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ABSTRACT
This study was grounded in the I3 theory of aggression, which examines factors
that make aggression more or less likely to occur. This study focused on intimate partner
violence within the I3 framework. In particular, negative mood regulation (NMR)
expectancies–which are people’s beliefs that they can improve their negative moods–
were considered as a possible inhibiting factor for intimate partner violence. Participants
were 186 men in romantic relationships, who completed the study online. They filled out
measures of NMR expectancies and dispositional aggression, anger and hostility. They
then completed a Stroop task, for which they indicated the color font in which words
were presented. Participants were randomly assigned to either an experimental condition,
in which some Stroop words had aggressive meanings, or a control condition, with all
neutral words. Participants next were provoked by imagining scenarios in which their
romantic partner flirted with another person, after which they were given the chance to
behave violently by sticking pins into voodoo dolls representing their partner. Results
showed NMR expectancies were negatively correlated with aggression, anger, and
hostility. However, multivariate analyses predicting intimate partner violence were not
significant. A major limitation of the study is that it was conducted online, and there was
no way to control participants’ attention or limit outside distractions. Future research
could be done in person and measure behaviors with participants’ actual romantic
partners instead of using imaginary scenarios and symbolic aggression.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
According to the United States Bureau of Justice Statistics there were over five
million assaults in the U.S. in 2016 (U.S. Department of Justice, 2017). This alarmingly
large number of assaults suggests that understanding aggression and the factors that
contribute to it is an important area of study. Aggression is defined as “any behavior
carried out with the primary proximal goal of inflicting physical harm on a target who is
motivated to avoid being harmed” (Slotter & Finkel, 2011, p. 35).
I3 Theory
I3 (pronounced I-cubed) theory predicts when a nonaggressive interaction will
become aggressive (Slotter & Finkel, 2011). I3 theory posits that there are three stages of
aggressive behavior. The first stage is when at least one individual in an encounter
experiences a strong instigating trigger, an event provoking an aggressive urge (Finkel et
al., 2012). The second stage entails risk factors that may impel the person towards
aggression. The third stage involves forces that may inhibit the person from engaging in
aggressive behavior (Slotter & Finkel, 2011). These stages represent the three processes
that underlie aggression: instigation, impellance, and inhibition (Denson, DeWall, &
Finkel, 2012). When there is a strong instigating trigger, strong impelling forces, and
weak inhibiting factors, aggression is very likely. I3 theory emphasizes the importance of
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self-regulation during the stages of aggression (Densen et al., 2012; Slotter & Finkel,
2011).
Instigation
Instigating triggers are discrete situational factors that create the urge to be
aggressive (Slotter & Finkel, 2011). These triggers differ from person to person.
Triggers can be organized into two categories: dyadic triggers and third-party triggers.
Dyadic triggers are ones that the potential aggressor believes originated from the target of
his or her aggression. Examples of this include social rejection, goal obstruction, and
direct provocation (Slotter & Finkel, 2011). Third-party triggers are circumstances that
the potential aggressor views as having originated from someone other than the target.
With third-party triggers, the aggression is taken out on someone other than the
provocateur, often one considered an easier target, such as someone who is physically
weaker (Slotter & Finkel, 2011).
Impellance
Impellance is individual and situational factors that increase the likelihood that a
person will experience an aggressive impulse. When impelling factors are strong,
individuals are likely to experience the urge to be aggressive, to follow that aggressive
urge, and to perpetrate aggressive behavior (Denson et al., 2012; Slotter & Finkel, 2011).
“People who are high in dispositional aggressiveness and its subcomponents are
hyperreactive to provocation, exhibiting a constellation of physiological and neural
responses associated with the urge to aggress” (Finkel et al., 2012, p. 535). There are four
types of impelling factors: evolutionary and cultural impellors, personal impellors, dyadic
impellors, and situational impellors. Personal impellors are relatively stable individual
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characteristics, such as personality, beliefs, or biological factors (Slotter & Finkel, 2011).
Risk taking is a personal impellor that may be particularly strong in males (Finkel &
Slotter, 2009). Dyadic impellors “refer to characteristics of the relationship between the
potential aggressor and the potential target” (Slotter & Finkel, 2011, p. 40). Jealousy,
power imbalances, or insecurity in the relationship are examples of dyadic impellors.
Examples of situational impellors are uncomfortable environmental temperatures,
physical pain, and exposure to violent media (Slotter & Finkel, 2011).
Inhibition
In the inhibition stage, forces may help an individual to override his or her
aggressive impulses instead of acting on them. Inhibiting forces are often the most
important influence on the manifestation of aggression. If inhibiting forces are very
