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ABSTRACT
The present study sought to understand the degree to which conformity to masculine
norms influenced heterosexual males (a) attitudes towards psychological help seeking in
general, (b) attitudes towards physical common couple violence, (c) attitudes towards
romantic relational aggression, (d) perceptions of masculinity for males who seek help
for dating violence (physical and relational) and (e) help seeking experiences for those
that have experienced some form of physical or relational victimization. The study
focused on heterosexual male victims of physical common couple violence and romantic
relational aggression because they are typically neglected in the mainstream culture. The
findings of the present study suggests there is evidence that greater importance of
conformity to masculine norms is related to (a) negative attitudes towards psychological
help seeking (b) more accepting attitudes of intimate partner violence and (c) more
tolerant attitudes towards romantic relational aggression. In addition to these findings, it
was also found that males who have experienced some form of romantic relational
victimization (a) were more likely to report more accepting attitudes towards romantic
relational aggression, (b) and did not seek any form of help, were more likely to report
higher levels of emotional control and risk-taking behaviors. The present results suggest
more conformity to masculine norms is an important variable that should continue to be

explored in help seeking and dating violence literature.



INTRODUCTION

While violence in interpersonal relationships has been the focus of much research,
attention to how this violence plays out in dating relationships is relatively recent and even
more recent is the recognition that men can also be victims of interpersonal violence.
Intimate partner violence refers to the physical, verbal and psychological abuse that occurs
within intimate romantic relationships (Archer, 2000; Jackson, 1999). While intimate partner
violence can occur within all types of intimate relationships, dating violence specifically
refers to emotional, physical and psychological violence in the context of a dating
relationship.

The majority of the research on domestic violence focuses on the experiences of
female victims (Dobash & Dobash, 2004). Men are not commonly associated with being
victims of intimate partner violence as they are generally seen as the perpetrators (Archer,
2000). As such, men’s experiences of intimate partner violence have been largely ignored,
largely for political reasons (Archer, 2000; Dobash & Dobash, 2004). Research, however,
suggests that men can also be victims of domestic violence. Several states have reported an
increase in arrests of women on domestic violence charges and an increase in male victims of
domestic violence (e.g., State of Connecticut, 1998; Boulder County Domestic Abuse
Prevention Project, 1999). The idea that women too can be perpetrators of domestic violence
has also made headlines (e.g., “Battered by Their Wives” on 20/20, ABC, 1997; “Wives Who
Abuse Their Husbands” on Oprah, ABC, 1999). In fact, when looking at certain forms of
intimate partner violence (e.g., violence that takes place in the context of a dating
relationship, and romantic relational aggression) men report very similar levels of

victimization as women (Archer, 2000; Langhinrichsen-Rohlin, 2010; Linder, Crick, &



Collins, 2002; Straus, 2004). Langhinrichsen-Rohlin (2010) theorizes that in our culture,
“women’s violence is traditionally viewed as less consequential or significant than men’s
violence, and therefore women may not be fully socialized to inhibit aggressive acts in their
intimate relationships” (p. 187). As Kimmel (2002) points out, “reasonable people would
naturally want to extend compassion, support and interventions to all victims of violence” (p.
1354). Regardless of how the rates of males compare to females, male victims of intimate
partner violence deserve the attention of researchers and clinicians.

In addition, males are not typically viewed as victims of emotional or romantic
relational aggression. Males are associated with being perpetrators (Nelson, Springer, Nelson
& Bean, 2008). However, research has indicated that adolescent girls are more likely to be
instigate this form of aggression against male partners (Foshee, 1996). Since male victims are
typically ignored and viewed as aggressors it is important to understand the attitudes and
experiences of male victims. Previous literature has suggested that conformity to masculine
norms, the construct of masculinity plays a major role in attitudes towards help seeking and
attitudes of normativeness of violence (Addis & Mabhalik, 2003; Boman & Walker, 2010;
Kilmartin, 2000; Kimmel, 2000). By developing a clearer understanding of the role
masculine norms play in heterosexual male’s attitudes and experiences regarding help
seeking for dating violence, clinicians and researchers alike will be better able to address
male victims. The current study seeks to address the degree to which adherence to traditional
gender roles influence men’s attitudes towards dating violence and help-seeking, as well as
perceptions of male victims of dating violence who do seek help. This study also seeks to
examine how endorsement of masculine role norms influences help seeking behaviors for

men who have been victims of heterosexual dating violence.



Dating Violence

There are two types of intimate partner violence that are commonly addressed in the
present research, intimate terrorism and common couple violence (Johnson, 2010; Kelly &
Johnson, 2008; Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 2010). Intimate terrorism refers to the systematic
outbursts of violence and is generally perpetrated by males (Kelly & Johnson, 2008). It is
rooted in an attempt to dominate and exert control over one’s partner. Intimate terrorists
utilize more violent behaviors as a way to exert dominance and will use coercive fear tactics
to maintain control. In contrast, common couple violence refers to couples where violence
erupts after there is a conflict or argument that causes the situation to escalate to violence
(Kelly & Johnson, 2008; Johnson, 2010). This type of violence is rooted not in controlling
behaviors, but anger management problems within one or both members of the couple
(Johnson, 2010). Common couple violence is considered to be more gender-symmetrical than
intimate terrorism, which is more often perpetrated by males (Langhirichsen-Rohling, 2010).

In addition, there is empirical support for the differentiation of these forms of
violence. Johnson (2010) indicated prior studies have established that intimate terrorism and
common couple violence are unique forms of violence, which are unfortunately not always
specified in intimate partner literature. In addition, Langhinrichsen-Rohling (2010) identifies
there has been differences in intimate partner violence dynamics, which provides support for
the claim that there are distinct types of perpetrators. The present study seeks to examine
heterosexual male’s attitudes and experiences of common couple violence and romantic
relational aggression. These two topics are explored more in depth as they have been found

to be more gender symmetrical than intimate terrorism.



