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Abstract 

Accumulating evidence has been found for the associations from sexual minority 

stressors to intimate partner violence (IPV) among same-sex couples. Yet key gaps still exist, 

including the rare utilization of couple dyadic data, the understudied moderating and 

mediating mechanisms, and the few studies conducted during the transitional period of same-

sex marriage legalization. To address these gaps, we used cross-sectional, dyadic-data 

collected from 144 U.S. same-sex couples during the 2014-2015 national campaign for the 

legalization of same-sex marriage. Guided by the systemic transactional model (STM), we 

examined associations from sexual minority stressors (including both internalized 

homophobia and discrimination) to same-sex IPV and tested whether commitment moderated 

or mediated these associations. Overall, we found evidence supporting the STM: (a) high 

internalized homophobia and discrimination were related to high prevalence and/or frequency 

of IPV perpetration; (b) high commitment attenuated positive associations between high 

discrimination and high prevalence and/or frequency of IPV perpetration; and (c) high 

internalized homophobia was related to low commitment, which in turn was related to high 

prevalence and/or frequency of IPV perpetration. Collectively, our study identifies 

commitment as both a moderator and mediator in associations from sexual minority stressors 

to same-sex IPV. Further, the roles of commitment (i.e., moderator or mediator) depend on 

whether the focal sexual minority stressors are distal and more intermittent (i.e., heterosexist 

discrimination) or proximal and more constant (i.e., internalized homophobia).  

Keywords: Commitment, moderating and mediating, national legalization of same-sex 

marriage, same-sex IPV perpetration, sexual minority stressors 
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Sexual Minority Stressors and Intimate Partner Violence Among Same-Sex Couples: 

Commitment as a Resource  

Intimate partner violence (IPV) includes different forms of psychologically aggressive 

behaviors (e.g., calling the partner names and demeaning them) and physically aggressive 

behaviors (e.g., pushing, grabbing, and slapping the partner) in close relationships (Hardesty 

& Ogolsky, 2020). Originating from relational discord and with the possibility to physically 

and mentally harm both partners, IPV has been recognized as a severe relational problem (for 

reviews, see Kopystynska & Beck, 2018; Laskey et al., 2019).  

IPV in same-sex couples merits attention for several reasons. First, IPV in same-sex 

populations is more prevalent than IPV in the general population (i.e., a lifetime victimization 

prevalence of about 40% among same-sex populations versus a lifetime victimization 

prevalence of about 30% in the general population in the United States; Messinger, 2017; 

Smith et al., 2018). Second, with about 2.2 million adults and 191,000 children in the United 

States living in families led by same-sex attracted individuals (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019), 

IPV in same-sex relationships has the potential to affect the well-being of a relatively large 

number of individuals.  

To better inform prevention and intervention for this severe and widespread issue of 

IPV, efforts are needed to obtain a better understanding of why same-sex attracted 

individuals perpetrate IPV (for a similar statement, see Capaldi, & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 

2012). In addition to common risk factors identified in heterosexual relationships (e.g., 

racial/ethnic minority status, lack of power in relationships, lack of commitment), risk factors 

for same-sex IPV also include variables uniquely associated with sexual minority status 

(Edwards et al., 2015).  

In particular, there has been long-lasting societal heteronormativity (i.e., an 

assumption that only sexual attraction between two members of the opposite, biological sex 
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is natural or acceptable; Kitzinger, 2005). Such inequality from societal heteronormativity 

has rendered individuals from sexual minority populations to experience additional and 

unique sets of stressors (i.e., sexual minority stressors) that are not shared by their 

heterosexual counterparts (Meyer, 2003). Clearly, sexual minority stressors originate outside 

of couple interactions (as the consequences of inequity in heteronormative societies; Meyer, 

2003). Yet, following the Systemic Transactional Model (STM), such external stressors (i.e., 

stressors originating outside of couple interactions) can still proliferate into problems in 

couple relationships (Bodenmann et al., 2016; Randall & Bodenmann, 2009). Moreover, as 

two partners experience external stressors as a unit, the spillover and crossover of stressors 

both exist. (Stress spillover is defined as associations from one’s own external stressors to 

their own relational problems, and stress crossover is defined as associations from one’s own 

external stressors to their partner’s relational problems; Bodenmann et al., 2016). Relatedly, 

researchers have documented that one partner’s sexual minority stressors are positively 

associated with both spouses’ IPV perpetration (for a review, see Decker et al., 2018). 

Identifying additional risk factors specific to sexual minority populations (i.e., sexual 

minority stressors) has not only provided potential explanations for why IPV is often more 

prevalent among same-sex couples than among heterosexual couples, but also has 

emphasized social justice efforts to address discrimination and prejudice that harm the well-

being of minority populations (Edwards et al., 2015). 

Despite the aforementioned progress, research examining sexual minority stressors as 

predictors for same-sex IPV is still limited in several ways. First, existing studies on these 

associations have been based primarily on data from one partner in a couple (for an 

exception, see Li et al., 2021). Using data from only one partner in a couple means that 

studies examining crossover associations from Partner A’s sexual minority stressors to 

Partner B’s IPV perpetration rarely controlled for Partner B’s own sexual minority stressors. 
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Given this limitation, it is necessary for researchers to clarify whether crossover associations 

identified in previous studies still exist after controlling for spillover associations from 

partner B’s sexual minority stressors to partner B’s IPV perpetration (for a similar statement, 

see Buck & Neff, 2012). 

Second, most of the prior studies on sexual minority stressors and same-sex IPV have 

been based on samples that were predominantly non-Hispanic White and were predominantly 

better-off (i.e., middle-class versus lower income) (for a review, see Decker et al., 2018). As 

some researchers have stated (e.g., Karney & Bradbury, 2005), such predominantly White 

and middle-class samples often experience fewer detrimental consequences of stressors than 

other samples. Relatedly, significant spillover and crossover effects from discrimination (i.e., 

the distal type of sexual minority stressors) have only been found in a small number of 

studies in which a notable proportion of racial/ethnic minority and lower-income participants 

were recruited (Finneran & Stephenson, 2014; Martin-Storey & Fromme, 2017; Sutter et al., 

2019). Thus, it seems necessary to use data from racially/ethnically and socio-economically 

more diverse samples to revisit associations between sexual minority stressors and same-sex 

IPV.  

Third, as noted in several reviews (e.g., Badenes-Ribera et al., 2019; Decker et al., 

2018), research on the topic of sexual minority stressors and same-sex IPV were often based 

on data collected before the unprecedented historical transitions experienced by same-sex 

couples in the United States (i.e., the 2014-2015 national legalization of same-sex marriage). 

However, experiences of individuals, couples, and families vary across different historical 

periods (Greenfield, 2017). To this end, prior researchers have called for efforts to examine 

whether the previously identified associations from same-sex minority stressors to the well-

being of sexual minority populations still apply during and/or after these transitions (for a 

similar statement, see Cao et al.’s meta-analytic review in 2017).  
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Fourth, studies in this field have focused on simple, generic links between minority 

stressors and same-sex IPV (for a similar statement, see Finneran & Stephenson, 2013a). Yet, 

external stressors (including sexual minority stressors) are often inevitable. Therefore, to 

obtain guidelines for how to attenuate the negative consequences of sexual minority stressors 

and where to intervene, researchers need to examine potential moderators and mediators in 

associations between sexual minority stressors and same-sex IPV (Finneran & Stephenson, 

2013a).  

To narrow these gaps, we examined two research questions using dyadic data 

collected from a racially and socioeconomically diverse sample of same-sex couples, with 

data collected during the 2014-2015 national legalization of same-sex marriage in the United 

States. First, we examined actor and partner associations between sexual minority stressors 

and same-sex IPV. Second, we tested potential moderators and mediators of these actor and 

partner associations between sexual minority stressors and same-sex IPV.  

