
 The Open Family Studies Journal, 2008, 1, 31-38 31 

 

 1874-9224/08 2008 Bentham Open 

Open Access 

Explaining the Immigration-Partner Violence Link: Attitudes Towards 
Partner Violence Among Latin-American Immigrants in Spain 

E. Gracia
*,1

, J. Herrero
2
 and M. Lila

1
 

1
Department of Social Psychology, University of Valencia, Spain 

2
Department of Psychology, University of Oviedo, Spain 

Abstract: In order to better understand the relationship between immigration and partner violence, our aim in this study is 

twofold. First, we compare perceptions and attitudes toward partner violence against women between native-born popula-

tion and Latin-American immigrants in Spain. And second, we explore correlates of attitudes toward reporting partner 

violence against women among Latin-American immigrants. Data from the Spanish population was obtained from na-

tional representative surveys. Latin-American immigrants were recruited from a community sample of 399 adult partici-

pants. Results showed significant differences in attitudes toward intimate partner violence against women between native-

born and immigrants. Analyses also showed that positive attitudes toward reporting among immigrants were more likely 

among those respondents who were less tolerant, perceive partner violence against women as a pervasive problem in soci-

ety, and tend not to blame the victims. Findings are discussed in light of recent literature on the relevance of public atti-

tudes toward intimate partner violence. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 There is a wide consensus on the importance of address-
ing the social conditions that contribute to partner violence 
against women for effective prevention efforts [1-7]. Among 
the social factors that influence rates of domestic violence 
are those that create an acceptable climate for violence [6, 7, 
8-11]. Public attitudes regarding partner violence against 
women play an important role in shaping the social envi-
ronment in which the victims are embedded. For example, 
indifference, passivity, or victim-blaming attitudes contrib-
ute to maintaining a climate of social tolerance that not only 
may reduce inhibitions for perpetrators but also probably 
makes it more difficult for women to make partner violence 
visible, choosing not to report or abandon the relationship 
[12-17]. As Jenkins noted [16], silence remains a prevalent 
community response to partner violence against women, and 
those who know about the violence but choose to be silent 
and passive contribute to “perpetuate a regime of silence, 
denial, and neglect -a regime in which survivors assume they 
will not be believed and outsiders continue to disbelieve” 
[13, p. 1060]. Furthermore, attitudes of tolerance and accept-
ability of partner violence sometimes implicitly condone or 
even support violence against women [6, 12, 13, 16]. 

 In this paper we explore attitudes toward partner violence 
against women among a minority group of the Spanish popu-
lation: Latin-American immigrants. Two related facts moti-
vate this study. First the current growth of the immigrant 
population in Spain (Latin-American immigrants being one  
of the largest groups), and second, the fact that, despite being 
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a minority group of the population, there is a disproportion-
ate high incidence of partner violence against women among 
immigrant population in Spain. In order to better understand 
the relationship between immigration and partner violence in 
our cultural context, our aim in this study is twofold. First, 
we compare attitudes toward partner violence against women 
between native-born population and Latin-American immi-
grants. And second, we explore correlates of attitudes toward 
reporting partner violence against women among Latin-
American immigrants. 

IMMIGRATION AND PARTNER VIOLENCE 
AGAINST WOMEN IN SPAIN 

 Spain is increasingly becoming an immigrant-receiving 
country with one of the fastest immigrant population growth 
in western countries. Immigration accounted for a net in-
crease in Spain from 2000 to 2007 of approximately 3 mil-
lion people. Spain is also one of the main destinations for 
Latin-American immigration in Europe (in addition of the 
economic opportunities, there is also the issue of cultural 
proximity, as we share the same language -except for Brazil). 
For example, in just one year (2006-2007) the immigrant 
population increased by 31%, of which 14.3% was from 
Latin-American countries. Currently (2007 full year data), 
immigrant population make up about 10% of the population 
in Spain, of which 30.5% are Latin-American immigrants 
[18]. Despite being a minority group, partner violence 
against women among immigrant population is a problem of 
growing concern in Spain. Data of officially reported partner 
violence against women cases in Spain shows that about one 
third of all reported cases were perpetrated by immigrants. 
Also, nearly 40% of women victims of fatal partner violence 
were immigrant women of which 50% were Latin-American 
[19]. This data supports findings in other cultural contexts 
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according to which partner violence is one of the main forms 
of victimization suffered by immigrant women [20-25]. 