Although dating violence can occur at all ages it appears that heterosexual males are
most likely to be victimized during early adolescence through young adulthood. Previous
literature has suggested that men in this age ranges are more at risk for being physically
(Carney, Buttell & Dutton, 2007; Dutton & Nicholls, 2005; 1996; Straus, 2004) as well as
emotionally (Foshee, 1996) victimized by their romantic partners. Furthermore, evidence has
suggested that being younger than the age of 30 is a strong predictor of partner violence
(Suite, Pillemer & Straus, 1990 as cited by Kimmel, 2002). Males in this age range are more
likely to report being victims of partner violence, however younger couples view violence
differently which may account of some of the differences in reporting (Kimmel, 2002;
Nelson et al., 2008). Females may be more likely to over-report perpetration as it is not
normative behavior for them to engage in and may stand out more whereas males may view
violence as more normative and be less likely to report perpetration.

Common couple violence. Physical violence in couples is generally defined as an act that
has the intention or perceived intention of causing physical injury (Allen-Collinson, 2009;
Archer, 2000; Jackson, 1999). Resulting injuries can be classified as minor or severe. Minor
injuries include biting, scratching, slapping and other forms of physical violence that may not
generate visible wounds. Severe injuries include punching, pushing, cutting, and other
physical attacks that include weapons such as a gun or knife. Severe injuries are generally
categorized by needing medical attention.

Archer (2000) conducted a meta-analysis on physical violence in heterosexual
couples. When looking at specific acts of physical aggression, men were more likely to
severely injure their partners, but less frequently than women to inflict minor injuries. The

variance between genders of aggressor was small, indicating that men and women were



equally as likely to engage in intimate partner violence against their heterosexual partner,
whether resulting in minor or severe injuries. Archer (2000) showed that men were more
likely to be injured by an intimate partner than commit a violent act. This suggests that while
men may be more likely to severely injure their partner when using physical violence the
minor injuries women inflict occur with greater frequency.

Similarly, in a cross-cultural study of thirty-one universities in sixteen different
countries, Straus (2004) found more women than men reported having physically assaulted
their heterosexual dating partners in the 12 months prior to the study. The majority of these
assaults were classified as minor, including biting, scratching, slapping, and throwing things.
Of individuals who reported using physical violence against their partner, there was an equal
percentage of men (9%) and women (9%) who reported committing severe assaults against
their partner. While these results appear to directly contradict gender stereotypes of males as
aggressors it should be noted that these results are based on self-reports. Men and women
appear to differ in how comfortable they feel in reporting using physical violence against
their partners (Kimmel, 2002). Furthermore, these results do not distinguish whether or the
violence was reciprocal in nature, nor does it suggest males are significantly more likely to
be victimized in general.

Prior research on reciprocal violence suggests that, “nearly three-fourths of violence
committed by women is done in self defense” (Gelles & Straus, 1999 as cited by Kimmel,
2002 p. 1357). This suggests that while intimate partner violence may appear to be more
symmetrical, women by in large may still be the victims. However, this does not diminish the
need for attention on male victims. Qualitative studies that have been conducted on male

victims of physical dating violence indicate that there are situations in which the violence is



reciprocal, however it can exist without reciprocal violence present (Allen-Collinson, 2009;
Foshee, 1996). Regardless, the existing research provides evidence that male victims exist
and their experiences are worthy of further study.

Work on intimate partner violence has been criticized by its exclusive use of the
Conlflict Tactics Scale (CTS) (Dobash & Dobash, 2004; Kimmel, 2002; Langhinrichsen-
Rohling, 2010). While the CTS has been helpful in identifying the existence of intimate
partner violence, it does not look at the prevalence, frequency nor types of violence. The CTS
generally obtains higher rates of violence than crime victimization studies (which utilize
police and hospital reports, and interviews all family members via phone survey) because it
asks about all types of violence, even forms that the family may not consider a crime, or
violence (Kimmel, 2002). In addition, the CTS frames domestic violence as a result of an
argument, which is not always the case. For example, common couple violence is generally
the result of an argument, which has escalated, whereas intimate terrorism is about constant
control and dominance in the relationship (Kimmel, 2002; Kelly & Johnson, 2008). Further,
the CTS fails to examine the context of the violence. The CTS does not adequately examine
who initiates the violence nor does it examine the intention or motivation behind the
violence, which is imperative to better understanding the prevalence of female to male
violence (Das Dasgupta, 2002; Kimmel, 2002). For these reasons, a different scale was
chosen for the present study. The Intimate Partner Violence Attitude Scale — Revised
(IPVAS-R; Finchman, Cui, Braithwaite & Pasley, 2008) was selected because it was the only
other established scale for assessing attitudes about intimate partner violence. In addition, a
separate scale (CRAViS; Nelson & Carroll, 2006) was used to assess prevalence of physical

and relational victimization. This is a major issue addressed in the critiques of the CTS- the



difficulty in replacing the faulty measure. To date, no other scale has been found to correct
the bias in the CTS and effectively obtain the same information (Kimmel, 2002).

Romantic relational aggression. Romantic relational aggression refers to emotional,
verbal and non-verbal forms of abuse within dating relationships. It is a covert form of
aggression used to intentionally cause harm to a dating partner through the romantic
relationship, with the relationship as the primary weapon for manipulation. For example,
romantic relational aggression may include threatening to withhold affection, threats of
cheating, and terminating the relationship (Morales & Crick, 1998; Morales & Cullerton-Sen,
2000). Since it is covert in nature and done interpersonally, it is often difficult for
individuals outside of the relationship to identify its occurrence. In addition, it is not
commonly recognized as an aspect of dating violence on its own. Until recently, romantic
relational aggression was widely neglected in dating violence literature (Bagner, Storch &
Preston, 2007; Linder et al., 2002).

Romantic relational aggression is an extension of the work done by Crick and
Grotpeter (1995) who were the first to coin the term relational aggression. Similar to
romantic relational aggression, peer-directed relational aggression is defined as an indirect,
covert form of aggression used to intentionally cause harm to the relationship and social
status by spreading rumors, withholding affection, and social isolation (Crick & Grotpeter,
1995). Relational aggression is a concept that is generally associated with women, so it is
often assumed women are significantly more likely to be perpetrators of this type of violence.
However, prior studies indicate that males and females are equally as likely to engage in
same-sex relational aggression (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Storch, Bagner, Geffken &

Baumeister, 2004) as well as similar rates of romantic relational aggression (Bagner et al.,



2007). In addition, Foshee (1996) found that this difference takes place most commonly
during adolescence and early adulthood, with 27.8% of females compared to 15% of males
reported to have perpetrated emotional manipulation against their partner. This finding was
still significantly different when taking into consideration the use of violence in self-defense
(Foshee, 1996). The findings of this study suggest that in adolescence and emerging
adulthood, females may be more likely than males to utilize this type of aggression against
their romantic partner.