Theoretical Framework 

We used the systemic transactional model (or STM) as our theoretical guideline for 

two reasons. First, as stated in the introduction, STM recognizes the interdependent nature 

between two partners under external stressors and highlights the potential spillover and 

crossover effects of sexual minority stressors (Bodenmann et al., 2016). Second, emphasizing 

the importance of two partners relying on each other and navigating through stressful 

situations together (Bodenmann et al., 2016), STM guides our focus on relational resources 

(i.e., resources within the relationship that are shared by two partners, which are the most 

prominent constructs in stressful condition according to STM) as potential moderator and 

mediator in associations between sexual minority stressors and same-sex IPV.   

From the STM, we drew upon three specific theoretical perspectives. For the first 

theoretical perspective, the interdependent nature of couple relationships makes it possible 
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that external stressors experienced by one partner affect both partners in the relationship 

(Bodenmann et al., 2016). Accordingly, an individual’s sexual minority stressors should 

relate to higher prevalence and/or frequency of both partners’ IPV perpetration. 

For the second theoretical perspective, STM highlights that relational resource buffer 

the detrimental associations from external stressors to relational outcomes (Bodenmann et al., 

2016). In the current study, we focus on commitment as a relational resource. Specifically, 

high commitment is the driving force behind the two partners’ efforts to persist in a 

relationship, and high commitment usually promotes interpartner cooperation, 

companionship, and support (Adams & Jones, 1997; Ogolsky & Bowers, 2013; Rusbult et al., 

1994). Further, the lack of commitment has been consistently identified as a triggering factor 

for IPV perpetration in both heterosexual and same-sex relationships (Capaldi et al., 2012; 

Stanley et al., 2006). Collectively, it seems warranted to expect commitment to be a salient 

variable to consider in examining associations from sexual minority stressors to same-sex 

IPV.  

For the third theoretical perspective, while highlighting relational resources (i.e., 

commitment in this study) as the moderator, theorists who proposed the STM later 

recognized another possibility (Bodenmann et al., 2016; Randall & Bodenmann, 2009). That 

is, persistent and constant external stressors will continue taxing couples’ relational 

resources, and the depleted relational resources in turn result in negative relational outcomes 

(i.e., relational resources as the mediator; Randall & Bodenmann, 2009). To summarize, we 

consider both the moderating and mediating roles of commitment (i.e., a relational resource), 

because both may be relevant to a deeper understanding of associations between sexual 

minority stressors (i.e., external stressors) and IPV perpetration (i.e., relational outcomes).  

Sexual Minority Stressors and Same-Sex IPV 
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Sexual minority stressors range from distal ones (i.e., discrimination; objective 

stressors that do not depend on an individual’s perceptions or appraisals) to proximal ones 

(i.e., internalized homophobia; the internalization of negative societal attitudes toward being 

a member of a sexual minority group) (Meyer, 2003). To date, a growing yet still small body 

of studies has identified positive actor and partner associations from discrimination and 

internalized homophobia to psychological and physical IPV perpetration in same-sex couple 

relationships (for reviews, Decker et al., 2018; Kimmes et al., 2017).  

The findings for internalized homophobia (i.e., proximal minority stressors) and 

same-sex IPV are relatively patterned, showing that high levels of internalized homophobia 

were associated with high prevalence/frequency of IPV perpetration (for a meta-analysis, see 

Badenes-Ribera et al., 2019). Yet, and as stated in the introduction, the findings for 

associations from discrimination (i.e., distal minority stressors) to same-sex IPV are mixed. 

That is, statistically significant actor and partner associations between discrimination and IPV 

perpetration were only found in studies on sexual minority individuals who were racial/ethnic 

minorities and in lower-income (versus middle-class) statuses (Decker et al., 2018; Kimmes 

et al., 2017).  

Commitment as a Potential Moderator and Mediator 

In line with the STM and based on the existing literature, we put forward two 

complementary hypotheses specific to the moderating and mediating roles of commitment in 

associations between sexual minority stressors and same-sex IPV.  

Evidence for the moderating role of commitment 

Few studies have empirically tested commitment as a moderator that buffers negative 

effects of sexual minority stressors (i.e., external stressors uniquely experienced by the sexual 

minority population) and relational outcomes. Yet, researchers have demonstrated the 

buffering role of commitment in associations between other external stressors (e.g., one 
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partner’s re-entry after incarceration) and well-being among heterosexual couples (Hearn et 

al., 2017).  

 In addition, experiencing external stressors should increase individuals’ own 

tendencies toward IPV perpetration, contributing to higher physiological arousal (Finkel, 

2007). These negative feelings, along with external stressors, may then increase the other 

partner’s IPV perpetration tendencies. However, given the high motivation to be 

collaborative and supportive in relationships (Adams & Jones, 1997), highly committed 

partners may adjust their feelings and behaviors that are otherwise detrimental to 

relationships. In these latter instances (i.e., the condition of high commitment), sexual 

minority stressors experienced by highly committed individuals should not increase 

tendencies for IPV perpetration.  

Evidence for the mediating role of commitment 

A small body of existing studies suggests that sexual minority stressors are negatively 

related to commitment (Barrantes et al., 2017; Greene & Britton, 2015), supporting the 

mediating hypothesis that high minority stressors should relate to low commitment and in 

turn high prevalence and/or frequency of IPV perpetration. For example, high internalized 

homophobia (i.e., proximal external stressor) is associated with low commitment, primarily 

because those with high internalized homophobia often underestimated the extent to which 

the same-sex relationship was worthy of investment (Greene & Britton, 2015). Experiencing 

discrimination (i.e., distal sexual minority stressors) also contributes to same-sex partners’ 

doubts about whether they should continue in an already devalued same-sex relationship 

(Barrantes et al., 2017). Further, a meta-analysis with seven studies identified a significant 

negative association between discrimination and relational commitment across all sexual 

minority populations, including same-sex attracted individuals (Doyle & Molix, 2015). 

Same-Sex Couples During the Transitional Period  
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As stated in the introduction, efforts are needed to revisit associations between sexual 

minority stressors and same-sex IPV perpetration during the historical transition of the 2014-

2015 nationwide legalization of same-sex marriage in the United States (Cao et al., 2017; 

Greenfield, 2017). Further, and as elaborated below, this transitional period may render both 

the moderating and mediating hypotheses plausible for associations among sexual minority 

stressors, commitment, and same-sex IPV.  

Specifically, internalized homophobia reflects same-sex attracted individuals’ 

direction of negative social attitudes toward themselves (Meyer & Dean, 1998). Prior 

researchers have regarded internalized homophobia (i.e., proximal minority stressor) as a 

relatively enduring stressor, because internalized homophobia renders individuals to 

perseverate on others’ negative evaluations against individuals in same-sex relationships 

(Totenhagen et al., 2018). Further, same-sex couples encounter discrimination (i.e., distal 

minority stressors) on a daily basis (Platt & Lenzen, 2013). Persistent and constant in the life 

of same-sex attracted individuals, sexual minority stressors may deplete resources and result 

in relationship problems including IPV perpetration (high minority stressors → low 

commitment → high prevalence and/or frequency of IPV perpetration). This is the mediating 

hypothesis. 

However, public support and acceptance of the LGBTQ population has increased 

since the national legalization of same-sex marriage (Kazyak & Stange, 2018). 

Discrimination and internalized homophobia, albeit not fully solved, may have decreased in 

the increasingly supportive social contexts of the United States (Kennedy & Dalla, 2020; 

Twenge & Blake, 2020). As same-sex couples may experience fewer sexual minority 

stressors than they did before the same-sex marriage legalization, couples should be able to 

replenish their resources during these less stressful periods and then use those accumulated 
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resources to attenuate the detrimental effects of future stressors (Karney et al., 2005). This is 

the moderating hypothesis.  

