divorce [7].

Partner violence is as much of a problem in military

communities as civilian ones [8]. Each year, the United

States Air Force substantiates approximately 2,900 partner

maltreatment incidents. Over $30 million is spent each year

on the Air Force Family Advocacy Program to prevent,

assess, and treat family maltreatment and to maintain a

central registry of substantiated cases. Concern about

partner violence in the military led to the formation of a

congressionally mandated task force on domestic violence

in the Department of Defense. Not unlike in civilian

communities, both perpetrators and victims are motivated

to keep maltreatment incidents private. Recent data suggest

that fewer than 10% of individuals involved in a severely

partner abusive relationship in the Air Force have come to

anyone’s formal or informal attention for these problems,

which makes outreach and prevention efforts targeting the

continuum of aggression critical [9].

The risk and protective factor literature on partner

aggression is extensive [10, 11]. Most of this work has

focused on a few factors drawn from specific theoretical

A. M. S. Slep (&) � H. M. Foran � R. E. Heyman � J. D. Snarr

Family Translational Research Group, Department of

Psychology, Stony Brook University, State University of New

York, Stony Brook, NY 11794-2500, USA

e-mail: Amy.Slep@stonybrook.edu

123

J Community Health (2010) 35:375–383

DOI 10.1007/s10900-010-9264-3



approaches to partner abuse. Dutton argued that we could

improve our understanding of partner abuse by examining

a broader range of potential causes that vary in their eco-

logical level of origin and level of influence with an eye to

understanding how these factors fit together [12]. Levels

described by Bronfenbrenner included macrosystem

(societal), exosystem (contextual such as workplace

stressors), microsystem (household or relationship) and

ontogenetic (individual) factors [13]. Integration of many

potential causes assessed across multiple ecological levels

might be a necessary step in the development of more

effective approaches to preventing partner aggression.

Some multivariate models have been tested that evaluated

how subsets of predictor variables from specific theoretical

approaches relate to one another and to partner aggression

[14–19]. However, this research remains relatively new and

further research is necessary to elucidate how factors might

operate across levels.

In this paper, we use a large, representatively sampled

survey data set of active duty Air Force members to

investigate a series of hypotheses about risk factors for

perpetration of partner violence across the full continuum

of aggression, ranging from milder acts (e.g., pushing,

slapping) to more serious, potentially injurious acts (e.g.,

punching, kicking hard, burning). Based on the existing

literature a variety of variables reflecting individual func-

tioning (e.g., depressive symptoms, general self-efficacy),

relationship/family functioning (e.g., relationship satisfac-

tion, family coping ability), workplace functioning (e.g.,

workgroup cohesion), and community functioning (e.g.,

community safety, community cohesion) were selected for

examination in this study [10, 11]. Because of the military

nature of this sample, and the relative lack of information

about military-related risk factors, a number of factors that

could plausibly be related to partner abuse but that had not

previously been examined in the literature, were also

included (e.g., support from leaders, spouse’s ability to

cope with deployment) as hypothesized predictors.

We hypothesized several variables at each ecological

level would be significantly related to partner aggression

perpetration. Because ecological analyses have implica-

tions helping guide both for integrated theory development

as well as prevention and outreach activities, which can

occur at any or all of the ecological levels, after testing the

specifically hypothesized bivariate relations, we then

developed regression models of uniquely additive risk

factors both within and across ecological levels. This

allows theoreticians and program developers alike to

understand, for example, all (a) all the significant com-

munity risk factors for partner aggression, (b) the unique

community risk factors for partner aggression, and (c)

community risk factors that account for unique variance in

partner aggression when considered in the context of risk

factors from all ecological levels.

Parallel analyses were conducted separately for men and

women. Women’s perpetration has been less well studied;

however, the literature that does exist on partner aggres-

sion suggests the factors that place women at risk for

acting aggressively are not noticeably different than the

factors that place men at risk for such acts [17, 20]. Thus,

we did not hypothesize gender effects but did keep

the genders separate to allow different patterns to be

detectable.

Method

Participants

Active duty (AD) members (N = 128,950) of the United

States Air Force (AF) were invited to complete the 2006

Community Assessment (CA), a biennial, anonymous

survey conducted at 82 Air Force sites worldwide. Sam-

pling occurred via sophisticated stratification procedures;

technical details of the sample selection process are

available from the RAND Corporation [21]. The sample

was representative at the base level and, with appropriate

weighting, at the AF level. Unweighted demographic

information is presented in Table 1.