strong, then aggressive impulses must be particularly intense to override them and result
in aggressive behavior. If inhibiting forces are weak, then aggressive impulses do not
need to be particularly strong to result in aggression (Slotter & Finkel, 2011).
Inhibiting forces are categorized into types. Personal inhibitors include selfcontrol or self-regulation. Individuals higher in dispositional self-control are
significantly less likely to commit acts of aggression (Finkel, DeWall, Slotter, Oaten, &
Foshee, 2009). Dyadic inhibiting forces include relationship commitment, partner
empathy, and relative physical size. Lastly, situational inhibitors include sobriety,
amount of self-regulatory strength remaining at a given moment and amount of time
available to cognitively process information (Slotter & Finkel, 2011).
In a study by Finkel et al. (2009), participants were instructed to listen to
simulated situations in which their partner was behaving in a way that was jealousy-
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provoking or disrespectful to the participant. Participants were asked to pay close
attention to their thoughts as they listened. Half of the participants verbalized their
thoughts immediately after the simulation ended. The other half verbalized their thoughts
after a 10 second delay. Those participants who were not delayed 10 seconds were twice
as likely to express tendencies toward intimate partner violence than participants who
were delayed. These results suggest that more time to process information cognitively
leads to greater inhibition of aggressive impulses.
Ego-depletion as an Inner Resource
Self-control is an important predictor of aggressive acts. I3 theory uses the
strength model of self-control (Hagger, Wood, Stiff, & Chatzisarantis, 2010), which
posits that self-control is a limited inner resource that can be depleted, regenerated, and
strengthened much like a muscle (Baumeister, Vohs, & Tice, 2007; Mead, Alquist, &
Baumeister, 2010; Muraven, Tice, & Baumeister, 1998). “Self control is defined as the
capacity of the individual to alter, modify, change, or override his or her impulses, desires
and habitual responses” (Hagger et al., p. 496). Baumiester et al. (2007) called the state of
exhausted self-control ego-depletion. When an individual is in a state of ego-depletion, he
or she will be less able to inhibit him or herself successfully and will be more likely to
engage in impulsive behaviors such as aggression.
When one’s self-control is used up to solve a difficult task, individuals perform
poorly on subsequent self-control tasks; this is referred to as the ego-depletion effect
(Hagger et al., 2010). For example, in studies by Muraven et al. (1998), participants who
were asked to suppress emotional responses during an emotional movie demonstrated
less stamina in squeezing a handgrip than did those who were not instructed to suppress
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emotions. Stamina represents self-control because it requires one to override the urge to
quit and to resist fatigue.
Hagger et al. (2010) completed a meta-analysis examining 83 studies testing the
ego-depletion/strength model of self-control. The authors found support for the
explanation that self-control draws from a limited internal resource. Furthermore, since
self-control is a limited resource, when people anticipate that it will be needed in the
future, they may conserve it (Hagger et al., 2010; Tyler & Burns, 2009).
Self-Control and Aggression
According to the depletion hypothesis, when an individual is in a state of depleted
self-control, he or she is more likely to become aggressive because he or she is unable to
overcome his or her aggressive urges (Denson et al., 2012). In a study by DeWall,
Baumeister, Stillman, and Gailliot (2007), some participants completed a Stroop task,
which is believed to evoke a state of ego-depletion, by requiring people to override their
impulse to read the word that is presented to them, and instead name the color of the ink
in which the word is written. De Wall et al. (2007) found that those participants who
completed a Stroop task and were provoked were more aggressive toward their partner
than participants who were provoked but did not complete the Stroop task. This suggests
that the Stroop task depleted resources, reducing participants’ capacity to inhibit
aggression.
The corollary to ego-depletion is that self-control can be strengthened, like a
muscle. This is known as the bolstering hypothesis, which suggests that practicing selfcontrol will increase overall self-control and decrease behaviors that result from egodepletion, such as aggression (Hagger et al., 2010). Denson, Capper, Oaten, Friese and
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Schofield (2011) studied participants’ trait aggressiveness. Those who had been assigned
to practice self-control behaviors for 10 hours a day over the course of two weeks, like
using their non-dominant hand during activities such as brushing their teeth, opening
doors, and operating a computer mouse, were less aggressive than those who did not do
self-control training. Additionally, those in the self-control training condition reported
lower anger. The results of this study suggest that enhancing self-control decreases
aggressive behaviors (Denson et al., 2011).
Intimate Partner Violence
Intimate partner aggression commonly refers to any behavior that is carried out
with the intent of causing harm to a romantic partner who does not want to be harmed.
This commonly includes both verbal and physical behaviors (Crane & Testa, 2014). The
current study concerns behaviors that are carried out with the intent to cause physical