The Present Study 

We used dyadic data from 144 same-sex couples in the United States collected during 

2014 and 2015 (i.e., when the national debate for the 2015 legalization of same-sex marriage 

was ongoing). We examined (a) actor and partner associations between sexual minority 

stressors and same-sex IPV (Research Question 1), and (b) whether commitment moderates 

(Panel A in Figure 1) and/or mediates (Panel B in Figure 1) these actor and partner 

associations (Research Question 2).  

We included both distal and proximal sexual minority stressors (i.e., discrimination 

and internalized homophobia) in a single model as predictors, which can provide a better 

understanding of the relative contributions of two different aspects of sexual minority 

stressors in associations with relational outcomes (for a similar statement, see Cao et al., 

2017). In addition, we included both psychological and physical IPV perpetration because 

these two sets of IPV often intertwine and coexist (Matte & Lafontaine, 2011).  

Method 

Participants and Procedures 

Data for the current study came from a larger project examining the well-being of 

families led by sexual minority couples. In 2014 and 2015, couples were recruited through 

online advertisements on Craigslist and Facebook, as well as snowballing that targeted all 50 

states in the United States. To be eligible, couples should be (a) in a cohabiting romantic 

relationship with a same-sex partner or in a cohabiting romantic relationship in which at least 

one partner was transgender or gender non-conforming; and (b) at least 18 years old. 

Although researchers encouraged both partners in the relationship to participate, this was not 

mandatory. Ultimately, participants from 294 households (i.e., 212 couples and 82 
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individuals) living in 48 states across the United States and the District of Columbia were 

recruited. 

Procedures were approved by the researcher’s home university institutional review 

board. All data were collected via Web-based surveys via Qualtrics, as Qualtrics is a flexible 

and economical method of data collection from widely dispersed areas. For each participant, 

research assistants sent a secure email that contained brief instructions and an individual link 

to the online survey. For each participant, research assistants created a nine-digit ID in 

advance that contained (a) 6-digit survey sending date, (b) 1-digit wave number as follow-up 

data may be collected from the same individuals in the future, (c) 1-digit code for sex, and (d) 

1-digit randomly assigned distinguisher for Partner 1 and Partner 2 in a couple. Participants 

were told to independently enter the ID number, sign the online consent forms, and complete 

a series of online questionnaires. They were also briefed with the contact information of the 

research team (for any questions and concerns they may have had), their rights of voluntary 

involvement and no-penalty withdrawal at any time, and that the data would be confidential 

and used for research purposes only. Upon completion, each participant received a $10 

Amazon e-gift card. 

To ensure participants’ confidentiality and privacy, raw data were stored in an 

encrypted hard drive with ID numbers. The raw data hard drive and the document linking IDs 

to personal information were stored in different cabinets in facilities with multiple locks. All 

staff members who had access to raw data were required to sign a confidentiality statement 

and were informed that violations of confidentiality would result in termination of contract. 

As we focus on actor and partner associations between sexual minority stressors and 

IPV perpetration among same-sex couples, we selected a subsample in which both partners in 

a couple participated in this study. Same-sex couples in this study were defined as couples in 

which both partners identified their sex as male and couples in which both partners identified 
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their sex as female. We excluded data from couples (a) involving transgender and gender 

non-conforming partners, and (b) in which only one partner responded to the survey. 

Ultimately, the present study included 288 partners in 144 same-sex couples. In comparison 

to those in couples in which only one responded to the survey, partners in the present study 

reported less frequent physical IPV perpetration [M not included = 1.31 versus M included = .54; F 

= 3.87, adjusted p = .050 (two-tailed level); partial η2 = .015]. Description of the final sample 

is in Table 1.  

Measures  

Internalized homophobia (IHP). A modified version of the Lesbian Internalized 

Homophobia Scale (LIHS; Szymanski & Chung, 2001) was used to assess internalized 

homophobia. Prior studies have indicated relatively high levels of reliability and criterion 

validity of LIHS across LGBTQ+ populations (Amadio, 2006). The original version of the 

LIHS included 52 items and 5 subscales: connection with the lesbian community (CLC; 13 

items), publication identification as a lesbian (PIL; 16 items), personal feeling about being a 

lesbian (PFL; 8 items), moral and religious attitudes toward lesbians (MARTL, 7 items), and 

attitudes toward other lesbians (ATOL; 8 items). To shorten the length of the entire survey in 

the larger project, researchers kept 24 items from the PIL and PFL subscales. The MARTL, 

ATOL, and CLC subscales were not included as these three subscales were less 

psychometrically robust than PIL or PFL subscales (Szymanski & Chung, 2001; Szymansk & 

Kashubeck-West, 2008).  

All items were revised to assess internalized homophobia for all lesbian/gay/trans* 

individuals (i.e., using “lesbian/gay/trans” rather than “lesbian” in each item). An example 

item of the modified scale was “I dislike myself for being attracted to other 

women/men/trans*.” On each item, participants indicated their agreement with statements on 

a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). After 
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reversing the scores for 13 negative/inverse items, we followed procedures of existing studies 

and calculated the mean scores of all 24 items (Morandini et al., 2015). Higher scores 

indicated higher levels of internalized homophobia. Coefficient α was .91. 

Discrimination. The Workplace Heterosexist Experiences Questionnaire (WHEQ; 

Waldo, 1999) was used to assess discrimination in daily life. Among multiple available 

measures at the time of survey administration, the reliability and validity for the WHEQ was 

the most well established among LGBTQ+ populations (for a review, see Morrison et al., 

2016). The original version of the WHEQ contained 22 items, but 4 items were removed by 

researchers in the larger project due to considerations of content validity. Each of the 

remaining 18 items used in the current study described a specific event involving heterosexist 

discrimination (e.g., “Overheard offensive jokes about lesbians, gay men, bisexual, or trans* 

individuals”).  

To note, the WHEQ was originally developed to assess discrimination in the 

workplace. In the modified version, the revised items reflected the daily experiences of 

discrimination across different contexts (e.g., “seen homophobic literature or materials in 

your place of work, neighborhood, or community”). For each item, participants indicated 

how often this event occurred during the last 12 months on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from 0 (never) to 4 (most of the time). Mean scores were calculated and used. Higher scores 

indicated more heterosexist experiences. Coefficient α was .91. 

Commitment. Twelve items out of the 45-item Dimensions of Commitment 

Inventory (DCI; Adams & Jones, 1997) were used to assess commitment. We chose the DCI 

to assess commitment as it (a) fully reflects the different aspects of internal and external 

forms that compel individuals to stay in the relationship (Johnson, 1999; Rusbult et al., 1994; 

Stanley & Markman, 1992) and (b) has relatively high construct and criterion validity in both 

heterosexual relationships (e.g., Adams & Jones, 1997; Li et al., 2021) and same-sex 
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relationships (see Supplementary Document #1 for evidence of construct validity and Table 2 

for evidence of criterion validity). The other 33 items from the DCI were removed as they 

assessed partners’ willingness to maintain the marriage and/or intention to divorce (e.g., “I’m 

dedicated to making my marriage as fulfilling as it can be.”) The primary consideration for 

removing these aforementioned items about marriage/divorce was that barriers to obtain legal 

recognition and to get married for same-sex populations at the time of data collection (i.e., 

2014-2015) and items relevant to marriage and divorce did not apply to all same-sex couples. 