Table 1 Unweighted participant characteristics

Variable N (% Total)

Gender

Male 34,713 (81.2)

Female 8,031 (18.8)

Race/ethnicity

Non-Hispanic Caucasian 31,680 (74.1)

Black 5,623 (13.2)

Hispanic/Latino 3,145 (7.4)

Other 1,388 (3.2)

Unknown 908 (2.1)

Pay grade

E-1 to E-4 7,971 (18.6)

E-5 to E-6 17,348 (40.6)

E-7 to E-9 7,163 (16.8)

O-1 to O-3 5,217 (12.2)

O-4 or higher 5,045 (11.8)

Relationship status

Married 35,853 (83.9)

Single, in a relationship 6,891 (16.1)
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Procedure

The 2006 CA was administered online by Caliber Asso-

ciates; it launched on 27 April and closed on 23 June and

assessed individual, family, organizational, and community

functioning as well as secretive behavioral health problems

(including partner aggression). Each selected participant

was e-mailed an invitation containing the Web link to the

survey and an access code. From launch date to survey

close, weekly e-mails were sent reminding the selected AD

members to participate; each base also conducted its own

community-wide campaign encouraging participation from

anyone who had been invited to do so. The survey took

approximately 45 min–1 h to complete and could be

completed across multiple sessions.

Measures

The CA included brief scales measuring relevant individ-

ual, family, organization, and community constructs. At the

individual level, the CA assessed depressive symptoms

(seven items), financial stress (five items), personal coping

(nine items), physical health (six items) alcohol problems

(ten items), spirituality/religiosity (five items), and years in

the military [22–29]. Family-level constructs included

length of marriage, parental status, family income (esti-

mated from salary statistics available from the US Air

Force), relationship satisfaction (four items), career support

from significant other (three items), partner physical

aggression (frequency of perpetration and victimization; 15

items each), family coping (three items), ability of spouse

to cope with deployment (two items), parent–child rela-

tionship satisfaction (three items, and parent–child physical

aggression (variety of acts endorsed; 18 items per child)

[30–33]. Work-related variables included total hours

worked (per week), length of commute, weeks deployed (in

past year), satisfaction with the air force (as a way of life;

five items), work group cohesion/preparedness (six items),

work relationships (three items), and support from leader-

ship (17 items). Finally, at the community level, the survey

assessed community safety (six items), community stress-

ors (13 items), community unity (21 items), community

support for youth (three items), support from formal

agencies (six items), support from neighbors (seven items),

and social support (five items) [34–37].

Although based on existing literature, the CA was lar-

gely designed by a working group with the help of addi-

tional outside consultants. Thus, many of the scales were

modified in some manner. The composition and psycho-

metrics of the CA scales have been reported in detail

elsewhere [9]; factor analyses confirmed the structure of

each scale, and all internal consistency coefficients were

acceptable (mean = .83, range = .63–.95).

Data Management

Missing Data

The data from all individuals who logged into the survey

(N = 54,543) were examined. A few individuals

(n = 1,369) ended their participation without answering

even the first few questions asking for basic demographics;

these were considered non-respondents and were removed

from the dataset. Of those remaining, over 75%

(n = 42,215) completed the survey, while the rest

(n = 10,959) ended their participation at some point in

between. Of these, all who had entered ‘‘Other’’ as their

location rather than selecting a base and could therefore not

be weighted (n = 305) were removed from the dataset.

Also, because it was likely that both members of at least a

few dual-AD couples would have participated (creating

possible problems of non-independence), we used certain

data points (gender, length of marriage, number and ages of

children in the home) to ‘‘match up’’ these couples (n = 55

couples). One member of each such couple was then ran-

domly chosen and removed from the dataset, as were 34

individuals whose responses were suspect (e.g., who

endorsed every possible act of parent–child physical

assault).

Although the amount of missingness was lower than

expected given the nature of the survey, it could not be

ignored [38]. After scoring, significantly non-normal vari-

ables were transformed appropriately, and five multiply

imputed datasets were then created using SAS-callable

IVEware [39].

Weighting

We developed post-stratification weights to adjust for Air

Force base populations, which varied from the Air Force

population because (a) smaller bases were oversampled;

and (b) non-response differed across bases. Given the

multiple variables used in the sampling, we used raking

to adjust the cells of all the variables considered in the

sampling design. WesVar 4.2 was used to create the

survey weights and rake on marital status, base, ethnicity,

religion, gender, paygrade, and job type. Raking uses

iterative proportional fitting to match marginal distribu-

tions of a survey sample to known population margins. In

sample surveys, weights—especially for those in very

rare categories, such as Hispanic female officers—can

become very large. Extreme weights (four times greater

than or less than the size of the mean weight) were

trimmed. This is typically done so that extreme weights

do not overly influence results and do not result in large

sampling variances [40].
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Results

The sample was randomly split into a development sample

and validation sample to permit cross-validation analyses.