In addition, men report higher levels of agreement to statements of being victimized
than women (Goldstein, Chesir-Teran & McFaul, 2008; Lento, 2007; Linder et al., 2002).
However, similar to the criticisms of the CTS, there have been criticisms of the Self-Report
of Social Behavior and Aggression Measure (SBAM; Morales & Crick, 1998), the most
commonly used measure for romantic relational aggression. The SBAM asks participants to
indicate the degree to which they agree with a series of statements regarding aggressive and
victimization of romantic relational aggression, not the frequency that victimization occurs.
This leaves questions regarding the gender comparison of victims and aggressors. By not
examining the frequency of victimization or perpetration the results of studies do not provide
concrete evidence of prevalence of victimization. Despite this, other measures have been
established to better measure the prevalence of emotional abuse in romantic relationships.
Furthermore, because of the lack of focus on exclusively romantic relational aggression in
the SBAM, a difference measure was utilized in the present study to examine attitudes
(Romantic Relationships Attitudes; Chamberland & Laporte, 1999) and prevalence (Couple’s
Relational Aggression and Victimization Scale; Nelson & Carroll, 2006) separately in an

effort to better obtain an understanding of attitudes and experiences.



Lack of attention to male victims. Despite data that suggests men and women are
both perpetrators of dating violence (Allen-Collinson, 2009; Archer, 2000; Carney et al.,
2007; Dutton & Nicholls, 2005; Jackson, 1999; Lento, 2007), very little attention is paid to
the prevalence of the victimization of heterosexual males by female partners. The prevalence
of male-directed common couple violence in heterosexual relationships has been downplayed
in much of the research and not explored as much as female-directed violence (Das
Dasgupta, 2002; Dobash & Dobash, 2004). There are several theories as to why male
directed dating violence is ignored, which may be part due to the influence of traditional
masculine norms.

In the United States of America, men are expected to be powerful, self-reliant and
strong (Levant, 1992). As a result, it is seen as more normative for men to be aggressors
(Jackson, 1999; Nelson et al., 2008). It is assumed that men will be more likely than women
to emotionally and physically abuse their romantic partner, making them less likely to be
seen as victims of dating violence (Nelson et al., 2008). The expectation that men are
physically stronger than women and thus cannot be injured, feeds into the idea that male
directed dating violence does not exist. In a study on the normativeness of certain forms of
aggression, students rated men as more likely to be physically and emotionally abusive
towards members of the opposite sex (Nelson et al., 2008). Despite evidence that males are
more likely to report having experienced emotional abuse in romantic relationships than
women (Goldstein et al., 2008; Lento, 2007; Linder et al., 2002), students still perceive men
as more aggressive, especially in romantic relationships (Nelson et al., 2008).

This assumption of men as aggressors perpetuates the idea that men cannot be

victims, demoralizing men who are victims of dating violence. Heterosexual men who admit



to being victims of dating violence often feel stigmatized (Allen-Collinson, 2009;
Macchietto, 1992). A large proportion of the physical violence committed against men is
considered minor and not severe enough to qualify as violence when directed at men. Minor
injuries including scratch marks, bite marks and slaps are not seen as severe or harmful forms
of violence when directed at males, especially when committed by women (Allen-Collinson,
2009; Dobash & Dobash, 2004; Jackson, 1999; Macchietto, 1992).

Taking into consideration the bias against seeing males as victims of dating violence,
it is hypothesized that experiences of dating violence will predict attitudes about the
normativeness of dating violence, specifically intimate partner violence and romantic
relational aggression. In other words, it is believed that men who have been victims of
physical violence will view it as more acceptable than those who have not been victims. This
belief is based on the idea that in order to not challenge their sense of masculinity, victims
may view violence in relationships, whether it is physical or emotional abuse, as more
normative and acceptable. Similarly, it is hypothesized that males who have experienced
dating violence will view other men who seek help as more masculine than men who have
not experienced dating violence. This is another way to help maintain feelings of
masculinity, when men who have experienced dating violence see other men seeking help
they may feel less isolated (Allen-Collinson, 2009).

Finally, many scholars have minimized the existence of female perpetrated, male
directed intimate partner violence, claiming it is generally self-defense (Dobash & Dobash,
2004). While some cases of intimate partner violence may be examples of reciprocal intimate
partner violence, there is no research distinguishing what is reciprocal violence and what is

female-initiated violence (Archer, 2000). Males are typically associated with the role of the
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initiator. By making the broad claim that all female perpetrated violence is self-defense, the
experiences of men who are victims of non-reciprocal intimate partner violence become
diminished and belittled.

Furthermore, it has been suggested that the lack of published findings about male
victimization is a politicized movement (Dobash & Dobash, 2004). Some researchers believe
that because females are more likely to be victimized male victims should not be
emphasized, for fear it would diminish funding and resources for female victims (Archer,
2000). These men are stigmatized, viewed as outliers, possibly leading them to feel abnormal
compared to other more ‘masculine’ men and be less likely to admit abuse or seek help
(Macchietto, 1992). As Kimmel (2002) aptly states,

...we should be compassionate toward all victims of domestic violence. There are

some men who are battered by their female partners, and these men are no less

deserving of compassion, understanding, and intervention than are women who are
battered. And male domestic violence victims deserve access to services and funding,
just as do female domestic violence victims. They do not need to be half of all victims

to deserve either sympathy or services. (p. 1357)

Masculinity and Help Seeking Attitudes and Beliefs

Dating violence has significant psychological implications on victims, and males are
no exception. Male victims of dating violence report low self-esteem and high levels of
depression and anxiety (Allen-Collinson, 2009; Goldstein et al., 2008; Linder et al., 2002).
Linder et al. (2002) found male victims of emotional dating violence also reported high
levels of frustration, ambivalence about the romantic relationship, jealousy and anxiety.

While the psychological consequences for male victims of dating violence are similar to their
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female counterparts (Allen-Collinson, 2009), male victims of dating violence may be less
likely to seek out psychological help.