All 12 items from the DCI are listed in Supplementary Document #1. Seven items 

were taken from the 15-item “Commitment to Spouse” subscale of the original 45-item DCI 

(e.g., “No matter what, my partner knows that I’ll always be there for him/her.”), and five 

items were taken from the 15-item “Feelings of entrapment” subscale of the original 45-item 

DCI (e.g., “It would be particularly hard on my family and friends if my partner and I broke 

up.”). For each item, partners indicated their agreement with the statement on a 5-point Likert 

scale from 1 (strong disagreement) to 5 (strong agreement). Three items were reversed (e.g., 

“When things go wrong in my close relationship, I consider breaking up.”). Consistent with 

existing studies using the DCI (Hui et al., 2007; Toghroli Pour Grighani et al., 2018), we 

combined subscale scores to create the final score on this measure. Specifically, we first 

calculated the subscale scores of “commitment to spouse” and “feelings of entrapment” by 

averaging items on each subscale and then averaged the two subscale scores. Higher scores 

indicated higher levels of commitment. Coefficient α was .73. 

IPV. The Conflict Tactics Scale-Couple Form Revised (CTS-CF-R; Straus et al., 

1996) was used to assess psychological and physical IPV perpetration. Existing studies 

suggested that the CTS-CF-R has relatively high internal reliability, construct validity, and 

criterion validity in sexual minority populations (Kelley et al., 2015; Matte & Lafontaine, 

2011).  
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The psychological IPV perpetration subscale contained 6 items (e.g., shout at 

him/her/you), and the physical IPV perpetration subscale included 9 items (e.g., beat 

him/her/you up). For each item, participants were asked to report whether specific violent 

behavior never occurred, occurred once, twice, 3–5, 6 –10, 11–20, or more than 20 times in 

the past 12 months (i.e., a 7-category scale). To calculate the frequency of IPV perpetration in 

the past 12 months, Straus (1995) suggested converting the 7 categories into numbers (i.e., 

never = 0, once = 1, twice = 2, 3-5 times = 4, 6-10 times = 8, 11-20 times = 15, and more 

than 20 times = 25). We then summed the converted number of items within each scale to 

reflect the total frequency for psychological or physical IPV during the past 12 months 

(Straus, 1995). Higher scores indicated more frequent violent behaviors. Coefficient αs 

were .79 for psychological IPV and .72 for physical IPV. 

For each item of the CTS, participants reported how many times they themselves and 

their partner perpetrated specific violent behaviors. To capture the frequency of IPV 

perpetration more accurately, we followed the procedures in existing studies (Bradley et al., 

2014) and used the average scores of participants’ self-report perpetration and their partners’ 

report of the focal participants’ perpetration to represent the focal participants’ IPV 

perpetration.  

Covariates. For each partner, sexual orientation was dummy coded, and “same-sex 

attraction only” was the reference group (0 = same-sex attraction only versus 1 = bisexual; 0 

= same-sex attraction only versus 1 = all other sexual orientations such as pansexual and 

queer). Then for each couple, a series of binary variables were created based on: sex (0 = 

female dyads versus 1 = male dyads), race/ethnicity (0 = both partners in a couple were non-

Hispanic White versus 1 = at least one partner in a couple was a racial/ethnic minority), 

income status (0 = low-income status versus 1 = non-low-income status), parental status (0 = 

having no child versus 1 = having at least one child), union status (0 = couples cohabitating 
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without any legal recognition versus 1 = couples legally married or in a registered domestic 

partnership or civil unions), and state-level sociocultural climate (0 = socio-culturally 

conservative states versus 1 = socio-culturally liberal states). The low-income status refers to 

situations in which the income-to-need ratio is 2 or below, with this information obtained 

from the U.S. Census Bureau in 2014 (the year of the data collection for the current study). 

The state-level social-cultural climate was a self-developed measure, and the research team of 

the larger project selected the two indexes based on prior studies (i.e., the index for how 

supportive the state law was for same-sex marriage and families; Goldberg & Smith, 2011) 

and group discussions (i.e., the index for the proportion of individuals voting for 

Republicans).  

Analytic Strategies 

Analyses proceeded in three steps: (1) identifying patterns of missingness, (2) 

addressing the distribution of outcomes, and (3) path analyses.  

Step 1: Identifying patterns of missingness. We first checked the item-level 

missingness for the study variables. For all items, a minimal number of participants did not 

respond to the surveys (i.e., 8 to 9 out of all 288 partners in 144 couples, about 3%). We then 

conducted Little’s (1988) Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) test, of which the results 

indicated a pattern of MCAR (Chi-Square = 159.947, df = 153, p = .334). 

Step 2: Addressing the distribution of outcomes. As seen in Supplementary 

Document #2, psychological and physical IPV perpetration were both extremely skewed (i.e., 

they contained a large amount of zero values and only a small amount of high frequency 

values). To address these skewed distributions, we followed existing studies in the area of 

interpersonal violence/aggression and utilized the hurdle approach to model the outcomes 

(Marshall et al., 2011).  
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The hurdle approach includes dual model components that simultaneously estimate: 

(a) whether IPV perpetration occurs or not (i.e., the binary part), and (b) among those who 

reported nonzero IPV perpetration, whether the frequency is higher or lower (i.e., the 

continuous part; Hofmans, 2017; Marshall et al., 2011). The hurdle approach can fully 

capture within-sample variability in IPV perpetration, which is theoretically warranted 

because both the occurrence (versus non-occurrence) and higher frequency of IPV 

perpetration both result in negative consequences for individuals (Kastello et al., 2016). As 

another advantage, the hurdle approach can reflect potential differences in the predictors for 

the occurrence vs. the frequency of IPV perpetration (Marshall et al., 2011).  

Step 3: Path analyses. Path analyses were conducted in Mplus 8.3. Given the 

aforementioned MCAR pattern in which missing values had minimal impact on the analyses, 

we used the default approach in Mplus, full information maximum likelihood estimation 

method (FIML; Acock, 2005), to handle missingness. Two partners in a same-sex couple 

should be regarded as “interchangeable” from each other, as their sex does not vary within a 

couple (Olsen & Kenny, 2006). Theoretically, two partners within interchangeable dyads 

should have the same “population mean and variance on the predictor variable, the same 

actor effect, the same partner effect, the same intercept on the outcome variable, and the same 

error variance” (Sadler et al., 2011, p. 121). Thus, we added model constraints to fix these 

parameters of the two partners to be equal (Olsen & Kenny, 2006; Sadler et al., 2011).  

For all models, we included a series of covariates given that prior research (Cao et al., 

2017; Sarno et al., 2020) and our preliminary analyses (in Table 2) suggest their associations 

with our key study variables: relationship length, sex, race/ethnicity, union type, state-level 

sociocultural climate for each couple, as well as sexual orientation for each partner. We did 

not control for income status or parental status, because neither of these constructs was 

significantly associated with our key study variables (see Table 2). Equality constraints were 
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set to the paths from covariates to each partner’s psychological and physical IPV 

perpetration.  

To test the model in Panel A of Figure 1, we conducted an actor-partner 

interdependence moderation model (APIMoM; Ledermann et al., 2011). Interactive terms 

were created by multiplying the mean-centered values for either internalized homophobia or 

discrimination with the mean-centered value for commitment. When the interactive term was 

significantly associated with the outcome, we probed simple slopes at high and low levels of 

the moderators (i.e., Mean ± 1 SD, respectively). Given our sample size (N = 144 couples) 

and the limited statistical power of the moderating models (McClelland & Judd, 1993), we 

examined the moderating roles of commitment in associations from internalized homophobia 

and discrimination to IPV perpetration in two separate models.  

To test the model in Panel B of Figure 1, we conducted an actor-partner 

interdependence mediation model (APIMeM; Ledermann et al., 2011) and simultaneously 

included the two partners’ commitment to test specific indirect associations via each 

mediator. Indirect effects were estimated using bootstrapping, a nonparametric method that 

does not assume a normal distribution of indirect effects and can therefore adjust inflated 

type I and type II errors (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The bias-corrected bootstrapped 

Confidence Intervals (CIs) were based on 5,000 resamples. Conclusions regarding the 

statistical significance of indirect pathways were drawn from 95% bias-corrected 

bootstrapped CIs around the unstandardized indirect associations.  

Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

IPV perpetration. For the prevalence of psychological IPV perpetration, 94.1% of 

the 288 partners perpetrated psychological IPV during the past 12 months. For those who 

perpetrated psychological IPV, the frequency ranged from 1 to 92 times (Mean = 18 times) 
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during the past 12 months. For the prevalence of physical IPV perpetration, 23.6% of the 288 

partners perpetrated physical IPV during the past 12 months. For those who perpetrated 

physical IPV, the frequency ranged from 1 to 16 times (Mean = 2 times) during the past 12 

months.  

Bivariate correlations. As seen in Table 1, internalized homophobia and 

discrimination were positively correlated with IPV perpetration (rs = .11 to .18, ps < .05; 

expected), and commitment was negatively correlated with IPV perpetration (rs = -.20 to 

-.22, ps < .001; expected). Whereas internalized homophobia was negatively correlated with 

commitment (r = -.16, p < .01 for the actor association; expected), discrimination was 

positively correlated with commitment (r = .15, p < .01 for the partner association; not 

expected).  

Pathway Analyses for Moderating and Mediating Models 

Moderating model (Panel A in Figure 1). Table 2 displays the results of the 

pathway analyses for the final moderating model. As seen in Panel A of Table 2, we found 

only one statistically significant moderating effect between internalized homophobia and 

commitment on IPV perpetration. As seen in Figure 2, when individuals reported low levels 

of commitment, higher levels of individuals’ internalized homophobia were related to a 

higher probability of spouses’ psychological IPV perpetration. Such associations became 

statistically insignificant when individuals reported high levels of commitment. To note, 

among individuals reporting low levels of commitment, we found an asymptote effect of 

individual’s own internalized homophobia specific to the probability of partners’ 

psychological IPV perpetration: When individuals’ own internalized homophobia reached 4 

(i.e., a modest level on the possible range of 1 to 7), the probability of spouses’ psychological 

IPV was 99.6% (i.e., almost 100%).  
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As seen in Panel B of Table 2, we found four statistically significant moderating 

effects between commitment and discrimination on IPV perpetration. For the occurrence of 

psychological IPV perpetration, associations from individuals’ discrimination to their own 

and partners’ psychological IPV perpetration occurrence were moderated by individuals’ own 

commitment.  

As seen in Panels A and B of Figure 3, when individuals reported low levels of 

commitment, higher levels of their own discrimination were related to a higher probability of 

their own and the partners’ psychological IPV perpetration. When individuals reported high 

levels of commitment, associations from individuals’ discrimination to their own and the 

spouses’ psychological IPV perpetration occurrence became statistically insignificant.  

For the frequency of psychological IPV perpetration, among couples in which 

psychological IPV perpetration occurred, associations from individuals’ own discrimination 

to their own and spouses’ psychological IPV perpetration occurrence were also moderated by 

individuals’ own commitment. As seen in Panels A and B of Figure 4, when individuals 

reported low levels of commitment, higher levels of individuals’ own discrimination were 

related to a higher frequency of their own and the spouses’ psychological IPV perpetration. 

When individuals reported high levels of commitment, associations from individuals’ 

discrimination to their own and the spouses’ psychological IPV perpetration frequency 

became statistically insignificant.  

Mediating model (Panel B in Figure 1). Table 3 displays the pathway analyses for 

the final mediating model. Table 4 displays the eight significant indirect effects calculated 

based on 5,000 bootstrap resampling. The indirect effects from minority stressors to 

psychological IPV perpetration were specific to the continuous part of the hurdle model (i.e., 

psychological IPV perpetration frequency). Among couples in which psychological IPV 

perpetration occurred, higher levels of individuals’ internalized homophobia were related to a 
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higher frequency of individuals’ own and the spouses’ psychological IPV perpetration via 

lower levels of individuals own’ commitment. Higher levels of individuals’ discrimination 

were related to a lower frequency of individuals’ own and the spouses’ psychological IPV 

perpetration via higher levels of spouses’ commitment. 

The indirect effects from minority stressors to physical IPV perpetration were specific 

to the binary part of the hurdle model (i.e., physical IPV perpetration occurrence). Higher 

levels of individuals’ internalized homophobia were related to a higher likelihood of 

individuals’ own and the spouses’ physical IPV perpetration via lower levels of individuals 

own’ commitment. Higher levels of individuals’ discrimination were related to lower 

likelihood of individuals’ own and the spouses’ physical IPV perpetration via higher levels of 

spouses’ commitment. 

Discussion 

This study was guided by the systemic transactional model (STM, Bodenmann et al., 

2016) and based on dyadic data collected from same-sex couples during a transitional period 

(i.e., 2014-2015) in which the nationwide legalization of same-sex marriage occurred in the 

U.S. We conducted APIMoM and APIMeM (Ledermann et al., 2011) to examine the role of 

commitment (i.e., relational resource in STM) as a potential moderator and mediator in 

associations between minority stressors (i.e., external stressors in STM) and the perpetration 

of same-sex IPV (i.e., relational outcomes in STM).  

Before the discussion of major findings, it is worth noting that the prevalence of IPV 

in our sample was higher than that identified in previous studies based on samples of 

heterosexual couples (e.g., Elliott, Cunningham, Colangelo, & Gelles, 2011; Straus, 2017) or 

sexual-minority couples that were predominantly White and middle-class (e.g., Edwards & 

Sylaska, 2013; Finneran & Stephenson, 2013b). Notably, sexual-minority couples in the 

current study experience a unique set of stressors (i.e., LGBTQ-specific minority stressors) 
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that are not shared by heterosexual couples (Frost, 2011). The additional set of stressors 

experienced by sexual-minority couples may then proliferate into higher levels of IPV 

perpetration in same-sex communities. Moreover, in comparison to other studies that 

predominantly (or even exclusively) included middle-class and White sexual-minority 

couples, we included a larger proportion of couples who were racial/ethnic minority and/or 

low-income. The socioeconomically disadvantaged status of couples in our sample might 

also increase the risk of IPV perpetration (Edwards et al., 2015). Informed by the higher 

prevalence of same-sex IPV in this study in comparison to other studies, future researchers 

should continue recruiting racially/ethnically and socioeconomically diverse sample to reflect 

the status of same-sex IPV more accurately. 

Findings that Replicate Prior Findings 

In line with the STM and most empirical studies that were based on data from only 

one partner in the relationships, we used dyadic data to confirm the actor and partner 

associations from high levels of sexual minority stressors to high prevalence and/or 

frequency of IPV perpetration (Bodenmann et al., 2016; Decker et al., 2018). Moreover, and 

as one of the very first studies to identify potential mediators and moderators in associations 

from sexual minority stressors to IPV perpetration, we used STM (Bodenmann et al., 2016) 

as our theoretical guide and focused specifically on commitment, a relational resource that 

helps partners navigate through external stressors. Consistent with the STM and existing 

empirical studies (Bodenmann et al., 2016; Doyle & Molix, 2015), we found evidence 

supporting both the moderating and mediating roles of commitment in the actor and partner 

associations from sexual minority stressors to IPV perpetration. This evidence from the 

current study also supports other existing research that regards commitment (or the lack 

thereof) as a prominent construct to consider when aiming to reduce IPV (Capaldi et al., 

2012; Stanley et al., 2006) 
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Findings that Extend Prior Research 

Interestingly, the moderating roles of commitment in the current study were found 

only in associations from high levels of discrimination (i.e., the distal aspect of sexual 

minority stressors) to high prevalence and/or frequency of IPV perpetration. The mediating 

roles of commitment in the current study were found only in associations from high levels of 

internalized homophobia (i.e., the proximal aspect of sexual minority stressors) to high 

prevalence and/or frequency of IPV perpetration. As our study is the very first one to 

simultaneously include two different types of sexual minority stressors when examining 

moderators and mediators in their associations to IPV perpetration, such distinctions between 

discrimination and internalized homophobia are relatively novel and informative for the 

literature in the following ways.  