This resulted in a development sample of 17,247 men and

4,016 women and a validation sample of 17,466 men and

4,015 women. There were no statistically significant dif-

ferences between the development and validation samples

on any relevant study variables (P [ .01). Approximately

5% of men and 9% of the women in the sample reported

partner aggression. Rather than using an excessively large

comparison group (*91 to 95%), we randomly selected a

comparison group from the participants that did not endorse

partner aggression [41]. This resulted in 5,397 men and

1,866 women in the development and 5,640 men and 1,902

women in the validation samples. The randomly selected

comparison groups did not significantly differ from the rest

of the sample on any of the study variables (P [ .01).

Bivariate Results

Correlation analyses of bivariate relationships between

partner aggression and each of the predictor variables were

conducted first. Descriptive statistics and bivariate corre-

lations are in Table 2. As hypothesized, nearly all of the

study variables were significantly related to partner

aggression for men. The associations between partner

aggression and the more proximal levels (individual and

family) tended to be larger in magnitude than the more

distal levels (community and organization). For women,

there were a smaller number of significant predictors of

partner aggression, but those with the largest correlation

coefficients also tended to individual and family level

predictors. Only two organization variables and one com-

munity variable were significant predictors of women’s

partner aggression.

Backward Stepwise Regressions: Relationship Sample

Backward stepwise linear regression analyses predicting

partner aggression were conducted separately for each

ecological level on the development subsamples. Analyses

were first conducted for those individuals in relationships

excluding variables only available for parents or married

individuals (family coping, child physical aggression,

parent child relationships, marital length, and spouse

deployment support). The specific predictor variables

entered for each ecological level are listed in Table 2.

Variables were entered into a backward stepwise regression

and those that made a unique contribution to prediction of

partner aggression were retained in the final models. The

final models of the variables that made a unique contri-

bution to predicting partner aggression within their

ecological level in the development subsamples are pre-

sented in Table 3 (men) and Table 4 (women).

Next, all the significant unique predictors from each

ecological level were entered into a backward stepwise

regression equations to test which made a unique contri-

bution overall. The unique overall predictors are also pre-

sented in Tables 3 and 4.

After the backward stepwise regressions were performed

on the development subsamples, the final models were

tested with the validation subsamples. These results are

also presented in Tables 3 and 4. As can be seen from the

tables, the final models were largely replicated in the val-

idation subsamples for men and women.

Backward Stepwise Regressions: Married and Parent

Samples

Additional family level analyses were conducted with the

subset of participants that were married, married with

children, or in relationships with children to test whether

any of the specific marital or parental variables made

unique contributions. For women with children, none of the

variables specific to parenthood made unique contributions.

For married women, spouse deployment support, marital

length, family coping, and family income all made unique

contributions to predicting women’s aggression in addition

to relationship satisfaction and parental status. Although

marital length, family coping, and family income all made

unique contributions at the family level for married

women, they did not make unique contributions in the

context of the other ecological level predictors. Spouse

deployment support replaced support from significant other

as a unique predictor across ecological levels and was the

only marriage-specific predictor retained in the final overall

model for married women. The final model for married

women was tested with the cross-validation subsample and

all predictors remained significant (spouse deployment

support, relationship satisfaction, alcohol problems, mili-

tary years, and financial stress).

For men, both marital and parental variables made

unique contributions in the context of other family level

variables. The only unique parental variable retained was

child physical aggression and the only unique marital

variables retained were marital length and spouse deploy-

ment support. This resulted in the following models for (a)

men with children: family income, relationship satisfac-

tion, support from significant other, and child physical

aggression; (b) married men with children: relationship

satisfaction, spouse deployment support, marital length,

and child physical aggression; and (c) married men: rela-

tionship satisfaction, spouse deployment support, and

parental status. It should be noted that when marital length

was added to the models, family income was no longer
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retained. It is likely that they are accounting for similar

variance related to family stability.