harm to a romantic partner–intimate partner violence. Conflict is a common part of any
close relationship. The interdependent nature of romantic relationships may lead to
frequent and powerful aggressive impulses in response to conflict (Finkel, 2007; Finkel et
al., 2009; Slotter et al., 2012). Violent conflicts are usually generated by personal
disagreements and verbal confrontations. Given the emotionally close nature of romantic
relationships, there is more opportunity for conflict, increasing the likelihood of
aggressive urges (Finkel, 2007).
Impelling/inhibiting Model of Intimate Partner Violence Perpetration
To organize the many risks for intimate partner violence, Finkel (2007) proposed
the impelling/inhibiting model of intimate partner violence perpetration. Like the I3
theory of aggression, the impelling/inhibiting model seeks to identify factors that drive
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people to follow or to override aggressive urges. It is important to note that this model
does not consider instigating triggers, because it is meant to apply to situations in which
at least one partner has already experienced a trigger (Finkel, 2007).
Violence-impelling Forces
Various personality characteristics and life experiences make intimate partner
violence more likely. For example, children who witness intimate partner violence
committed by their parents are more likely to perpetrate intimate partner violence as
adults (Finkel, 2007). Fals-Stewart, Golden, and Schumacher (2003) found that heavy
drinking led men to perpetrate intimate partner violence. Trait anger is a dispositional
factor that impels intimate partner violence (Finkel, 2007).
Relational factors include dissatisfaction with one’s power within the relationship.
A situational factor is the attribution of a partner’s behavior (Finkel, 2007). For example,
Holtzworth-Munroe and Hutchinson (1993) found that maritally violent men were more
likely to perceive a wife’s behavior as deliberately hurtful or mean. Culture also is an
influence: people who are members of cultures that approve of or encourage intimate
partner violence are more likely to be perpetrators (Finkel, 2007).
A series of studies done by Finkel et al. (2012) showed the link between
dispositional aggressiveness and intimate partner violence. One study in particular looked
at the interactions among instigation, impellance, and inhibition. Participants were
measured for the impellor factor of dispositional physical aggressiveness. The mean
score on a Stroop task indexed the inhibition factor of self-regulatory functioning. Then
for 35 days participants completed an online procedure before going to sleep. The online
procedure measured both partner provocation (instigating factor) and intimate partner
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violence perpetration, measured by the number of pins the participants inserted into an
online voodoo doll. Participants stuck the most pins into the doll on days when they
rated their partner as being especially provoking. Participants who scored highest on the
dispositional aggressiveness measure were the most aggressive. This finding suggests
that, although instigation is important, dispositional impellors may be a primary driver of
the perpetration of intimate partner violence (Finkel et al., 2012).
Violence-inhibiting Forces
Individuals with high self control are more likely to override aggressive urges
than are those with low self-control. Relationship satisfaction and commitment are two
other important inhibiting factors of intimate partner violence (Finkel, 2007). Slotter et al.
(2012) measured couples’ relationship satisfaction and commitment. The participants
were then separated from their significant other, asked to draw a picture, and told their
partner would be rating the picture for creativity. Participants randomly received
negative or positive feedback on their drawings, supposedly from their romantic partner.
After receiving the feedback, participants were informed that they could release any
negative feelings or aggressions by sticking pins in a voodoo doll. Participants with
higher levels of self-reported relationship commitment inserted significantly fewer pins in
the voodoo dolls. Those with lower commitment “exhibited significantly more aggression
when they had received provoking…feedback from their partner” (Slotter et al., 2012, p.
296).
Self-control and Intimate Partner Violence
As it is in I3 theory, self-control is important to the impelling/inhibiting model of
intimate partner violence. Ego-depletion and low control increase aggression towards
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romantic partners. The bolstering hypothesis suggests that practicing self-control
decreases aggression in intimate partner relationships. Finkel et al. (2009) found that
aggressive behavior towards a romantic partner significantly declined after the aggressive
partner practiced self-control-increasing tasks.
Anger and Aggression
Studies have demonstrated a positive correlation between anger and aggression,
specifically in the context of intimate partner violence. In a meta-analysis examining 85
studies that looked at risk factors for intimate partner violence, anger and hostility
predicted physical abuse (Stith, Smith, Penn, Ward, & Tritt, 2004). Another metaanalysis by Norlander and Eckerhardt (2005) examined anger and hostility as predictors
of aggression. They found that perpetrators of intimate partner violence consistently
reported higher levels of anger and hostility than non-violent comparison groups. And
those who perpetrated more severe violence reported higher levels of anger and hostility.
Negative Mood Regulation Expectancies
Personality characteristics that promote self-regulation and control of negative