For the first extension to the existing literature, we displayed prior theoretical 

perspectives in the literature review that the moderating roles of relational resources (i.e., 

relational resources buffering the associations from high stressors to negative outcomes) 

apply primarily if stressors occur intermittently and when partners have opportunities to 

restore relational resources (Karney et al., 2005). Mediating roles of relational resources (i.e., 

high stressors → low relational resources→ negative relational outcomes) apply primarily if 

stressors are constant and persistent ones that keep taxing relational resources (Bodenmann et 

al., 2016; Karney et al., 2005; Randall & Bodenmann, 2009).  

Connecting these theoretical perspectives to our findings in the current study, the 

moderating role of commitment specific to discrimination suggests the plausibility of 

regarding discrimination as an intermittently occurring stressor, which seems plausible given 

that discrimination experienced by sexual minority populations has been largely reduced 

since the 2014-2015 national legalization of same-sex marriage (Twenge & Blake, 2020). 

The mediating role of commitment specific to internalized homophobia hints at the 
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possibility of regarding internalized homophobia as a constant and persistent stressor, which 

seems plausible given existing findings that individuals experiencing homophobia may 

constantly worry about negative evaluations and reactions against sexual minority 

populations (Totenhagen et al., 2018). Collectively, in future studies that continue to examine 

how these two types of sexual minority stressors are related to couple relationship well-being, 

researchers should discern discrimination from internalized homophobia and draw the 

moderating and mediating perspectives from the STM, respectively, to understand these 

associations.  

For the second extension to the existing literature, we identified a finding that 

contradicted the STM and studies conducted prior to the 2014-2015 historical transition 

(Bodenmann et al., 2016; Barrantes et al., 2017; Doyle & Molix, 2015). This aforementioned 

theory and studies indicate that discrimination (i.e., external stressors) can reduce 

commitment (i.e., the relational resource) (Bodenmann et al., 2016; Doyle & Molix, 2015). 

As low commitment can in turn increase IPV perpetration (Capaldi et al., 2012; Stanley et al., 

2006), the mediational process should be: high discrimination → low commitment → high 

prevalence and/or frequency of IPV perpetration. However, we found the opposite pattern in 

this study: high discrimination → high commitment → low prevalence and/or frequency of 

IPV perpetration.   

The mediational process that was opposite to theory and existing studies can be 

explained by the variation of values and beliefs across social transitions for individuals, 

couples, and families (for a similar statement, see Greenfield, 2017). Prior to the 2014-2015 

national legalization of same-sex marriage in the United States, same-sex attracted 

individuals regarded discrimination as a cost to stay in same-sex relationships and reduced 

their levels of commitment accordingly (Barrantes et al., 2017, using data collected during 

2000-2001). However, given the expanding context of inclusivity, sexual minority 
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individuals have felt more valued and accepted and less isolated than in previous years 

(Kennedy & Dalla, 2000; Ogolsky et al., 2019). Thus, when same-sex attracted individuals 

encountered discrimination and shared those discriminatory experiences with their partners, 

their partners may have felt obligated and motivated to persist in the current relationship and 

support these individuals through the discriminatory experiences. This increased commitment 

then relates to low IPV perpetration for both partners. Taken together, this mediational 

process that was opposite to theory and the existing research highlights the necessity of 

revisiting how sexual minority stressors can be related to same-sex couple relationship well-

being during and/or post historical transitions (e.g., Cao et al., 2017).  

For the third extension to the existing literature, our utilization of dyadic data helps to 

demonstrate another novel finding that individual’s partner’s commitment (i.e., the mediator 

in the aforementioned mediational process that is opposite of the STM and existing research) 

played a different role from individual’s own commitment (i.e., the moderator that attenuates 

associations from high discrimination to high prevalence and/or frequency of IPV 

perpetration, as proposed by the STM and existing studies in understanding these 

associations). Such distinctions between individual’s own and partner’s commitment in 

associations between discrimination and IPV perpetration suggest the different expectations 

for individuals experiencing stressors and for their partners who were not experiencing 

stressors (Hobfoll, 1989). As stated in the literature review, external stressors increase 

individuals’ tendencies to enact destructive behaviors (Finkel, 2007; Neff, & Karney, 2017). 

The primary task for the partner experiencing stressors may be using already possessed 

resources (i.e., commitment as a relational resource in the present study) to inhibit these 

tendencies, such that the detrimental effects of stressors are minimized (Hobfoll,1989). For 

the partner not experiencing stressors, the primary goal is to accumulate more resources 

(Hobfoll,1989). Connecting to the present study, in the presence of individuals’ 
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discrimination, the partner not experiencing discrimination can work to increase relational 

commitment (i.e., the relational resource), which then benefits both partners in the 

relationship.  

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

Some limitations and future research directions should be noted. First, due to our aim 

to examine actor and partner associations, we only included couples in which two partners 

participated in the larger project. As noted under Participants and Procedures, those included 

in the present study perpetrated less physical IPV than those from couples in which only one 

partner participated in the larger project. Thus, the prevalence of IPV perpetration (especially 

physical IPV perpetration) in the present study was underestimated. Generalizability of our 

findings should be made with caution. Second, we removed transgender and gender non-

conforming individuals (TGNC). As TGNC individuals also experience gender minority 

stressors that are not shared by participants in the current study (Testa et al., 2017), caution is 

needed when generalizing the current findings to the broader LGBTQ+ community.   

Third, alternative temporal ordering patterns of our study variables are logically 

plausible. For example, some researchers have stated that high discrimination predicts high 

internalized homophobia (Timmins et al., 2020), suggesting a potential serial mediation: high 

discrimination → high internalized homophobia → low commitment → high prevalence 

and/or frequency of IPV perpetration. Other researchers have proposed that associations 

between sexual minority stressors and IPV perpetration are bidirectional (Balsam & 

Szymanski, 2005). However, given the cross-sectional and correlational nature of the present 

analyses, we cannot conduct analyses to support or dispute these alternative possibilities. 

Longitudinal studies are still needed in couple and family relationships among sexual 

minority individuals (for exceptions, see Ogolsky et al., 2019; Petruzzella et al., 2020).  
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Fourth, we used hurdle analyses for two reasons. The first one was to reduce the bias 

that would otherwise be inflated by the highly skewed distributions of IPV perpetration. The 

second one was to generate preliminary evidence supporting or refuting a possibility 

proposed by earlier researchers (e.g., Marshall et al., 2011): Predictors may differ between 

why IPV perpetration occurs (i.e., binary part of the hurdle model) and why, if IPV 

perpetration has occurred, the frequency of IPV perpetration varies (i.e., non-zero part of the 

hurdle model). However, due to the challenges in recruiting sexual minority partners 

(especially including both partners in same-sex couples; see Meyer & Wilson, 2009), 144 

couples were included in the present study. This sample size in turn limited the statistical 

power to detect practically noteworthy effects (see Supplementary Document # 3 for power 

analyses), especially for the non-zero part of physical IPV perpetration that included only 29 

(~20%) couples and was therefore omitted. In future research, a larger sample is needed if 

researchers plan to conduct hurdle models to investigate whether predictors may differ 

between why IPV perpetration occurs and why IPV perpetration frequency varies.  