 In addition to officially reported data, is important to note 
that in Spain, as in other western countries, most cases of 
nonfatal partner violence against women are never reported 
to the authorities. Prevalence data in Spain are similar to that 
observed in other Western countries. The last National Inci-
dence Survey in Spain [26] estimated that between 4% and 
12.4% of adult women had been victims of intimate partner 
violence (depending of the definitions of violence used). In 
European countries, an analysis of 10 prevalence studies 
estimated that about 25% of women have experienced inti-
mate partner violence during their lifetime, and about 6% to 
10% in a given year [27, 28]. Despite this high prevalence, in 
Spain many instances of partner violence against women are 
seldom reported to the authorities, representing only between 
4% and 11% of the total estimated cases. For example, 70% 
of women victims of fatal partner violence never reported 
any past incidents to the authorities [19]. Another point is 
that nobody else did. 

THE PRESENT STUDY 

 Research conducted mostly in U.S.A revealed that eth-
nicity and immigrant status are associated with higher level 
of involvement in partner violence [25, 29-35]. Available 
data in Spain suggest a similar pattern. Research efforts have 
been directed to identify the factors that may explain or me-
diate this relationship. Sociocultural status, acculturation and 
gender role attitudes [31, 36-39]; the stresses and challenges 
associated to the immigrant status [23, 40, 41]; or women’s 
perceptions and tolerance of partner violence [42-45], have 
been considered as important factors that may explain the 
increased risk for intimate partner violence among minority 
and immigrant groups. Also, it has been suggested that 
higher levels of involvement by minorities and immigrants in 
violence are mediated in part by the community context 
where they live -environments of extreme poverty or highly 
disadvantaged, segregation, social isolation [46-48]. How-
ever, McLoyd, Cauce, Takeuchi, and Wilson noted in their 
review that controls for income, education, urbanicity, age 
and number of children, and duration of marriage reduces, 
but does not eliminate, the relationship [49]. 

 Less attention has been paid, however, to differences in 
public attitudes toward partner violence between immigrant 
and native-born populations. In the current study, instead of 
focusing on attitudes of victims or perpetrators of partner 
violence, we focus on attitudes of the general public (both 
immigrants and native-born) toward partner violence against 
women, a rather neglected research area. In the first part of 
the study, we will compare perceptions and attitudes regard-
ing partner violence against women between Spanish native-
born population and Latin-American immigrants living in 
Spain. Comparisons will be made on a set of perceptions 
regarding the perceived pervasiveness of partner violence: 
public exposure to incidents of partner violence (whether 
respondents know victims), and perceived frequency of part-
ner violence against women in society. Comparisons will 
also be made on a set of attitudes tapping social acceptability 
of partner violence against women: tolerance of partner vio-
lence, victim-blaming attitudes, and attitudes toward report-
ing partner violence to the police. Given the high incidence 

of partner violence among immigrants in Spain, we hypothe-
sise that, compared to native-born population, Latin-
American immigrants will know more women that are hit by 
their partners, and will consider it as more common. We also 
hypothesise that among immigrants there will be a more fa-
vourable social climate toward partner violence. That is, 
compared to native-born population, partner violence will be 
more tolerated, women will tend to be blamed more for the 
violence, and positive attitudes toward reporting partner vio-
lence to the authorities will be less common among immi-
grants. 