moods should lead to less aggression. One such characteristic is negative mood
regulation expectancies (NMRE). NMRE are a person’s belief that he or she has the
ability to change his or her negative emotional states (Catanzaro & Mearns, 1990).
NMRE represent one’s confidence about being able to achieve a better mood when in a
bad mood. NMRE are based in Rotter’s (1954) social learning theory, in which
behavioral outcomes are determined by expectancies and reinforcement values. NMRE
are a category of expectancies called response expectancies. Response expectancies refer
to beliefs about non-volitional, automatic responses, which include emotional reactions
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(Kirsch, 1985). Response expectancies are self-confirming. When a person believes that
behaviors will produce a non-volitional response, like enhanced mood, the person will
experience that non-volitional response even though his or her behaviors themselves have
no actual effect on mood (Catanzaro, Wasch, Kirsch, & Mearns, 2000). Thus, simply
believing you can make yourself feel better makes your mood improve, independently of
your behavior (Catanzaro & Mearns, 2016).
NMRE also influence mood indirectly through coping (Catanzaro & Mearns,
1990). NMRE are positively correlated with active coping behaviors, such as a problemfocused coping and acceptance (Catanzaro et al., 2000; Mearns 1991; Mearns & Cain,
2003; Surmann, 1999). They predict less intense depression following an upsetting event,
such as a romantic break up (Mearns, 1991) and more adaptive reactions to occupational
stress, such as less burnout and distress among teachers (Mearns & Cain, 2003). Lower
NMRE relate to higher levels of negative emotions and even dangerous behaviors.
Individuals who had engaged in self-injury and made a suicide attempt had poorer
NMRE than those who had only engaged in non-suicidal self-injurious behaviors
(Tresno, Ito, & Mearns, 2012).
NMRE predict changes in depression and anxiety over time. Davis, Andresen,
Trosko, Massman, and Lovejoy (2005) found that NMRE predicted depressive
symptomology over the course of twelve months, even when controlling for initial levels
of depression. Kassel, Bornovalova, and Mehta (2007) found that, in addition to
predicting depression, NMRE also significantly predicted anxiety. Furthermore, MrnakMeyer et al. (2011) found that, during 6-month outpatient treatment of veterans, NMRE
significantly predicted suicide related hospitalization.
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In terms of interpersonal relationships, high NMRE are correlated with secure
attachment styles in adolescents (Creasey, Kershaw, & Boston, 1999) and less negative
conflict management behavior in romantic relationships (Creasey & Ladd 2004). This
second finding is particularly relevant for the current study and is consistent with the idea
that NMRE may inhibit interpersonal violence.
There is no research yet on NMRE and aggression. However, there is a small
amount of research examining NMRE and anger. Mearns and Mauch (1998) found that
police officers with higher NMRE reported lower anger in response to job stress. These
results were built upon by Ranta (2009), who found that training police personnel in
mood management and thought stopping techniques to deal with negative moods
increased reported levels of NMRE and lowered anger. Both of these studies
demonstrate that stronger NMRE are associated with lower anger. These results also
suggest that high NMRE could be an inhibiting factor in the I3 theory of aggression,
because increased NMRE correlate negatively with anger, a known dispositional factor
that impels intimate partner violence (Finkel, 2007).
The Present Study
To date there has been no research examining NMRE in conjunction with
aggression and intimate partner violence. The current study sought to examine the
relationship between the tendency to perpetrate intimate partner violence and NMRE in
line with the I3 theory of aggression's impelling/inhibiting model (Finkel et al., 2009;
Finkel et al., 2012; Slotter et al., 2012). The bolstering hypothesis also suggests that selfcontrol may decrease perpetration of intimate partner violence (Finkel et al., 2009).
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NMRE may be considered a bolstering characteristic, such that individuals with high
NMRE may be better at avoiding ego-depletion caused by unpleasant moods.
Additionally, NMRE have been associated with lower levels of anger, which is
positively correlated with aggression, a known dispositional impelling factor in intimate
partner violence (Mearns & Mauch, 1998; Norlander & Eckerhardt, 2004; Ranta, 2009;
Stith et al., 2003). Individuals with lower NMRE should be less likely to resist aggressive
urges that lead to intimate partner violence.
In this study I examined NMRE as an inhibiting factor in the impelling/inhibiting
model by (1) having participants complete measures of NMRE and dispositional
aggressiveness, (2) manipulating ego-depletion by having some participants complete an
ego-depleting Stroop task, (3) provoking participants by having them read scenarios in
which their partner behaves in a disrespectful way, and (4) inviting participants to express
aggression against their partner by sticking pins in a voodoo doll. I tested the following
hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1
Higher NMRE would negatively relate to dispositional aggressiveness, anger and
hostility.
Hypothesis 2
Aggression and NMRE would moderate the relationship between experimental
condition (ego-depletion vs. neutral control) and intimate partner violence (number of