Backward stepwise regressions were conducted to

determine unique overall predictors across levels for men

with children, married men with children, and married

men. The final overall models in the development sub-

sample for men were as follows: (a) men with children:

relationship satisfaction, alcohol problems, financial stress,

support from neighbors, and child physical aggression, (b)

married men with children: relationship satisfaction,

Table 2 Bivariate correlations among predictor variables and partner aggression

Men Women

r M (SD) r M (SD)

Individual level

Alcohol problems .18** 3.61(3.80) .09** 2.50(2.73)

Years in military -.17** 10.93(7.17) -.16** 7.46(6.04)

Financial stress .15** 1.84(0.88) .15** 1.74(0.85)

Depressive symptoms .16** 1.50(0.60) .10** 1.62(0.64)

Personal coping -.16** 4.18(0.48) -.11** 4.04(0.51)

Physical well-being -.11** 4.13(0.71) -.05 4.02(0.73)

Spirituality/Religiosity -.10** 3.07(1.14) -.00 3.14(1.06)

Family level

Relationship satisfaction -.21** 5.83(1.09) -.18** 5.89(1.13)

Family coping -.17** 5.00(0.97) -.18** 5.22(0.87)

Spouse support for deploy -.17** 3.13(0.80) -.16** 3.14(0.90)

Support from sign. other -.15** 4.90(1.03) -.15** 5.23(0.93)

Parental status -.17** 62.1%a -.07** 50.5%a

Marital length -.10** 8.42(6.82) -.17** 5.54(5.66)

Family income (US $ monthly) -.14** 6,229.26(3,300.52) -.05 7,337.59(4,639.88)

Parent child relations -.12** 5.08(0.72) -.08 5.23(0.71)

Child physical aggression .17** 1.08(1.21) .05 1.20(1.35)

Organization level

Satisfaction with Air Force -.13** 4.17(1.08) -.10** 4.27(1.15)

Workgroup cohesion -.10** 4.13(1.10) -.01 3.93(1.14)

Work relations -.10** 3.94(0.85) -.08* 3.76(0.92)

Weeks deployed -.00 8.18(11.13) -.04 5.20(9.31)

Hours worked .05* 41.02(4.38) .02 40.59(3.16)

Community level

Community unity -.11** 4.09(0.83) -.02 4.14(0.83)

Support from neighbors -.12** 4.55(1.02) -.06 4.40(1.06)

Support for youth -.08** 4.31(0.97) -.02 4.38(0.95)

Support from formal agencies -.05* 4.38(0.93) .01 4.54(0.91)

Social support -.07** 4.25(1.38) -.03 4.22(1.48)

Support from leadership -.08** 4.11(0.88) -.02 4.09(0.88)

Community safety -.08** 5.02(0.76) -.06** 4.97(0.80)

Community stress .09** 4.11(0.91) .06 4.13(0.91)

r = Correlation coefficient. M (SD) = Means (SD). ** P \ .001, * P \ .01. Means and standard deviations are presented for the whole sample.

N = 34,713 men and N = 8,031 women for all variables except those that were only answerable by married individuals (marital length and

spouse deployment support: n = 29,992 men and n = 5,861 women), married individuals or parents (family coping: n = 30,567 men and

n = 6,394 women), or parents (child physical aggression and parent child relations (n = 22,446 men and n = 4,073 women). Correlation

coefficients are presented for the development subsample {n = 5,397 men and n = 1,866 women for all variables except those that were only

answerable by married individuals (marital length and spouse deployment support: n = 4,578 men and n = 1,378 women), married individuals

or parents (family coping: n = 4,665 men and n = 1,493 women), or parents (child physical aggression and parent child relations (n = 3,353

men and n = 943 women)}
a Represents the percentage of men and women with minor children living with them in the sample
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alcohol problems, financial stress, support from neighbors,

marital length, and spouse deployment support,(c) married

men: relationship satisfaction, alcohol problems, financial

stress, support from neighbors, marital length, spouse

deployment support, parental status, community unity, and

support from formal agencies. These final models were

tested in the validation subsamples and all predictors were

retained except alcohol problems and spouse deployment

support in the married with children sample and commu-

nity unity in the married men sample. In comparison to the

results presented in Table 3, the inclusion of marital length

in the married samples resulted in military years no longer

remaining a significant unique predictor. Similar to the

findings for women, this is likely to due to marital length

accounting for similar variance as military years in pre-

dicting partner aggression. A factor analysis of study

variables confirmed that marital length, military years, and

family income indeed formed one factor that can be

interpreted as a family stability construct.