 In the second and most central part of the study, we will 
analyze public willingness to exert informal social control 
regarding partner violence, by exploring correlates of atti-
tudes toward reporting partner violence against women to the 
authorities among Latin-American immigrants. A better un-
derstanding of the correlates of reporting attitudes and be-
havior regarding partner violence against women may add 
relevant knowledge to the literature on the social conditions 
that contribute to partner violence, as well as the social 
sources of deterrence and control of domestic violence. As 
Gelles proposed in his “Exchange/social control theory of 
family violence” [9], the absence of effective social controls 
reduce the costs and increase the rewards of being violent in 
intimate relationships. And reporting incidents of partner 
violence is a way of exerting social control. However, except 
for few exceptions (see Gracia & Herrero [4], for an analysis 
of correlates of attitudes toward reporting among native-born 
Spanish population), little research effort has been directed 
to explore public willingness to act when exposed to partner 
violence against women. Public attitudes toward reporting 
partner violence provides an indicator of the social climate 
regarding partner violence that surrounds victims, and the 
public willingness to exert social control of domestic vio-
lence [5, 9, 50-52]. As Fagan argued [50], the willingness to 
exert social control among the social networks and commu-
nities in which the couples are embedded may play an im-
portant role in deterring and preventing partner violence. A 
social environment (including neighbors, friends, co-
workers, or acquaintances) willing to act and to get involved, 
may act as an inhibiting force for perpetrators, and may re-
duce inhibitions toward reporting both for witnesses as well 
as for victims [9, 50, 53]. 

 In this study we explore the following correlates of atti-
tudes toward reporting partner violence against women (see 
Gracia & Herrero [4], for a similar approach): public expo-
sure, perceived frequency, tolerance, and victim-blaming 
attitudes. Perceptions and attitudes regarding partner vio-
lence may be relevant factors in determining attitudes toward 
reporting partner violence. For example, some research sug-
gests that knowing a victim of partner violence is associated 
with a negative attitude toward reporting it to the authorities 
[4]. Perceived frequency of partner violence may also help 
shape public attitudes toward reporting as it may increase the 
sense of personal responsibility [6]. Attitudes toward report-
ing partner violence may also depend on public tolerance of 
all or only certain types of incidents of partner violence 
against women. For example, if partner violence against 
women is considered as such only when it involves extreme, 
severe or repeated violence, it is more likely that some vio-
lence toward women in intimate relationships may be ac-
ceptable in certain circumstances [54, 55]. If some incidents 
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of partner violence are perceived as acceptable or not serious 
enough (e.g., threats, non severe physical aggression) is less 
likely a positive attitude to intervene. For example, research 
showed that a higher level of tolerance (i.e., some levels of 
violence are normal or acceptable) is associated with nega-
tive attitudes toward reporting [4]. Victim-blaming attitudes 
may also influence negatively attitudes toward reporting 
partner violence. As psychosocial research has showed, be-
ing held responsible for their own victimization reduces sig-
nificantly the chances of help being offered [56- 59]. 

 Finally, we used eight socio-demographic controls (gen-
der, age, marital status, income, education, years of residence 
in Spain, trust in authorities, and legal status as immigrant) 
that might be related to both predictors and outcome vari-
ables [4, 31, 49, 60, 61]. 

METHODOLOGY 

Sample 

 Two types of data were used in this study. First, we used 
available data from national representative surveys on inti-
mate partner violence of Spanish population. These data in-
cludes a Spanish national survey of 2498 adults 18 years old 
and over on different issues of domestic violence conducted 
in 2004 by the Center for Sociological Research. Also, Span-
ish-related data from the Eurobarometer 51.0 “Europeans 
and their views on domestic violence against women” was 
used for this study. It was carried out in 1999 and covered 
the population of residents 15 years and over in each of the 
Member States of the European Union (EU) at that time (see 
Gracia & Herrero [4, 11] for a detailed description of these 
surveys). 

 Second, 399 Latin-American immigrants were recruited 
from two Autonomous Communities in Spain: Asturias and 
Valencia. Participants were identified following a two-step 
process. In the first step, researchers contacted non-
governmental organizations and other legally established 
associations that worked with Latin American immigrants in 
both Communities. These associations covered a wide range 
of activities (from legal assistance to spare-time activities) 
with immigrants. Some of these associations were run by 
non-immigrant personnel while others were run by immi-
grants themselves. The main reason to contact these associa-
tions was to gain access to a sizable number of eligible par-
ticipants for the study. In the second step, participants were 
contacted through these organizations and associations with 
the aid of the staff personnel, and invited them to participate 
in the study. Self-administered questionnaires were given to 
those who agreed to participate in the study with instructions 
to return them once completed. Questionnaires were admin-
istered in Spanish, the mother-language of all participants in 
the study. 