Conclusions and Implications 

The present study demonstrated that sexual minority stressors, as external stressors, 

may be related to high prevalence and/or frequency IPV perpetration within same-sex couple 

relationships. In addition, commitment, as a relational resource, not only moderates but also 

mediates associations from sexual minority stressors to IPV perpetration. To note, whether 

commitment plays a moderating or mediating role depends on whether sexual minority 

stressors are distal (i.e., heterosexist discrimination) or proximal (i.e., internalized 

homophobia). Such distinctions between distal and proximal sexual minority stressors 

suggest the possibility that heterosexist discrimination functions as an intermittently 

occurring stressor, whereas internalized homophobia functions as a constant/persistent 

stressor in same-sex couple relationships. To better understand how these two different types 
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of sexual minority stressors relate to relational outcomes, researchers should consider both 

perspectives in the STM (i.e., the moderating and mediating roles of resources).  

The current findings also have important practical implications. First, when 

identifying potential risk factors for same-sex IPV perpetration and conducting 

prevention/intervention efforts, researchers and practitioners should pay attention to 

discrimination and internalized homophobia experienced by both partners in same-sex 

relationships (Li et al., 2019). Second, given the distinction between discrimination and 

internalized homophobia, different prevention/intervention plans are needed for these two 

types of minority stressors. For those who encounter discrimination, practitioners may first 

identify the less stressful situations in which none or few instances of discrimination occur. 

Then practitioners can use these less stressful situations as opportunities to conduct 

prevention/intervention efforts to bolster relational resources (i.e., commitment in the current 

study) in couple relationships. One idea is to encourage the two partners to share activities 

and talk about daily experiences (Malinen et al., 2010). As found by some researchers, 

resources that accumulate during less stressful, mundane moments often facilitate the two 

spouses’ capabilities of dealing with more challenging issues in subsequent timepoints 

(Hobfoll, 2011; Li et al., 2018) 

On the contrary, for those who experience internalized homophobia, practitioners 

need to realize that such persistent worries about negative evaluations or reactions against 

same-sex relationships constantly tax relational resources. To this end, the major goal for 

prevention/intervention efforts may to minimize the worries experienced by same-sex 

partners (possibly by providing further legal protection and support for sexual minorities; 

Berg et al., 2016).  

Third, given the complex pattern specific to discrimination (i.e., high discrimination 

→ high commitment → low IPV perpetration; opposite of the proposed mediating 
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hypothesis), researchers and practitioners should pay attention to how same-sex partners 

perceive and react to discrimination. Prevention and intervention efforts are needed to 

promote same-sex partners’ feelings of being valued, equal, and worthy of rights. Moreover, 

practitioners can also promote same-sex partners’ understanding and support of each other’s 

feelings of discrimination. To this end, same-sex partners can then be more motived to persist 

in the relationship and better equipped with relational resources to handle still lingering 

discrimination that they experience.   
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Table 1 Sample description (N = 144 couples) 
Continuous variables    Mean (SD) 
Age (for 288 partners) 34.24 (SD = 9.90) years old 
Relationship length (for 144 couples) 5.24 (SD = 5.17) years 
Categorical variables Valid percentage 
Sexual orientation (for 288 partners)  

Same-sex attraction only 74.0% 
Queer 7.6% 
Bisexual  12.6% 
Pansexual 2.5% 
Asexual 0.4% 
Other a 2.9% 

Highest degree (for 288 partners)  
Less than high school with no 
GED (please indicated your last 
grade successfully completed) 

1.79% 

GED 2.15% 

GED and additional training 3.94% 
Standard high school and 
additional training 

1.43% 

Some college, but no degree 27.24% 
Associates degree 9.68% 
4-year college degree 25.45% 
Some postgraduate training, but no 
degree 

22.94% 

Professional degree (M.B.A., 
M.D., J.D.) 

3.58% 

Ph.D. 1.79% 
Sex (for 144 couples)  

Same-sex female dyad 75.7% 
Same-sex male dyad 24.3% 

Income status (for 144 couples)  
Low-income b 32.0% 
Non-low-income 68.0% 

Parental status (for 144 couples)  
Having no child 62.5% 
Having at least one child 37.5% 

Union status (for 144 couples)  
legally married or in a 
registered   domestic 
partnership or civil union 

45.8% 

None of above  54.2% 
Race/ethnicity (for 144 couples)  

At least one spouse was a 
racial/ethnic minority 

29.6% 

Neither spouse was a 
racial/ethnic minority 

70.4% 

Residency (for 144 couples)  
Social-culturally liberal states c 41.0% 
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Social-culturally conservative 
states 

59.0% 

Note. The original survey to measure information from this table is in Supplementary 
Document #4. 
a For those who chose “Other,” participants were asked to type their own answers, and we 
include some responses as examples here: “I do not believe in labels. I just love people,” 
“Same sex attraction, but I consider myself queer because I would support my partner if they 
decided to transition to a male body. I also would date someone that consider themselves 
genderqueer. I find myself being attracted to women, though,” and “Demisexual, Bisexual.” 
b The low-income status refers to a situation in which the income-to-need ratio was 2 or 
below (based on information of the data collection year, 2014, from the U.S. Census Bureau). 
c Social-culturally liberal states refer to states that fell in the lowest third of percent voting 
Republican (Voting and Election Collections, 2014) and were early adopters (i.e., before 
October 2014) of same-sex marriage laws (National Conference of State Legislature, 2014)].  
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Table 2 Descriptive analyses and bivariate correlations (N = 144 couples) 

  
Internalized 
homophobia 

Discrimination Commitment Psychological IPV 
perpetration 

Physical IPV 
perpetration a 

Key study constructs      
Internalized homophobia (WPA)      
Internalized homophobia (BPA) .21**     
Discrimination (WPA) .36***     
Discrimination (BPA) .17** .20**    
Commitment (WPA) -.16** .01    
Commitment (BPA) -.04 .15** .25**   
Psychological IPV perpetration (WPA) .15* .13* -.20**   
Psychological IPV perpetration (BPA) .17** .18** -.22*** .83***  
Physical IPV perpetration (WPA) .11† .10† -.22*** .47***  
Physical IPV perpetration (BPA) .09 .11* -.22*** .44*** .66*** 
Covariates      
Sexual orientation-bisexual ref = same-sex 

attraction only b (WPA) 
.07 -.05 -.06 .003 .04 

Sexual orientation-bisexual ref = same-sex 

attraction b (BPA) 
.11* .12* -.09† -.01 -.01 

Sexual orientation-all other sexual identity 
ref = same-sex attraction b (WPA) 

-.04 -.09† -.11* .00 .04 

Sexual orientation- all other sexual identity 
ref = same-sex attraction b (BPA) 

-.09† -.09† -.06 .005 .06 

Relational length .04 -.22* .06 -.01 -.08 
Couple type based on sex ref = female, b .44 -1.05 1.54 -2.73** -.84 
Couple type based on race/ethnicity ref = 

white, b 1.80† .92 -2.42* 1.11 .92 

Income status ref = non-low-income status, b -.15 .36 -.62 .80 .45 
Union status ref = legally married or registered .69 1.65 -1.96† -.55 1.13 
Parental status ref = having no child, b -1.14 -1.41 .01 .41 1.68 
State-level sociocultural climate ref = liberal, b 1.89† 1.44 .05 .89 .62 

Note. IPV = Intimate Partner Violence, and ref = Reference group. Bolded values represent intraclass ICCs. Significance was calculated using z 
scores with adjusted standard errors (Kenny et al., 2006). † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
b For binary covariates, we conducted t-tests to detect differences in key study constructs between two levels of each binary covariate. We then 
displayed the independent t in this table.  
 