Generalizability Analyses

The models that cross-validated in the validation samples

(see Tables 3, 4) were tested to see whether the results

generalized across geographical regions (Northeast United

States, Midwest United States, South United States, West

Table 3 Stepwise regression analyses of men’s partner aggression

Development sample (n = 5,397) Validation sample (n = 5,640)

b SE t b SE t

Overall in a relationship

Relationship satisfaction -0.27 0.03 -9.38*** -0.27 -0.02 -11.01***

Alcohol problems 0.16 0.03 5.86*** 0.11 0.02 4.83***

Financial stress 0.13 0.02 5.39*** 0.11 0.03 3.53***

Parental status -0.41 0.06 -7.20*** -0.30 0.05 -5.61***

Military years -0.12 0.03 -4.18*** -0.16 0.02 -6.40***

Community unity -0.09 0.03 -3.04** -0.04 0.03 -1.53

Support from neighbors -0.06 0.03 -2.33* -0.05 0.02 -2.22*

Personal coping -0.08 0.03 -2.66** -0.09 0.02 -3.86***

Support from formal agencies -0.08 0.03 2.95** -0.06 0.03 -2.13*

Individual level

Depressive symptoms 0.09 0.04 2.49* 0.11 0.03 4.34***

Alcohol problems 0.19 0.03 6.86*** 0.14 0.02 6.47***

Years in military -0.16 0.03 -6.05*** -0.18 0.02 -7.48***

Financial stress 0.13 0.02 5.41*** 0.11 0.03 3.46***

Personal coping -0.13 0.03 -4.15*** -0.13 0.02 -5.28***

Spirituality/Religiosity -0.07 0.03 -2.65* -0.00 0.03 -0.10

Family level

Parental status -0.51 0.05 -9.66*** -0.38 0.05 -7.71***

Family income -0.17 0.03 -5.98*** -0.19 0.03 -7.32***

Relationship satisfaction -0.32 0.03 -12.20*** -0.31 0.03 -11.48***

Support from sign. other -0.08 0.02 -3.48*** -0.04 0.03 -1.68

Organization level

Satisfaction with air force -0.17 0.03 -5.79*** -0.13 0.02 -5.26***

Work relations -0.08 0.03 -2.82** -0.08 0.03 -2.69**

Work group cohesion -0.07 0.03 -2.35* -0.03 0.03 -0.81

Hours worked 0.07 0.02 2.78** -0.00 0.02 -0.03

Community level

Community safety -0.06 0.03 -2.11* -0.06 0.02 -2.50*

Community unity -0.14 0.03 -4.52*** -0.07 0.03 -2.33*

Support from formal agencies -0.06 0.03 -2.19* -0.02 0.03 -0.64

Support from neighbors -0.13 0.03 -4.96*** -0.12 0.03 -4.57***

*** P \ .001, ** P \ .01, * P \ .05
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United States, Asia, and Europe), different city sizes (urban

area of 1,000,000 or more, urban area of 250,000–

1,000,000, urban area of less than 250,000, rural area of

20,000 or more, rural area of 20,000 or less), and for dif-

ferent marital statuses (married versus unmarried). The

development and validation samples were combined for

these analyses resulting in 11,037 men and 3,768 women for

generalizability analyses of region and marital status. The

generalizability analyses for city size combined across

development and validation subsamples were with 9,200

men and 1,032 women in cities in the United States. Mplus

5.1 statistical software was used for the analyses [42]. The

final logistic regression models were tested constraining the

regression coefficients to be equal across generalizability

groups (e.g., married versus unmarried). The models were

run a second time with the regression coefficients free to

vary across groups. The Chi-square difference test was used

to calculate whether the Chi-square from the constrained

analyses differed significantly from the Chi-square of the

unconstrained analyses. The unconstrained models were not

a significantly better fit than the constrained models (the

Chi-square difference test was not significant, P [ .05) for

any of the models for women. There were also no significant

differences across region and city size for men in the

constrained versus unconstrained models. However, the

unconstrained model was a significantly better fit than the

constrained model for the unique family level predictors

when examining marital status (mean Dv2 (3) = 11.51,

Rubin’s F = 3.96, P \ .01). The family level models for

marital status were compared in order to explain the sig-

nificant Chi-square differences found. As noted in Table 3,

the family level model consisted of parental status, family

income, and relationship satisfaction as significant unique

predictors. The difference in models for married and

unmarried men was due to parental status only predicting

abuse for married men. Among the unmarried dating men,

being a parent (coefficient = -.03, z score = -.17,

P [ .05) was not a significant unique predictor of less

partner abuse whereas it was for the married men (coeffi-

cient = -.49, z score = -.10.74, P \ .05). Family income

and relationship satisfaction were both retained as unique

predictors of abuse for married and unmarried men.