 This sample is not representative of Latin American im-
migrants in Spain since it is almost impossible to create a 
random probabilistic sample of Latin American immigrants 
because of the lack of reliable census data on immigration. 
Estimates of the immigrant population in Spain suggest that 
at the end of year 2007 almost 10% of the Spanish popula-
tion was immigrant. About 25% of this immigrant popula- 
 

tion is Latin-American, although this percentage varies 
across the nation: Asturias, 43%; Valencia, 33%. 

Measures 

 Personal exposure to partner violence against women. 
Respondents were asked: “Do you know a case of domestic 
violence against women?” (1 = no, 2 = yes). Perceived fre-
quency of partner violence against women was measured 
with the following question: “As far as you know, what is 
the frequency of domestic violence against women within 
Spanish families?” The response categories are: 1 = non-
frequent, 2 = somewhat frequent, 3 = frequent, and 4 = very 
frequent. Tolerance of partner violence against women. A 
question asked individuals: “Under what circumstances do 
you think a female victim of violence from her partner 
should report it to the legal authorities?” The response cate-
gories are: 1 = as soon as the woman feels she is being 
threatened by her partner even if there is not physical ag-
gression, 2 = if there is physical aggression though non-
severe, and 3 = only if severe physical aggression is present. 
Victim-blaming attitudes. A question asked individuals: A 
cause of partner violence against women is the provocative 
behavior of women (1= Yes, 0 = No). 

Dependent Variable 

 Attitudes toward reporting partner violence against 
women was measured with the following question: “What 
would you do if being at home you hear that a neighbor is 
beating his wife?” (0 = I would not report it to the police, 1 = 
I would report it to the police). 

Control Variables 

 Age (in years). Gender (1 = men, 2 = women). Educa-
tional level was coded 1 = no educational background, 2 = 
elementary school, 3 = high school, 4 = university studies. 
Marital status was coded 1 = single, 2 = married, and 3 = 
separated/divorced. Household Income was measured in 12 
categories from 1= less than 1.800 euros a year, 12 = more 
than 120.000 euros a year. Time of residence in Spain was 
measured in years. Legal status as immigrant was measured 
asking respondents if they were legally established in the 
country (1 = yes, 2= no). We also included an additional con-
trol variable by measuring trust in police in order to ascertain 
if attitudes toward reporting were conditioned by a previous 
attitude toward police. Trust in police was measured with an 
item adapted from the European Social Survey [62], “Do you 
trust the police?” The response categories ranged from 0 (no 
trust at all) to 10 (complete trust). In Table 1 we present the 
distribution of sociodemographic and control variables. 

RESULTS 

 About 40% of participants were men. Average educa-
tional level in the sample was high (the percentage of par-
ticipants with high school or higher is above 80%). Most of 
participants were married at the time of the study (52.9%) 
and also were legally established in Spain (80.4%). Mean 
age was 34 and average household was near the lower end 
(6,000-12,000 euros/year). The average time of residence in 
Spain was 5 years. Finally, participants expressed in the av-
erage that they trusted the police (6.3 in a 0-10 scale). 
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Table 1. Distribution of Sociodemographic and Control 

Variables (N = 399) 

 

 Percentages 

Men 40.7 

Educational level  

 No educational background 0.7 

 Elementary School 13.9 

 High school 58.6 

 University Studies 26.8 

Marital Status  

 Single 34.3 

 Married 52.9 

 Separated/divorced 12.8 

Legal Status as immigrant (Yes) 80.4 

 Average 

Age 34.6 

Household Income 6,000-12,000 euros/year 

Time of residence in Spain 5 years 

Trust in police 6.3 

 

 Taken as a whole, participants in the study were edu-
cated, married, legally established in the country, middle-age 
and were living for five years in the country. It is important 
to note that although most participants were legally estab-
lished and educated, their household income was in the 
lower-end of the scale. 

Perceptions and Attitudes Regarding Partner Violence 
Against Women Among Native-Born and Latin-

American Immigrants 

 In the first part of the study we explored if native-born 
and immigrant participants held different views about inti-
mate partner violence against women and, also, if both 
groups presented different levels of personal exposure to 
partner violence against women. To do so, we compared the 
distribution of responses of the Spanish population (as indi-
cated by published results of national surveys) with the re-
sponses of the sample of Latin-American immigrants par-
ticipating in the study. Table 2 presents the distribution of 
responses for both native-born and immigrants along with a 

2-test of their differences. 