Male victims of dating violence report using similar coping skills as female victims,
including emotional distancing, self-blaming, meditation, trying to control own emotions,
and not showing pain or anger to aggressor (Allen-Collinson, 2009). One male participant in
a qualitative study described how he would write about his experiences of victimization in
the third-person to provide emotional distance since the actual event was too emotional
(Allen-Collinson, 2009). However, heterosexual male victims tend to be less likely to seek
out their partners for emotional support and are more likely to report higher levels of self-
reliance than males who are not victims of dating violence (Linder et al., 2002). This finding
suggests that in general, men have a tendency to confide in their romantic partner rather than
seek professional treatment. However, those who are victims of dating violence may feel cut
off from their primary support, their partner (Addis & Mahalik, 2003; Linder et al., 2002).

Male victims of dating violence, in particular, may avoid seeking psychological help
for several reasons. Similar to their female counterparts, men who are victims of physical
violence may not seek help because they are afraid of instigating more violence (Allen-
Collinson, 2009). However, men have the additional fear that they will be blamed for
reciprocal violence due to societal expectations that men instigate violence (Archer, 2000;
Carney et al., 2007). Men may also be afraid to disclose they are victims of abuse because of
the fear they will not be believed (Carney et al., 2007). One study found that police were less
likely to press charges against women who are physically violent than men who were equally
violent (Carney et al., 2007). Men who feel the police will not take them seriously may be

less likely to report physical victimization to law enforcement. Further, due to normative
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attitudes about intimate partner violence, men often do not consciously consider themselves
to be victims (Dutton & Nicholls, 2005). Therefore, in the present study, it is hypothesized
that for men who have experienced some form of dating violence, those who have sought
psychological help will report lower levels of adherence to masculine norms than males who
have not sought help. This is due to the stigmatizing nature of the abuse and help seeking in
general as it is related to masculine norms.

Prior research has found a strong relationship between conformity to masculine
norms and negative attitudes towards help seeking (Blazina & Watkins, 1996; Boman &
Walker, 2010; Good, Dell & Mintz, 1989). Some of the constructs that have previously been
linked to negative help-seeking attitudes and behaviors due to masculine norms are restrictive
emotionality, affectionate behavior, control and self-reliance, and power, success and
competition. For example, men may fear feelings of inadequacy by seeking help for being a
victim of dating violence. Thus, the present study is designed to examine the relationship
between conformity to masculine norms and heterosexual male’s attitudes towards tolerance
of dating violence, as well as perceptions of masculinity for men who seek psychological
help for dating violence. Masculinity and masculine role norms will be described below,
followed by the research on how they relate to help seeking.

Traditional male role norms. There are endless variations of what it means to be
masculine. Different cultures, societies and eras have generated endless meanings and
definitions of the word. Most theorists agree that masculinity is a socially constructed
concept that is perpetuated by the values and beliefs in a given culture during a given
historical period (Levant, 1992; Pleck, 1981; Thompson & Pleck, 1986; Thompson, Pleck &

Ferrera, 1992). Working from the position that masculinity is socially constructed, various
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forms of masculinity have been developed and presented to society such as hegemonic
masculinity. Hegemonic masculinity refers to what is considered the normative ideal of what
it is to be a man; it is in the predominant values and beliefs of the culture and constantly
changes over time (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005). The present study examines the role
that subscription to traditional gender roles plays in heterosexual males attitudes towards
psychological help seeking, regardless of whether or not they have been in a victim of any
more for dating violence. The ways these gender roles influence and impact the attitudes of
heterosexual males is imperative to understanding how these attitudes are shaped.

In his book, The Myth of Masculinity, Pleck (1981) presented the paradigm of Male
Sex Role Strain (MSRS), which posits the idea that masculinity is contradictory and
inconsistent in nature, setting men up for the inevitable failure of achieving masculinity. The
MSRS paradigm initially explored the following dimensions: (1) that sex roles are defined by
stereotypes and norms of the mainstream culture, (2) there is a high proportion of individuals
who violate sex roles, (3) there are serious social and individual repercussions for violating
sex roles, (4) real or imagined violation of sex roles can lead to over-conformity, (5) there are
more negative ramifications for men than women who violate sex roles, (6) certain sex roles
are not psychologically adaptable or beneficial, (7) sex roles influence work and family
dynamics, and (8) historical change causes sex role strain.

These dimensions of the MSRS paradigm have served as a basis to understand the
development and defining of the term masculinity (Levant, 1992). The MSRS paradigm
examines the constrictions of sex roles on men and seeks to explore the aspects that make it
so limiting (Pleck, 1981). Recent theorists have built on the propositions presented by Pleck

(1981). Mabhalik et al. (2003) utilized theories put forth by Levant (1992), Pleck (1981), and
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Thompson and Pleck (1986) in an effort to better understand the role masculinity plays in the
mainstream culture. Mahalik et al. (2003) took into consideration societal influences,
established norms, individual and group factors such as socioeconomic status, and the costs
and benefits of conforming or not to masculine norms. Examining the normative approach to
masculinity, Mahalik et al (2003) created an inventory of masculine norms (Conformity to
Masculine Norms Inventory; CMNI), which assesses these factors, as well as the affective,
behavioral and cognitive dimensions of masculine norms. The CMNI looks at masculinity on
a continuum focusing on the benefits and costs of conforming to certain masculine norms for
each individual participant. Endorsement of masculine role norms has been linked to many
factors in men’s lives, including help-seeking behaviors. Each of the major dimensions of
masculinity and their relationship to help seeking will be described below.

Restrictive emotionality. Men are encouraged to be stoic and hold their feelings of
affection and sadness in. This restricted emotionality has been found to significantly predict a
negative outlook on seeking professional psychological treatment by college-aged men
(Blazina & Watkins, 1996). Similarly, there is a significant positive correlation between high
conformity to general masculinity, emotional control and need for privacy as barriers for
seeking help (Boman & Walker, 2010). Good and Wood (1995) found restriction-related
masculine gender roles accounted for almost one-fourth of the variance in help-seeking
attitudes such as recognition of personal need for help, tolerance of stigma, openness
regarding problems and confidence in mental health profession.