pins stuck in dolls), such that both variables would have a greater impact in the egodepletion condition than in the neutral condition.
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Hypothesis 3
Aggression and NMRE would moderate the relationship between experimental
condition and Stroop reaction time (interference of words during color-naming), such that
both variables would have a greater impact in the ego-depletion condition than in the
neutral condition
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CHAPTER 2
METHOD
Participants
GPOWER indicated that I needed at least 125 participants to reach a medium
effect size. Participants were 186 male adults in dating relationships. Participants
reported their ethnicity as white (60.3%), Latino (19.1%), Asian (10.8%), black (5.2%),
Hawaiian (1.5%), American Indian (.5%) and other (2.6%). As for age, 46.8% were
between 18 and 29, 31.3% were 30-39, 10.9% were 40-49, 5.5% were 50-59, and 5.5%
were 60 years or older. The majority of the participants reported having a male partner
(62.7%) and 33.7% reported having a female partner. Regarding relationship
commitment, 66.5% of participants selected 5-very committed, 21.1% selected 4, 8.8%
selected 3, 3.1% selected 2, and .5% selected 1-not committed. In terms of relationship
type, 59.1% of participants were not married but in monogamous relationships, 36.8%
were married, and 4.1% identified as their relationship status as “Other.”
Some participants were psychology students at CSUF recruited through the
SONA system (29%). Others were volunteers from the community recruited through the
Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) Marketplace (71%). People who use the MTurk
system as a way to make money are presented with a list of jobs that they can choose to
complete, including participation in survey research. My study was listed as “Stressors in
Romantic Relationships” and featured the following description, “This research study
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examines stressful situations in romantic relationships from the male point of view. If you
are a man and currently in a romantic relationship, you are eligible to take part in the
study, which will take less than 30 minutes.” Those recruited through CSUF received
class credit for their participation. Participants from MTurk were paid $1.50 for
participation.
Measures
Negative Mood Regulation Expectancies
The NMR Scale (Catanzaro & Mearns, 1990) has 30 items that measure
generalized expectancies about controlling negative mood. Participants respond on a
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) to items that complete the
stem: “When I’m upset, I believe that….” Example items include, “I can usually find a
way to cheer myself up” and “I can find a way to relax.” Alpha internal consistency
coefficients range from .87 to .92 (Catanzaro & Mearns, 1990). “Twenty-five years of
research support the validity of the NMR scale as a measure of NMRE in a variety of
populations across the lifespan” (Catanzaro & Mearns, 2016, p. 52). In the current study,
alpha was .92.
Dispositional Aggression
The Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992) measures four types of
aggression with 29 items. Participants indicate on a scale of 1 (extremely uncharacteristic
of me) to 5 (extremely characteristic of me) how characteristic each item is. Example
items are, “If someone hits me, I hit back” and “Some of my friends think I’m a
hothead.” The alpha reliability of the full measure was .89. The test-retest reliability, over
a 9-week period, was .80. The correlation between self-report and peer reports was .31
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(Buss & Perry, 1992). For the current study, only 15 items assessing anger and hostility
were used. In the current study, Cronbach’s alpha was .92 for the 15 items.
Ego-depletion
In the Stroop (1934) task participants say the color in which a word is written,
instead of reading the word that is written. This task requires participants to inhibit their
automatic tendency to name the word. This study used an emotional Stroop task, for
which participants are asked to identify the color in which emotionally charged words are
written. Words that may have more salience for participants require more effort to
process and slow down response time (Hope, Rapee, Heimberg, & Dombeck, 1990;
Mathews & MacLeod, 1985). The current study used an online version of the Stroop, for
which participants pushed the keyboard key that corresponded to the color font in which
the word was written. (For words written in green font, participants pressed the “g” key,
for words written in red font participants pressed the “r” key, and so on.) Versions of the
Stroop task presented on computers appear to be as valid as Stroop tasks done in person
(Williams, Mathews, & MacLeod, 1996; Repovs, 2004). Response time was recorded in
seconds. Longer response times represent more interference from lexical content (i.e.,
meaning of the words). Greater delay to aggressive words than to neutral words suggests
higher salience for the emotional words, requiring greater effort to ignore word meaning
and respond to font color.
Participants were randomly assigned to either a control condition or a depletion
condition. Those in the depletion condition saw a mix of neutral words and aggressive
words, such as “bite,” “punch,” and “sock.” Aggressive words are taken from Anderson,
Anderson, and Deuser (1995), Bushman (1998), and Smith and Waterman (2003). Those
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in the control condition were presented all neutral words and did not see any aggressive
words. See Table 1 for a list of all words in both conditions.
Table 1. Words in Stroop Task Neutral and Depletion Conditions
Neutral Condition