Discussion

This study is the first to examine risk factors from four

ecological levels as they relate to men’s and women’s

Table 4 Stepwise regression analyses of women’s partner aggression

Development sample (n = 1,866) Validation sample (n = 1,902)

b SE t b SE t

Overall in a relationship

Relationship satisfaction -0.22 0.05 -4.65*** -0.24 0.05 -4.97***

Alcohol problems 0.10 0.05 2.16* 0.17 0.05 3.86***

Financial stress 0.13 0.04 2.93** 0.25 0.04 5.85***

Military years -0.28 0.05 -5.44*** -0.18 0.06 -3.25**

Support from sign. other -0.12 0.05 -2.35* -0.09 0.05 -1.71

Individual level

Alcohol problems 0.12 0.05 2.53* 0.18 0.05 3.89***

Military years -0.25 0.05 -4.90*** -0.14 0.05 -2.53*

Financial stress 0.18 0.04 4.25*** 0.26 0.04 5.93***

Personal coping -0.11 0.04 -2.75** -0.20 0.04 -5.01***

Family level

Parental status -0.29 0.09 -3.21** -0.23 0.09 -2.50*

Relationship satisfaction -0.24 0.05 -5.34*** -0.28 0.05 -6.08***

Support from sign. other -0.17 0.05 -3.45*** -0.13 0.05 -2.43*

Organization level

Satisfaction with Air Force -0.16 0.04 -3.69*** -0.16 0.04 -3.78***

Work relations -0.14 0.05 -2.88** -0.10 0.05 -2.27**

Workgroup cohesion -0.11 0.06 -2.02* -0.03 0.05 -0.73

Community level

Community safety -0.10 0.04 -2.60* -0.03 0.05 -0.57

*** P \ .001, ** P \ .01, * P \ .05
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physical partner aggression in a large, military sample.

Generally, nearly all hypothesized risk factors from each of

the four levels were significantly related to men’s aggres-

sion. A subset of these were related to women’s aggression.

With the exception of those at the community level, pre-

dictors that were significant for women were those with the

strongest effect sizes for men. Among the community level

predictors, only community safety was related to women’s

aggression; community safety’s effect size was in the

middle of effects for men’s aggression.

Individual and family predictors for both men’s and

women’s aggression are generally consistent with the

existing literature [10, 11] and emphasize self-regulatory

(e.g., personal coping, depressive symptoms) and rela-

tionship functioning (e.g., relationship satisfaction, family

coping) variables.

Of note, the majority of the workplace factors for men,

and nearly half for women, were significantly related to

aggression. This may suggest that program and policy

developers can gain additional leverage in targeting partner

physical aggression indirectly by targeting workplace-

based factors. Generally, these factors may be more pal-

atable to target and may be attractive to target for other

reasons (e.g., possible increased productivity, retention),

perhaps making it easier to garner institutional support than

for work-based programs directly aimed at partner physical

aggression. Furthermore, several community level predic-

tors accounted for unique variance in men’s physical

partner aggression even in the context of variables from all

other levels, which may suggest that targeting community

factors might help reduce men’s partner aggression.

Examples of prevention frameworks that use community-

level intervention aimed at target problems indirectly

through targeting risk factors include Communities that

Care and NORTH STAR [43, 44].

Because of the very large size of this data set, we were able

to examine the generalizability of the results across region,

urbanicity, and marital status. With one exception, all results

generalized across each of these factors. The one exception

was for men’s models with respect for marital status.

Some important limitations of this study must be noted.

First, all data are self-report; it is likely that perpetration of

physical partner aggression is underreported (as found in

other surveys; e.g., [45, 46]. Second, although a wide

selection of putative risk factors were included in the sur-

vey, no instrument can comprehensively assess all potential

risk factors, and some were not included in this survey.

Finally, although the sample is large and generalizable to

AF active duty members generally, results cannot be gen-

eralized to specific subsamples (e.g., female, Hispanic

officers) or to groups generally outside of the AF popula-

tion (e.g., couples over 50 years of age, or where neither

partner is employed).

In sum, this study elucidates how individual, family,

workplace, and community factors relate to men’s and

women’s physical partner aggression among members of

the AF. These results can help inform the development of

integrated etiological theories [17] and innovative outreach

and prevention initiatives.
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