Affectionate behavior. Many men interpret sitting close to another man or woman,
regardless of intentions, as affectionate behavior. This extension of what affectionate

behavior entails may increase the fear of seeking help from a counselor (Macchietto, 1992).
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Good et al. (1989) found higher levels of restricted affection towards other men significantly
predicted negative opinions of psychological treatment. A fear of the intimacy of individual
counseling seems to magnify the fears of male clients who feel it is inappropriate to divulge
intimate feelings with another person as well as express affection.

Self-reliance and emotional control. Therapy potentially poses a threat to
masculinity since it may represent a loss of self-reliance and emotional control (Blazina &
Watkins, 1996). It is assumed that the therapist holds all the power and controls each session,
leading men to hesitate when seeking treatment. Boman and Walker (2010) found a positive
relationship between higher conformity to general masculine values and the need for control
and self-reliance as a barrier for help seeking, suggesting masculine norms directly relate to
barriers for seeking help. Men who reported high gender role conflict, meaning they valued
masculine norms, saw the therapist as more powerful than men who reported low gender role
conflict, and had a more negative outlook on help seeking (Blazina & Marks, 2001). Seeking
treatment could be seen as representing the appearance of weakness in males because
masculine norms dictate that men should be able to solve their own problems without
assistance.

Success, power, and competition. College-aged men who reported strong adherence
to the masculine norm of the importance of success, power and competition were more likely
to maintain an unfavorable view of seeking treatment than those who did not adhere to this
norm (Blazina & Watkins, 1996). While Good and Wood (1995) found achievement-related
masculine gender roles such as success, power and competition were related to an increase in
depressive feelings, their research did not find a significant relationship between high

achievement-related gender roles and negative attitudes towards help seeking. The
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researchers explained this lack of a finding by emphasizing the importance of looking at the
whole picture of male gender conflict role. For example, they found if a male reported high
restrictive emotionality and high achievement, they were more likely to be depressed and
have a negative outlook on treatment (Good & Wood, 1995).

With an increase of depression, as well as the increased likelihood of putting off
medical treatment, conformity to masculine norms can have an adverse effect on men’s
psychological and physical well being (Addis & Mahalik, 2003; Blazina & Watkins, 1996;
Boman & Walker, 2010; Good & Wood, 1995). Based on this literature, it is hypothesized
that conformity to masculine norms will be related to less masculine perceptions of men who
seek help for physical and relational couple violence. Meaning, men who report higher
conformity to masculine norms will see men who seek help as less masculine (as they will be
perceived as violating masculine norms). However, it is hypothesized that males who have
been victimized will view men who seek help as more masculine; seeing other men who seek

help for similar situations may normalize the behaviors and seem more acceptable to victims.
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METHODS

Dating violence research in the past has focused primarily on females, ignoring the
experiences of male victims (Dobash & Dobash, 2004; Dutton & Nicholls, 2005). Recent
work on dating violence has begun to examine the prevalence of college-aged male victims
of dating violence in heterosexual relationships (Archer, 2000; Dutton & Nicholls, 2005;
Linder et al., 2002). However, this expansion has still left a great deal to be studied, such as
the help seeking attitudes and experiences of male victims of couple violence. [lluminating
the experiences of male victims of intimate partner violence and romantic relational
aggression will provide law makers and those in the counseling field with more information
on how to help all victims, not just women. By examining the relationship between
masculine norms and the experiences of male victims of dating violence, it is hoped that the
present study will uncover new information that will help mental health professionals and
society at large assist male victims of dating violence.

Given the lack of information on help seeking in males for dating violence, the
primary purpose of the present study is to explore the relationship between conformity to
masculine norms and attitudes and beliefs regarding help seeking for dating violence. By
understanding the role that masculinity potentially plays in attitudes towards help seeking,
researchers will be able to more effectively approach work with male victims. The following
hypotheses focus on heterosexual male’s attitudes and beliefs about help seeking:

Hypothesis 1: Conformity to masculine norms will be related to:

a.) Negative attitudes towards help seeking in general.
b.) Positive attitudes towards physical violence.

c.) More tolerant attitudes towards romantic relational aggression.
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Hypothesis 2: Conformity to masculine norms will be related to:

a.) Lower rates of perceived masculinity of males who seek help for physical
violence based on the vignettes.

b.) Lower rates of perceived masculinity of males who seek help for romantic
relational aggression based on the vignettes.

The second purpose of the present study is to examine the role of masculine norms on
participants’ own experiences with help seeking and the perceived normativeness of dating
violence. Males view help seeking in general as stigmatizing (Addis & Mahalik, 2003;
Carney et al., 2007; Linder et al., 2002). Men who do seek professional help as victims of
dating violence are often met with mental health professionals who are ill prepared to work
with them (Machietto, 1992). Obtaining information about men’s experiences with dating
violence will provide critical information for mental health providers, guiding treatment and
interventions for male victims of dating violence. The following hypotheses focus on
heterosexual male’s experiences of dating violence:

Hypothesis 3: In comparison to those who have not experienced dating violence,
men who have been victims of dating violence will be more likely to:

a.) Report more normative attitudes towards physical violence.

b.) Report more normative attitudes towards romantic relational aggression.
c.) Perceive those who seek help for physical violence as masculine.

d.) Perceive those who seek help for romantic relational aggression as

masculine.
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Hypothesis 4: Looking at only victims of physical or relational dating violence, in

comparison to those who sought help, those who did not seek help will be more likely

to:
a.) Report higher levels of conformity to masculine norms when looking at
victims of physical violence
b.) Report higher levels of conformity to masculine norms when looking at
victims of relational violence
Participants

The participants of this study were heterosexual males aged 18 and older, recruited
from the State University of New York at New Paltz, a mid-sized university in the rural
northeast; Wagner College, a small college in the urban northeast; and Facebook, a social-
networking website. The study only examined heterosexual males attitudes about and
experiences with dating violence because of the difference in the societal acceptance of male-
to-male violence compared to female perpetuated, male directed violence. Female-to-male
violence is seen as more stigmatizing because masculine norms dictate that women are weak
and cannot hurt men (Allen-Collinson, 2009).