Depletion Condition

Dog

Microwave

Oven

Hate

Floor

Group

Bite

Hat

Milk

Sandwich

Box

Sign

Cat

Drink

Sock

Chalk

Eat

Couch

Mug

Sidewalk

Shopping

Table

Prick

Wound

Windy

Orange

School

Argue

Cart

Apartment

Ball

Assault

Sofa

Bush

Shoe

Tear

Magazine

Lantern

Football

Sunglasses

Chair

Cloud

Cuff

Pen

Coat

Stool

Diary

Shout

Cigarette

Porch

Hit

Kick

Umbrella

Gallop

Pound

Fight

Bag

Cup

Radio

Soup

Painting

Design

Newspaper

Flower

Door

Company

Crush

Drawing

Pencil

Basket

Telephone

Water

Soccer

Seatbelt

Temper

Anger

Microwave

Computer

Punch

Hate

Partner Provocation
Participants read three scenarios designed to provoke an emotional response.
Participants were instructed: “Imagine as clearly as you can that you are in each of the
following scenarios. It is really you and your partner in each situation.” The instructions
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and scenarios were adapted from Finkel et al. (2009). In the first scenario the participant
was asked to imagine he overheard his partner speaking flirtatiously to an attractive
person in a bar:
You and your partner go to a bar on a Saturday evening. You have had the
plans all week with your partner and because of your school/work
schedules you rarely get a full evening together. The bar is crowded. After
you find seats you go to get some drinks. On the way back to the table you
notice a very attractive person in your seat talking to your partner. You
decide to hang back and listen to what they are saying:
Partner:

Hey! Funny running into you here!

Stranger: You know I come here every weekend. I thought you’d come
to see me.
Partner:

Oh I must have forgot. I guess it’s just an added benefit of
coming here (your partner winks at the person)

Stranger: Did I see you come in with someone?
Partner:

Oh that’s my boyfriend

Stranger: Your boyfriend?! How come you never told me you had a
boyfriend?
In the second scenario the participant was asked to imagine seeing a suggestive text
message on his partner's cell phone:
You and you partner decide to spend a Saturday evening in. You have had
the plans all week and because of your school/work schedules you rarely
get a full evening together. While you’re sitting on the couch your partner
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goes to the bathroom. While in the bathroom your partner’s phone rings.
You look at the text message he or she received. It says “Hey you! I had
fun the other night… ;)”
In the final provocation scenario, participants imagined catching their partner kissing
another person:
It’s a Saturday evening and you have finished your work for the week.
Instead of hanging out at home you decide to head to your partner’s house
and surprise him or her. Entering the house quietly, you hear hushed
sounds from the living room. You turn the corner and see your partner is on
the couch kissing someone.
Intimate Partner Violence
The voodoo doll task (DeWall et al., 2013) offers participants the opportunity to
inflict imaginary harm on a doll that represents another person. Participants are instructed
to use the doll to release negative energy they might be feeling about a specified person.
The task can be done either in person or online. The number of pins (out of 100) inserted
into the voodoo doll is associated with dispositional physical aggressiveness, physical
assault, physiological aggression, anger, and intimate partner perpetration within the last
year. Test-retest reliability over four weeks ranged from .50 to .58 (DeWall et al., 2013).
Mood
The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen,
1988) measures the two primary dimensions of mood. Participants rate 20 words that
describe feelings, such as “excited” and “nervous,” from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5
(extremely) regarding the extent they feel them in the present moment. The alpha
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reliability for positive affect (PA) is .89; reliability for negative affect (NA) is .85
(Watson et al., 1988). Crawford and Henry (2004) found the PANAS was valid compared
other measures of depression and anxiety.
Procedure
The study was administered online using Qualtrics. After confirming that they
were male and giving informed consent, participants first filled out the Negative Mood
Regulation Scale and the Aggression Questionnaire. Then participants completed the
Stroop task. Participants were randomly assigned to either the depletion condition or the
neutral condition based on the last digit of their personal phone number.
After the Stroop task, all participants completed the partner provocation task by
reading all three scenarios. After reading each partner provocation scenario, participants
completed the voodoo doll task, in which they were instructed that the dolls represented
their partner. After participants stuck pins in the final doll, they read a positive scenario
in which their partner did a thoughtful and supportive gesture for them:
You’ve had a tough day at school. You make your way home, exhausted
and grumpy. With a heavy bag on your shoulder, you open turn the key to
your front door. As the door opens you see your partner standing in front
of you with your favorite food. He or she smiles and says, “I knew you
had a hard day so I thought I would do something special to make it a little
better.”
After reading the positive scenario participants completed the PANAS and were asked if
they have ever done an act of intimate partner violence against a partner. Finally,
participants were debriefed and thanked for their participation.
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Data Analysis
Correlational analysis was conducted to test the first hypothesis, regarding the
relationships of NMRE with dispositional aggression, anger, and hostility.
To test hypotheses 2 and 3, two separate hierarchical multiple regression analyses
were separately computed, one with partner violence and the other with reaction time as
the dependent variable. Predictor variables were condition (depletion vs. neutral),
aggression, NMRE, and the condition x aggression and condition x NMRE interactions.
To create the interaction terms, aggression and NMRE were centered by subtracting their
means; then the two variables were multiplied by condition.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics
Participants' NMR Scale scores (M = 105.2, SD = 18.71) are very similar to those
reported by Catanzaro and Mearns (1990). Aggression scores (M = 75.30, SD = 18.71),
as well as anger (M = 15.93 SD = 5.91) and hostility scores were (M = 21.11, SD = 6.77)
were similar to male participants in Buss and Perry (1992). Participants reported higher
positive affect (M = 28.18, SD = 9.18) than negative affect (M = 17.25, SD = 8.26).
These results are consistent with those reported by Watson et al. (1988). Overall, 6.5% of
my sample admitted to committing a violent act against a partner
Correlational Analyses
I calculated a correlation matrix to test Hypothesis 1 – whether NMRE would
negatively relate to dispositional aggressiveness, anger, and hostility. Supporting the
hypothesis, NMRE were significantly negatively correlated with overall aggression,
r(185) = -.41, anger, r(185) = -.42, and hostility, r(185) = -.48 (see Table 2). These
results are consistent with Mearns and Mauch's (1998) findings of the relationship
between NMRE and anger.
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Table 2. Intercorrelations among Scale Totals