 Results in Table 2 clearly suggest that, in Spain, native-
born and immigrants held different views on partner violence 
against women and that they were exposed to partner vio-
lence against women to a different degree. Thus, the percent-
age of immigrants who knew a victim of partner violence 
against women was more than twice of the Spaniards per-
centage. Maybe as a consequence, immigrants perceived that 
partner violence against women is more frequent than Span-
iards. Finally, they tolerate partner violence against women 
to a greater extent, tend to blame the victim of partner vio-
lence against women more frequently and would report a 

known incident of partner violence against women in fewer 
occasions. 

Table 2. Perceptions and Attitudes Regarding Partner Vio-

lence against Women among Native-Born Spanish 

and Latin-American Immigrants in Spain 

 

 Native-Born
1
 Immigrants 2 

Personal exposure (Yes) 23.0 54.1 170.30*** 

Perceived frequency    

 Very frequent 16.6 55.9 306.17*** 

Tolerance    

 Threats 78.5 69.3 16.01*** 

Victim-blaming (Yes) 39.2 56.5 41.56*** 

Would report (Yes) 75.0 63.8 21.56*** 

1Data retrieved from CIS (2004) and European Commission (1999) surveys. 

*** p < .001. 

 

Correlates of Attitudes Towards Reporting Partner Vio-
lence Against Women 

 In the second part of the study, we analyzed the corre-
lates of attitudes towards reporting partner violence against 
women to the authorities. For the analyses, we used multi-
variate binomial logistic regression for dependent variables 
with two categories [63]. Noncontinuous predictor variables 
were modeled as categorical in order to estimate “whether 
the effect of being in a certain category is statistically sig-
nificantly different from being in the reference category” 
[63, p. 52]. For assessing model fit we estimated Model 2, 
which is analogous to the multivariate F test for linear re-
gression. If we reject the null hypothesis we can conclude 
that at least one beta in the model is nonzero [64]. In other 
words, the information about the independent variables al-
lows us to make better predictions than we could make with-
out them. Analyses were performed using the SPSS 15 soft-
ware package. 

 At the bottom of Table 3 we present the results from 
multivariate multinomial logistic regression analysis. Model 

2 was highly significant ( 2 = 66.19, gl = 15, p < .001) (see 
bottom of Table 3), thus rejecting the null hypothesis that the 
independent variables were not significantly associated with 
the dependent variable. 

 The only statistically significant control variable was 
gender. Being male was associated with a decreased odds of 
reporting partner violence against women of 65.1% as com-
pared to women. All of the core variables of the study 
showed a statistically significant relationship with attitudes 
toward reporting partner violence against women, except for 
personal exposure. Regarding those variables with a positive 
relationship with attitudes towards reporting partner violence 
against women we found that a one-unit increase in per-
ceived frequency was associated with a 227% increased odds 
of reporting partner violence against women. As for the vari-
ables negatively related with reporting, we found a 48.4% 
decrease of the odds of reporting partner violence against 
women for those who blamed the victim of partner violence 
when compared to those who did not blamed the victim. 
Also, when compared to participants that expressed that a 
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woman victim of partner violence should report it to the 
authorities as soon as there were threats, results indicate a 
significant decrease in the odds for those who expressed that 
it should be reported only when there is aggression, although 
non-severe (80.3%), and for those who expressed the need of 
a severe aggression to justify reporting partner violence 
against women to the authorities (a decrease of 93.8%). 

Table 3. Multivariate Logistic Regression Results for Atti-

tudes Towards Reporting Cases of Domestic Vio-

lence against Women
1,2

 
 