In total, 401 people took the survey. However, 120 were not male and/or heterosexual
(n =101 females, n = 19 non-heterosexual males), and 162 did not complete the full survey
and were thus removed from the data set. This left 133 participants who were heterosexual
males over the age of 18. The final sample used for analysis included 119 heterosexual males
between the ages of 18-34 (M =22.41, SD = 3.89). Participants over the age of 35 (n = 14)
were excluded as the initial descriptive statistics demonstrated those participants were

outliers.
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When asked where they heard about the study, 52.9% of the participants reported
SUNY New Paltz, 29.4% from Facebook and 17.6% from Wagner College. Of the
participants, 79% reported to currently being a student. Of those who were currently students,
17% were freshman, 18.1% were sophomores, 26.6% were juniors, 19.1% were seniors and
16% were graduate students. Of the participants who reported to not currently be a student,
12% reported a bachelor’s degree was their highest level of education, 6% a Master’s
Degree, 5% some college and 2% reported holding a doctoral degree. In terms of racial
identity, the majority of participants reported being Caucasian (87.4%) followed by bi-racial
(3.4%), multi-racial (3.4%), and Asian (3.4%). American Indian or Alaska Native only
represented 1.7% of this population and 0.8% were Black-American. This sample is not
representative of the racial make-up of neither the population at SUNY New Paltz nor the
population at large, therefore it is with caution that we generalize the results.

Materials

Demographics. A basic demographic questionnaire was given to participants to
obtain information such as age, gender, sexual orientation, racial identity, educational status,
number of casual and dating relationships and current marital status. This information
provided demographic information for the researchers to assess the population (See
Appendix A).

Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory (CMNI; Mahalik et al., 2003) is a 94-
question inventory designed to assess the degree to which males conform to the thoughts,
feelings and behaviors that are considered to reflect masculine norms in the dominant culture.
The items are measured on a 5-point Likert type scale (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly

agree). Subscales for this measure include: winning, emotional control, risk-taking, violence,
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power over women, dominance, playboy, self-reliance, primacy of work, disdain for
homosexuals, and pursuit of status. Higher scores indicate higher conformity to masculine
norms. Sample items include, “I hate asking for help,” “It is best to keep your emotions
hidden,” and “Winning isn’t everything, it’s the only thing” (See Appendix B).

Overall, the CMNI has demonstrated strong reliability for its total scale a = .94.
Furthermore, the subscales ranged in reliability from .72 for Pursuit of Status to .91 for
Emotional Control. The test-retest coefficients for a 2-3 week time period demonstrated .95
for total CMNI. The subscales yielded test-retest coefficients of .87 for winning, .90 for
emotional control, .88 for risk-taking, .76 for violence, .74 for power over women, .75 for
dominance, .91 for playboy, .80 for self-reliance, .67 for primacy of work, .96 for disdain for
homosexuals and .51 for pursuit of status (Mahalik et al., 2003). In the present study, the
CMNI total had high reliability, Cronbach’s a = .944. The internal consistency estimates for
the subscales in the current sample are as follows: winning o = .836, emotional control o =
.933, risk-taking o = .867, violence a =.765, power over women a = .710, dominance o =
.740, playboy o = .862, self-reliance o = .865, primacy of work a = .793, disdain for
homosexuality o = .889 and pursuit of status was the lower at o = .576.

Attitudes Towards Seeking Professional Psychological Help — Short Form
(ATSPPH; Fischer & Turner, 1970; Fischer & Farina, 1995) is a 10 question measure
designed to assess attitudes about seeking professional help for psychological problems. This
scale was modified and shortened by Fischer and Farina (1995) to create stronger internal
consistency. Instead of having subscales, the author’s devised a short measure that generates
one scale to measure the core attitude on seeking professional psychological help. Questions

are rated on a 4-point Likert type scale from disagree (1) to agree (4). Higher scores indicate
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more positive attitudes towards seeking help. Sample items include, “I might want to have
professional mental health services in the future,” “A person should work out his or her own
problems; getting professional mental health services would be a last resort,” and “If I
believed I was having a mental health difficulties, my first inclination would be to seek
professional attention.” This measure has been widely used and the revised version yields a
Cronbach’s alpha = .84, which indicates good internal consistency. Further, the test-retest
correlation for a 1-month period between tests was .80 (Fischer & Farina, 1995). In the
present study, a Cronbach’s alpha o = .870. This suggests good reliability for the scale. (See
Appendix C).

Romantic Relationships Attitudes (ARA; Chamberland & Laporte, 1999) is a scale
designed to assess participant’s attitudes towards relational aggression in romantic
relationships. The scale contains 53 items on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = completely
disagree and 5 = completely agree). It contains three sub-scales: tolerance, attributions and
conception. The present study only utilized the tolerance subscale in its analyses. Tolerance
examines the degree to which participants maintain tolerant attitudes towards dating
violence, and example includes “A guy has the right to spy on his girlfriend while she is
talking with another guy.” Higher scores indicate a more tolerant attitude towards dating
violence. The reliability for this subscale was found to be adequate o = .88 (Chamberland &
Laporte, 1999). In the analysis of the present study’s use of the scale yielded o = .841 for
tolerance, the only subscale utilized in analyses. This finding suggests good reliability for the
measure (See Appendix D).

Intimate Partner Violence Attitudes Scale-Revised (IPVAS-R; Finchman et al., 2008) is a

revised version of the Intimate Partner Violence Attitude Scale by Smith, Thompson,
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Tomaka and Buchanan (2005) designed to examine participant’s attitudes towards intimate
partner violence. The scale looks specifically at attitudes towards physical violence, abuse
and control. The revised scale contains 17 items and asks participants to answer questions on
a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). This is used to
measure normativeness and acceptability of intimate partner violence in romantic
relationships. Sample questions include, “As long as my partner doesn’t hurt me, “threats”
are excused,” and “Threatening a partner with a knife or gun is never appropriate.” Higher
scores indicate more accepting attitudes of intimate partner violence. The scale has three
subscales; abuse, violence and control. All three subscales demonstrate strong validity a =
.81 for abuse, a. = .79 for violence and a = .70 for control. Furthermore, a test-retest
coefficient between 14 weeks demonstrated adequate reliability: abuse = .53, violence = .39
and control = .58 (Finchman et al., 2008). The present study’s analysis yielded a Cronbach’s
a = .474. This is a rather low score therefore it is imperative to interpret the results with
caution (See Appendix E).