 

 

46 

 

Table 3 Results for pathway analyses for the finalized moderating models (N = 144 couples) 

 

Panel A: Commitment moderating the effects of IHP Panel B: Commitment moderating the effects of discrimination 
Psychological IPV Physical IPV Psychological IPV Physical IPV 

Occurrence 1 
B (Odd ratio) 

Frequency 
B (β) 

Occurrence 1 
B (Odd ratio) 

Frequency 
B (β) 

Occurrence 1 
B (Odd ratio) 

Frequency 
B (β) 

Occurrence 1 
B (Odd ratio) 

Frequency 
B (β) 

Own IHP 1.06(2.90) .91(.03) -.002(1.00) -- 1.23(3.40)* .93(.04) -.04(.96) -- 
Partner’s IHP 1.00(2.73) .73(.03) -.06(.94) -- .86(2.37) .75(.03) -.06(.95) -- 
Own discrimination .08(1.09) .80(.03) .45(1.56) -- .31(1.36) .86(.03) .40(1.48) -- 
Partner’s discrimination -.08(.92) 5.06(.13)* .46(1.59) -- .53(1.70) 5.32(.14)** .41(1.51) -- 
Own commitment .58(1.78) -8.41(-.22)** -1.13(.32)** -- .68(1.98) -8.42(-.22)*** -1.00(.37)** -- 
Partner’s commitment -.48(.62) -8.60(-.22)*** -1.01(.36)** -- -.20(.82) -7.44(-.19)** -.97(.49)** -- 
Own IHP ×  
Own commitment -.31(.74) -.91(-.02) .32(1.38) -- -- -- -- -- 
Partner’s IHP × 
Partner’s commitment -1.30(.27)** 1.16(.02) .07(1.07) -- -- -- -- -- 
Own discrimination ×  
Own commitment -- -- -- -- -2.51(.08)*** -8.30(-.15)*** -.71(.50) -- 
Partner’s discrimination × 
Partner’s commitment -- -- -- -- -2.69(.07)*** -12.78(-.15)*** -.74(.48) -- 
R2 .78 .20 .27 -- .82 .24 .25 -- 

Note. 1 In Mplus 8.3, the coefficients for the binary part indicate the effects on the likelihood of IPV perpetration occurrence (i.e., those who 
responded 1 on the binary outcome). IHP = internalized homophobia. * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed). 
Predictors are not centered in this model.  
Given the small sample size for the non-zero part of physical IPV perpetration (N = 29 couples), we decided to omit the estimation of the 
predictive pathways for physical IPV perpetration frequency in the finalized moderating models. Per Supplementary Document # 5, omitting the 
non-zero part of physical IPV perpetration did not change the patterns for the other portion of the moderating models.  
We also compared the models with and without the non-zero part of physical IPV perpetration. As these models were non-nested, Akaike 
information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian information criterion (BIC) were used for model selections (i.e., smaller AIC and BIC suggest better 
models; for a review, see Huang, 2017). For models testing the interaction between internalized homophobia and commitment, the model 
without the non-zero part of physical IPV perpetration (AIC = 2965.405; BIC = 3137.252) was preferred to the model with the non-zero part of 
physical IPV perpetration (AIC = 3232.485; BIC = 3474.235). Similarly, for models testing the interaction of discrimination and commitment, 
the model without the non-zero part of physical IPV perpetration (AIC = 2946.471; BIC = 3118.317) was preferred to the model with the non-
zero part of physical IPV perpetration (AIC = 3213.310; BIC = 3455.060).   
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Table 4 Results for pathway analyses of the finalized mediating model (N = 144 couples) 

 

Predictive pathways to 
commitment 

Predictive pathways to IPV perpetration 
Psychological IPV Physical IPV 

B (β) Occurrence 1 
B (Odd ratio) 

Frequency 
B (β) 

Occurrence 1 
B (Odd ratio) 

Frequency 
B (β) 

Own internalized homophobia -.10 (-.17)** 1.07 (2.90) .92 (.04) -.05 (.95) -- 
Partner’s internalized homophobia -.05 (-.09) .82 c) .71 (.03) -.07 (.94) -- 
Own discrimination .03 (.04) .10 (1.10) .73 (.02) .46 (1.60) -- 
Partner’s discrimination .17 (.17)** -.05 (-.95) 5.11 (.14)** .46 (1.60) -- 
Own commitment  .58 (1.79) -8.72 (-.23)*** -1.04 (.35)** -- 
Partner’s commitment  .06 (1.06) -8.15 (-.21)*** -1.01 (.36)** -- 
R2 .06 .77 .17 .20 -- 

Note. 1 In Mplus 8.3, the coefficients for the binary part indicate the effects on the likelihood of IPV perpetration occurrence (i.e., those who 
responded 1 on the binary outcome). * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
Predictors are not centered in this model.  
Given the small sample size for the non-zero part of physical IPV perpetration (n = 29), we decided to omit the estimation of the predictive 
pathways for physical IPV perpetration frequency in the finalized mediating models. As seen in Supplementary Document # 5, omitting the non-
zero part of physical IPV perpetration did not change the patterns for the other portion of the mediating model.  
We also compared the models with and without the non-zero part of physical IPV perpetration. As these models were non-nested, Akaike 
information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian information criterion (BIC) were used for model selections (i.e., smaller AIC and BIC suggest better 
models; for a review, see Huang, 2017). The model without the non-zero part of physical IPV perpetration (AIC = 2957.699; BIC = 3120.808) 
was preferred to the model with the non-zero part of physical IPV perpetration (AIC = 3221.189; BIC = 3448.376).  
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Table 5 Significant indirect effects calculated based on 5,000 bootstrap resampling (N = 144 couples) 

Specific pathways tested in the model Bootstrap estimates for indirect effects 
Unstandardized 95% CI Standardized 

Internalized homophobia → Own psychological IPV perpetration (Frequency) 
 via own commitment .869 [.219, 1.757] .040 

Internalized homophobia → Partner’s psychological IPV perpetration (Frequency) 
 via own commitment .812 [.146, 1.768] .036 

Internalized homophobia → Own physical IPV perpetration (Occurrence) 1 
 via own commitment .104 [.017, .264] .044 

Internalized homophobia → Partner’s physical IPV perpetration (Occurrence) 1 
 via own commitment .101 [.014, .267] .042 

Discrimination → Own psychological IPV perpetration (Frequency) 
 via partner’s commitment -1.364 [-3.220, -.239] -.045 

Discrimination → Own psychological IPV perpetration (Frequency) 
 via partner’s commitment -1.460 [-3.034, -.426] -.039 

Discrimination → Own physical IPV perpetration (Occurrence) 1 
 via partner’s commitment -.169 [-.440, -.032] -.053 

Discrimination → Own physical IPV perpetration (Occurrence) 1 
 via partner’s commitment -.174 [-.468, -.033] -.044 

Note. 1 In Mplus 8.3, the coefficients for the binary part indicate the effects on the likelihood of IPV perpetration occurrence.  
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Panel A: The moderating hypothesis (complementary hypothesis 1) Panel B: The mediating hypothesis (complementary hypothesis 2) 

 

 

 

Figure 1 Conceptual model (N = 144 couples) 
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Figure 2 Probing the simple slope for the moderating roles of individuals’ commitment in 
partner associations between individuals’ internalized homophobia and spouses’ 
psychological IPV perpetration occurrence (N = 144 couples) 
OR = Odds Ratio.  
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Panel A: Simple slope for actor association Panel B: Simple slope for partner association 

 
 

Figure 3 Probing the simple slopes for the interactions between discrimination and commitment for psychological IPV perpetration occurrence 
(N = 144 couples) 
OR = Odds Ratio.  
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Panel A: Simple slope for actor association Panel B: Simple slope for partner association 

  
Figure 4 Probing the simple slopes for the interactions between discrimination and commitment for psychological IPV perpetration frequency (N 
= 144 couples).  
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