 B S.E Sig. Exp (B)
a
 

Men -1.052 .517 .042 .349 

Frequency 1.184 .350 .001 3.269 

Victim-blaming (Yes) -.662 .229 .004 .516 

Personal Exposure (Yes) -.764 .508 .132 .466 

Tolerance b     .001  

 Non-severe aggression -1.623 .525 .002 .197 

 Only physical aggression -2.788 1.071 .009 .062 

1Model 2 (15) = 66.19, p < .001; Nagelkerke R2 = .44. 
2Non-significant control variables are: age, years of residence in Spain, marital status, 
educational level, household income, legal status as immigrant, and trust in police. 
aExp (B) is the odds ratio. Significant values greater than 1 indicate a positive attitude 
towards reporting partner violence against women. b Reference category: threats. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 A number of studies have shown higher levels of in-
volvement in partner violence among immigrants. In Spain, 
where the present study was conducted, data also reveals a 
disproportionate higher incidence of partner violence against 
women (both fatal and nonfatal) among immigrant popula-
tion, in particular from Latin-American countries. In order to 
better understand the link between immigration and partner 
violence, in the first part of this study we compared percep-
tions and attitudes regarding partner violence against women 
among native-born Spaniards and Latin-American immi-
grants living in Spain. The second part of the study explored 
the willingness to exert informal social control among immi-
grants by exploring different sets of correlates of attitudes 
toward reporting partner violence against women. 

 First, results show that the high incidence of partner vio-
lence among immigrants is paralleled by their perceptions. 
Compared to native-born, immigrants report knowing more 
victims (54.1% vs 23%), and perceived partner violence as 
more frequent in society (“very frequent” = 55.9% vs 
16.6%). Results also showed that, compared to native-born 
respondents, there is a more favorable social climate toward 
partner violence among Latin-American immigrants. Ac-
cording to our data this social climate of acceptability can be 
portrayed in terms of greater tolerance of partner violence 
(“violence from her partner should be report it to the legal 
authorities as soon as the woman feels she is being threat-
ened by her partner even if there is not physical aggression” 
= 69% immigrants agreed vs 78.5% native-born), greater 
tendency to blame the women victim of partner violence for 
their own victimization (56.5% vs 39.2%), and less willing-
ness to exert social control by reporting known cases of part-
ner violence against women to the authorities (63.8% vs 

75%). These results may help explain the higher rates of 
partner violence among the Latin-American immigrant popu-
lation in Spain, and supports the idea that rates of domestic 
violence are related to the social climate of acceptability and 
tolerance [4, 6, 8- 11]. In this respect, the World Health Or-
ganization considered among the larger societal factors that 
influence rates of violence, those that create an acceptable 
climate for violence, and those that reduce inhibitions 
against violence [7]. A social environment that condones or 
even supports domestic violence makes it more likely for 
perpetrators to persist in their violent behavior [6, 14, 15, 
65]. This view is shared by a number of scholars who believe 
that without a fundamental change in the social attitudes that 
perpetuate male violent acts against women, the problem of 
violence against women will not be solved [3, 10, 11, 13]. 
As Biden [13] put it “we cannot hope to respond effectively 
to violence against women unless we confront and condemn 
the attitudes that nurture the violence” (p. 1060). In this re-
gard, our results also suggest that better targeted education 
efforts directed to those groups who share views and atti-
tudes of acceptability and tolerance of partner violence are 
needed for a more effective prevention. 

 In the second part of the study we explored correlates of 
attitudes toward reporting partner violence against women to 
the authorities among Latin-American immigrants. Results 
from socio-demographic variables analyses showed that 
women report a more positive attitude toward reporting part-
ner violence than men. This finding is in line with research 
suggesting that women perceived partner violence as more 
severe, are less accepting, and feel more personal responsible 
to act than men, which suggest greater empathy for the vic-
tims [4, 66, 67]. None of the other sociodemographic con-
trols explores yielded significant differences. 

 With respect to the correlates of attitudes toward report-
ing partner violence against women, except for “personal 
exposure”, all variables examined yielded significance. That 
is, among Latin-American immigrants, those who perceived 
partner violence as more frequent in society, are less tolerant, 
and do not blame the victims, have a more positive attitude 
toward reporting partner violence against women. 

 With regard to perceived frequency of partner violence 
against women in society, we found, as in previous studies 
with native-born population [4], that this was a significant 
correlate of positive attitudes toward reporting partner vio-
lence. This suggests that greater public recognition of the 
occurrence of partner violence against women in society 
favors positive attitudes toward reporting it to the authorities. 
As Klein et al. argue [6], social and personal accountability 
to take action against domestic violence comes from believ-
ing that the problem is widespread and of sufficient threat to 
the community fabric that affects one’s own life. This also 
suggests that past and future efforts to increase the social 
visibility of partner violence against women as a public issue 
of serious concern have helped and probably will continue to 
help shape public attitudes, increasing feelings of responsi-
bility [6, 68]. It follows that an important target for public 
education campaigns is to keep increasing public awareness 
of the alarming pervasiveness of partner violence against 
women in our society. 