Scales

NMRE

NMRE

--

AQ

Hos

Aggression Questionnaire (AQ)

-.41**

Hostility Subscale (Hos)

-.48**

-.79**

Anger Subscale (Ang)

-.42**

.87**

.56**

.09

-.03

.26**

.46**

PANAS Positive Affect (Pos)

.28**

PANAS Negative Affect (Neg)

-.34**

Ang

Pos

Neg

----.13
.24*

-.10

--

Note. NMRE = Negative mood regulation expectancies.
*p < .05 **p < .01
Multivariate Analyses
Hypothesis 2 – aggression and NMRE would moderate the relationship between
condition and intimate partner violence – was tested using hierarchical multiple
regression. The total number of pins stuck in the voodoo dolls following the three
provocation scenarios was the dependent variable. Predictors were entered into the
regression model thusly: in Step 1, condition; in Step 2, NMRE and aggression; in Step 3,
the interaction terms of condition x NMRE and condition x aggression. The overall
model for Step 3 was not significant, R2 = .02, F(5,148) = .74, p = .60. The predictors
explained only a very small proportion of variance in intimate partner violence; thus,
hypothesis 2 was not supported.
To test hypothesis 3 – that NMRE and aggression would moderate the
relationship between condition and Stroop reaction time in seconds – I conducted another
hierarchical multiple regression. The previous predictive model for Hypothesis 2 was
used but with Stroop reaction time as the dependent variable. The final model in Step 3
approached significance, R2 = .06, F(5,166) = 2.02, p = .08. No predictors were
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significant; however, there was a non-significant trend for the NMRE x condition