Couples Relational Aggression and Victimization Scale (CRAViS; Nelson &
Carroll, 2006) is designed to assess the prevalence of relational aggression in couples. The
scale consists of 60 items on a 7-point Likert-type measure (1 = not at all true and 7 = very
true) and contains 14 subscales including: relational aggression, relational victimization, love
withdrawal, exclusionary behavior, gossip/rumor, creating interpersonal jealousy, physical
aggression (including threats), physical victimization (including threats), need for exclusivity
(enmeshment), partner’s need for exclusivity (enmeshment), prosocial behavior: given, and
prosocial behavior: received. This measure was used to examine participants’ experiences of

dating violence. The present study only used the relational and physical victimization
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subscales. Higher scores indicate more common experiences of victimization. Some sample
items include, “I have been pushed or shoved by my partner when he/she was mad at me,”
and “My partner has threatened to divorce or break up with me in order to get me to do what
s/he wants.” Due to the limited nature of the initial test of the full scale, there is only limited
information about reliability on the various subscales at present. Previous analyses have
compared husbands and wives responses. The relational victimization subscale contains love
withdrawal and exclusionary behaviors. In the previous analysis, love withdrawal had a
Cronbach’s a. = .90 for husbands and a = .86 for wives and exclusionary behaviors had a =
.88 for husbands and a = .90 for wives (Carroll et al., 2010). At present there is no
information regarding the reliability of the physical victimization subscale (See Appendix F).

In the present study only the subscales of physical victimization and relational
victimization were given to participants. For the physical victimization subscale Cronbach’s
a =.899, and for relational victimization Cronbach’s o = .920. Furthermore, in the present
study, the researchers were primarily concerned with identifying participants who reported to
have experienced some physical or relational victimization. In order to separate individuals
who experience some victimization from those who did not, it was decided participants who
scored a 2 or more on at least one of the subscales was identified to have experienced some
victimization. This resulted in 54.6% reporting experiencing physical violence and 82.4%
reported experiencing some form of romantic relational aggression. To examine the
frequency of participants who reported higher levels of victimization, participants who
reported a 5 or greater were identified as having experienced more extreme forms of physical
or relational victimization. Of the participants, 14.3% were identified as having more

extreme experiences of physical victimization and 50.4% were identified as having

A



experienced more frequent occurrences of romantic relational violence.

Experiences of Help Seeking. Following each of the CRAVIS subscales of physical
and relational victimization, participants were asked to report the number of times they
sought help from a variety of sources from 1 (never) to 5 (more than 10 times). The sources
participants were provided with included seeking help from: a friend, family,
counselor/therapist, religious figure, hotline/anonymous source or other. Participants were
categorized as having sought some help if they reported a 2 or more (/ time) on at least one
of the questions on the scale. Help seeking for physical and relational victimization was
calculated separately, meaning that to have sought help for physical victimization
participants had to report a 2 or higher on at least one question asking about help seeking
following the CRAVIS physical victimization subscale (See Appendix G).

Dating Violence Vignettes. Four vignettes were developed for the purposes of this
study to assess participant’s perceptions of the masculinity of other males in dating violence
situations. The vignettes involved situations between heterosexual couples where the female
perpetrated dating violence against the male in the relationship. Two of the vignettes
involved romantic relational dating violence, which are the emotional and psychological
aspects of dating violence and the other two involved minor physical dating violence. In each
of the types of dating violence one scenario entailed the male seeking help at the end and the
other he did not. Following the vignettes was a question asking the participant to rate the
degree to which the participant views the character as masculine on a 7-point Likert type
scale (1= not masculine and 7 = extremely masculine). The question was designed to be

purposefully vague in order to allow participants to utilize their own interpretation of

N4



masculinity for their response. Participants were randomly assigned one of the four vignettes
based on their birthday month (See Appendix H).
Procedure

Participants were solicited to participate through the State University of New York at
New Paltz, Wagner College and Facebook. The researcher obtained IRB approval for both
the State University of New York at New Paltz (IRB protocol #2011-007) and Wagner
College (HERB project #S11-11). The survey was taken online utilizing the service, Survey
Monkey. The first page of the study was included informed consent, which provided
participants with basic information regarding the research and told them about their
eligibility. In order to keep the survey completely anonymous participants were not asked to
give any identifying information. Therefore, they were informed by starting the survey they
were giving their informed consent. On the informed consent page participants were also
given information on how to contact the primary investigator and resources for counseling.

Participants were then asked to complete the materials included in the study.
Although this study was only examining the attitudes and experiences of heterosexual male
victims of dating violence, participants of all sexual identity and gender were able to start the
survey, however their results were filtered out before conducting the analyses. Once the
participants completed the entire survey they were brought to a debriefing page, which
provided information about the purpose of the study, resources for counseling and how to

contact the primary investigator. Participants were thanked for their time and assistance.
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RESULTS
Demographics

At the time of taking the survey, 50.4% of participants reported being in an exclusive
relationship. 38.7% were single, 5.9% were married and 5% were casually dating.
Participants reported having between 1 to 50 (M =5.23, SD = 6.81) casual relationships and
between 1 to 14 (M = 2.58, SD = 2.08) committed relationships. In total, 54.6% of
participants were categorized as having experienced some form of physical victimization. Of
those participants, 32% reported having never sought help, 24% reported they had sought
some form of help at least once and 44% did not respond (See Figure 6). When participants
reported to have sought help, 32.7% did so from a friend, 18.6% sought help from family,
5.6% sought help from a counselor or therapist, 5.6% sought help from a religious figure,
5.6% from an anonymous source or hotline and 3.9% said other such as, “music” and “my
girlfriend” (See Figure 8).

In addition, 82.4% were identified as having experienced some form of relational
victimization. Of these participants, 32% reported they did not seek help, 30% reported
having sought help at least once and 38% did not respond (See Figure 7). Of those that
sought help, 55.2% sought help from a friend, 30.5% sought help from family, 6% sought
help from a counselor, 6% from a religious figure, 4.5% from an anonymous source or
hotline and 4.8% reported other, such as “my girlfriend,” and “my partner’s ex” (See Figure
9).