 Our findings also showed that a lower level of tolerance 
was associated with a positive attitude toward reporting. Ac-
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cording to this, for a number of respondents some violence 
(e.g., threats, non-severe physical aggression) seemed to be 
tolerated to a higher degree. In line with other studies, this 
finding suggest that when some violence (less extreme 
forms) towards women in intimate relationships is perceived 
as more “tolerable”, the chances of others to be sensitive to 
their needs and receiving help might be significantly reduced 
[4, 55, 69]. As Gracia and Herrero [11] put it: “clearly, pub-
lic education efforts that challenge these attitudes of toler-
ance and transmit the idea of social responsibility concerning 
issues of domestic violence are necessary. Breaking the cli-
mate of social tolerance would increase the costs for perpe-
trators and contribute to the informal social control of do-
mestic violence against women” (p. 128). In addition to pub-
lic education efforts directed to the general population, our 
results suggest that public policies aiming to reduce the tol-
erance of domestic violence against women among immi-
grants in general and Latin-American in particular, are 
clearly needed. These public education efforts need to trans-
mit the idea that all forms of violence are wrong, and must 
not be accepted under any circumstances. 

 Victim-blaming attitudes were also associated with atti-
tudes toward reporting partner violence among Latin-
American immigrants. Respondents that blamed the victims 
of partner violence tend to report a negative attitude toward 
reporting. Blaming the victims not only implies tolerance of 
violence under some circumstances, but also reduces the 
victims’ chances of receiving help. According to social psy-
chological theory, when victims are believed to cause their 
own troubles or to get what they deserve the chances for the 
victims of receiving help are significantly reduced [11, 56-
59, 70]. These results suggest the need for public education 
efforts to target prevalent victim blaming attitudes among 
Latin-American immigrants. Finally, although some research 
suggests an association between knowing a victim of partner 
violence and attitudes toward reporting [4], in this study we 
found that personal exposure to incidents of partner violence 
was unrelated with attitudes toward reporting. 

 The study has some potential limitations. First, as already 
mentioned in the method section, from the three samples 
used in this study two of them were probabilistic and repre-
sentative of the Spanish population whereas the sample on 
Latin-American immigrants was not. In this sense, we should 
be cautious about the comparisons between native-born and 
Latin-American immigrants in their respective views on do-
mestic violence since there is not a complete equivalence 
among the samples used in the study. However, the high 
prevalence rates of domestic violence among Latin-
American immigrants observed in Spain suggest that the 
differences found in our study point to the right direction. 
Second, measures used in this study are single items, which 
opens up a number of validity and reliability issues that 
should be addressed in future research. Third, we can not 
claim the generalizability of results to Latin-American popu-
lation in Spain since our study focused in two Communities: 
Asturias and Valencia. Finally, we can not rule completely 
out the possibility that some of the immigrants participating 
in the study were involved in domestic violence themselves 
(both as aggressors or victims). Had been this case, it is ten-
able that it had some effect on the relationships found in the 
study. Research focusing on aggressors could be an interest-
ing counterpart to this study that would allow to explore in 

depth the role that attitudes toward domestic violence and 
personal exposure to partner violence against women have in 
the willingness to intervene and to exert informal social con-
trol in our communities and neighborhoods. Future research 
on this topic should address these potential limitations. 

CONCLUSION 

 In this study we aimed to better understand the dispropor-
tionate higher incidence of partner violence against women 
among a minority group of the population: Latin-American 
immigrants. As we hypothesized, Latin-American immi-
grants not only knew more women victims of partner vio-
lence and perceived it as more common compared to native-
born population, but most importantly, our results confirmed 
that Latin-American immigrants held a set of attitudes that 
create an acceptable climate for partner violence against 
women. Partner violence against women thrives in a social 
climate of tolerance. Without targeting these attitudes of 
tolerance and acceptability through education efforts, it will 
be difficult to reduce the disproportionate high rates of part-
ner violence against women among Latin-American immi-
grants living in Spain. 
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