Reaction Time in Seconds

interaction, β = -.45, t = -1.80, p = .08. This interaction is depicted in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Interaction of NMRE x Condition Prediction Stroop Reaction Time.
Figure 1 shows that NMRE was not associated with differences in reaction time
for participants in the ego-depletion condition. However, for participants in the control
condition, those with low NMRE responded more slowly to the Stroop task than did
those with high NMRE. This finding runs counter to the hypothesis that NMRE would
exert more of an influence on participants' reaction time in the ego-depletion condition
than in the neutral condition. However, the fact that in the control condition low NMRE
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participants had longer response times is consistent with the hypothesis that NMRE may
bolster self-control, enabling quicker Stroop responses. However, exposure to aggressive
words in the depletion condition apparently undermined any bolstering effect of NMRE.
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
To review the main findings, NMRE were significantly negatively correlated with
aggression, anger and hostility, confirming Hypothesis 1. But, NMRE and aggression did
not significantly predict intimate partner violence or reaction time for the Stroop task, not
supporting Hypotheses 2 and 3. There was a non-significant trend for the NMRE x
condition interaction predicting reaction time for the Stroop. However, the effect of the
interaction was contrary to what I had hypothesized.
Ego-depletion
My results are inconsistent with previous research (e.g., DeWall et al., 2007), in
which participants who completed a Stroop task were more aggressive than those who
had not done the Stroop. One potential reason for these contradictory findings is that my
study's Stroop used emotionally charged words (e.g., bite, punch, hit) instead of color
words. No previous research within the I3 theory has used emotionally charged words in
its Stroop procedure. One interpretation is that identifying the color of distressing words
does not require the same type of inhibition as fighting the impulse to read a color name.
If this is true, my participants in the experimental condition may not have experienced
ego-depletion.
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Dispositional Aggression and Anger
My results did not demonstrate that dispositional aggression predicted intimate
partner violence. This was contrary to the findings of Finkel et al. (2012). Furthermore,
anger did not significantly predict intimate partner violence, which is counter to findings
that trait anger is an impelling factor of intimate partner violence (Finkel, 2007;
Norlander & Eckhardt, 2005; Stith et al., 2004).
NMRE
Overall, the results also did not support NMRE as an inhibiting factor in the
impelling/inhibiting model. The non-significant trend for the NMRE x condition
interaction as a predictor of reaction times was counterintuitive. Given the positive
correlations of NMRE with active coping and negative correlations with anxiety,
aggression, anger and hostility, I expected that dispositional NMRE would influence
reaction times of those in the ego-depletion condition more than they influenced the
response times of those in the neutral condition. However, those in the ego-depletion
condition had approximately the same reaction time regardless of their NMRE. This
finding may represent, again, the failure of the Stroop task to result in ego-depletion for
my participants.
The results for the control condition are in line with expectations. Participants
with higher NMRE had quicker reaction times, suggesting less interference of verbal
content on the color naming task.
Intimate Partner Violence
In a post hoc analysis, there was a positive correlation between the number of pins
stuck in the doll and subsequent positive affect on the PANAS, r(153) = .27, suggesting
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that sticking pins in the doll led participants to feeling better. This suggests that the
voodoo doll task may offer some aggressive outlet for the participants’ negative feelings.
Limitations of the Study
The current study was limited in a number of ways. As an online study, control
over participant attention was very limited, and it is difficult to gauge participants' overall
focus on the study and avoidance of distractions. It is possible participants rushed through
the study or did not seriously consider their responses. Thus, their answers may not
reflect their actual attitudes, feelings and behavior.
One result that suggests that attention may have been a problem for participants is
the number of people who reported having a male romantic partner: 62.7%. With the
National Center for Health Statistics estimating that less than 3% of the US population
identifies as gay or bisexual, it is very surprising to see such a high percentage of men
report being in a romantic relationship with a male (U.S. Department of Health & Human
Services, 2014). If this response is indeed accurate, it calls into question the
representativeness of the MTurk sample. If it is inaccurate, it may also reflect a lack of
attention by participants, who may have selected their own gender without reading the
prompt. This raises concern about how closely participants followed instructions
throughout the rest of the study.
Another limitation of the online format is that participants read the partner
provocation scenarios. In the studies by Finkel et al. (2009) participants heard audio
recordings of the provoking scenarios. Reading the scenarios to oneself and trying to
imagine them may have been less emotionally arousing.
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The method also was self-report. This study had a lot of face validity and, given
the sensitive subject matter, participants might not have been honest, minimizing their
negative tendencies to be more in line with socially desirable answers. However, if
participants' responses were heavily influenced by socially desirable responding, one
would expect correlations between measures to be inflated, because of shared variance
with social desirability. My correlational results, though, were consistent with those of
other research, and not all variables were significantly correlated with each other. This
pattern suggests that socially desirable responding was not likely a strong influence on
my participants' responses.
Lastly, the voodoo doll task might not be a particularly strong representation of
intimate partner violence, especially when done online. Although participants are
instructed to use the doll to release negative feelings about their partners, there is no way
of knowing that the pins really represent hurting one’s partner. Additionally, there was no
way to measure the intensity or location of where the pins were stuck. A few pins stuck in
sensitive areas, such as eyes or heart, might be more indicative of aggression than many
pins stuck in less sensitive areas, like legs or arms.
Future Research
The correlations of NMRE with aggression, hostility, and anger suggest that
NMRE might play an inhibiting role in the perpetration of intimate partner violence.
Aggression, anger, and hostility have all been found to be personality factors that impel
intimate partner violence (Finkel, 2007; Finkel et al., 2012). Future research on this topic
would benefit from being done in person, where there is more control over the
environment. Additionally, less conspicuous measures of aggression might be beneficial.
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For example, DeWall et al. (2007) used how negatively a provoked participant reviewed
his or her partner's work as a measure of aggression.
Future research may also consider having couples participate in studies. Partner
could report on their own experiences and their partners’ behavior. Creasey and Ladd
(2004) conducted a study where couples in a lab were recorded as they attempted to work
towards conflict resolution for specific problems in their relationships. Future research
could follow this model and examine the participants’ hostile or aggressive behaviors in
the relationships. This might be particularly interesting in a longitudinal study where
NMRE’s effect on intimate partner violence was being examined over the course of
weeks or months.
There are important clinical implications for identifying personality factors that
affect IPV. Beyond recognizing potential predictors of IPV, understanding personality
factors’ roles could be useful in the treatment. If NMRE was identified as a bolstering
factor in IPV, NMR Scale scores may be helpful to clinicians working with perpetrators.
Not only is NMRE measurable; there have been studies suggesting there are ways to
increase NMRE. Ranta (2009) found that teaching police thought stopping techniques
increased NMRE and lowered anger. Those same types of behavioral interventions may
be helpful as a part of IPV treatment programs.
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