Masculine Gender Role Norms and Attitudes Toward Help Seeking
To examine the first set of hypotheses exploring the relationship between

heterosexual male’s endorsement of gender role norms and their attitudes toward help-
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seeking three separate correlations were run. The first hypothesis (1a) was to replicate past
findings concerning the relationship of conformity to masculine norms and attitudes towards
help seeking. Specifically, it was expected that more adherence to conformity to masculine
norms would be negatively related to attitudes towards psychological help seeking. A
Pearson correlation was conducted to assess the relationship between conformity to
masculine norms and attitudes towards seeking professional psychological help and a
significant negative relationship was found (»(115) = -.427, p = .000; See Figure 1). This
finding indicates more positive scores of conformity to masculine norms is significantly
related to less favorable attitudes towards seeking professional psychological help. In
addition, significant negative relationships between attitudes towards help seeking and the
following subscales were found, winning (#(119) = -.250, p = .006), emotional control
(r(117) =-.481, p =.000), risk-taking ((119) = -.267, p = .003), power over women (7(119)
=-.321, p =.000), self-reliance (#(119) = -.196, p = .032) and disdain for homosexuality
(r(118) =-.314, p = .001). This suggests that higher levels of adherence to each of these
subscales were related to negative attitudes towards seeking professional psychological help.
Furthermore, correlations were conducted to assess the relationship between
conformity to masculine norms and attitudes towards physical violence (hypothesis 1b) and
romantic relational aggression (hypothesis 1c). The results of the hypothesis examining the
relationship between conformity to masculine norms and attitudes towards physical intimate
partner violence also yielded significant results, 7(115) = .314, p =.001 (See Figure 2). This
finding suggests there is a significant positive relationship between high levels of conformity
to masculine norms and greater acceptance of physical intimate partner violence. Positively

significant relationships were also found between higher tolerance of intimate partner
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violence and the subscales winning ((119) = .249, p = .006), emotional control (»(117) =
.236, p =.010), power over women (#(119) =.307, p = .001), dominance (#(119) =.189, p =
.039), primacy of work (#(119) =.204, p = .026), and disdain of homosexuality (#(118) =
.263, p =.004). These findings suggest that higher levels of acceptance of these subscales
were significantly related to higher levels of agreement to intimate partner violence.

Finally, a Pearson correlation was conducted to test hypothesis 1c, that strong
conformity to masculine norms would be related to more accepting attitudes towards
romantic relational aggression. This hypothesis was also supported, 7(115) = .434, p =.000
(See Figure 3). A significant relationship was found between the subscales of winning
(r(119) =.301, p = .001), emotional control (»(117) =.322, p =.000), violence ((118) =
214, p = .020), power over women (r(119) = .386, p = .000) and dominance ((119) =.308, p
=.001). These findings suggest that more tolerant views about romantic relational aggression
were positively related to higher scores on those subscales.

Masculine Gender Role Norms and Perceptions of Help-Seekers Masculinity

The second set of hypotheses examined the relationship between conformity to
masculine norms and perception of masculinity for those who seek help for dating violence.
Two separate Pearson correlation coefficients were run to determine the relationship between
the variables. Hypothesis 2a examined the relationship between conformity to masculine
norms and perceptions of masculinity for male help seeking for physical dating violence. To
measure participants perceptions of masculinity for males who seek help, the 7-point Likert-
type scale following the vignettes was used. To test this hypothesis, a correlation was run
between conformity to masculine norms and perceptions of masculinity only for those

participants who read the vignette describing a male victim of physical violence who sought
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help (n = 34). In the current sample, there was not a significant correlation between the total
scale score for conformity to masculine norms and perceptions of masculinity of victims who
sought help after experiencing physical violence, 7(34) = -2.41, p > .05 (See Figure 4).
However, when examining the sub-scales of conformity to masculine norms, it appeared the
sub-scales of winning (7(34) =-.308, p = .077) and emotional control (#(34) =-.321, p
=.064), while not significant were close to reaching significance.

In order to run hypothesis 2b, only participants who read the vignette describing a
male victim of romantic relational aggression and completed the CMNI were analyzed (n =
26). Similarly, when examining the relationship between conformity to masculine norms and
perceptions of masculinity of help seeking for romantic relational dating aggression, the
resulting correlations were not significant, 7(26) =-.169, p > .05 (Figure 5). However, the
sub-scale of winning, on the conformity to masculine norms inventory was significantly
negatively related to perceptions of masculinity in the relationally dating violence scenario
r(26) =-.517, p =.007. This suggests that while conformity to masculine norms in general is
not related, the more men rate winning as important the more they are likely to rate the
masculinity of a man who seeks help for relational dating violence lower.

Victims of Dating Violence

The third set of hypotheses were designed to compare the attitudes towards dating
violence and perceived masculinity of those who seek help, in those who have and have not
experienced dating violence. Of the 119 participants used in the final analyses, 54.6%
reporting experiencing physical violence and 82.4% reported experiencing some form of
romantic relational aggression. Participants were categorized as having experienced some

victimization if they reported a 2 or more (on a 7-point Likert-type scale) as a response on
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the physical or relational victimization subscales. Physical and relational victimization was
calculated separately, meaning that in order to be categorized as experiencing some physical
victimization, participants had to report a 2 or higher on the physical victimization subscale,
the same applied for experiencing some form of relational victimization. This was
determined to adequately identify those who report some form of violence in their
relationships.

To explore whether men who have been victims reported more tolerant attitudes
towards dating violence than those who have not been victims, two separate t-tests were
conducted, one examining physical violence and one examining relational aggression.
Hypothesis 3a examined whether there were different levels of tolerance towards physical
intimate partner violence as reported by individuals who have and have not experienced
physical victimization in their dating relationships. In the current sample, there was no
significant difference found between individuals who have (M = 50.06, SD = 4.60) and have
not experienced some level of physical dating violence (M = 49.39, SD = 4.58) in their
tolerance of physical violence in dating relationships #117) = .795, p = .428 (See Table 1).
This was also seen as non-significant when looking at the “extreme” groups, meaning
participants who scored at least a 5 or above on the CRAViS physical victimization scale,
t(117)=.619, p = .537.This suggests that regardless of previous experience, males seem to
report similar attitudes towards intimate partner violence.

Hypothesis 3b was developed to examine the differences in tolerance of romantic
relational aggression in dating relationships between those who have and have not
experienced romantic relational dating violence in their relationships. To compare the

differences a t-test was conducted. On average, those who reported experiencing some level
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of relational aggression reported a greater level of acceptance of romantic relational dating
violence (M = 34.41, SD = 9.77) than those who did not report experiencing relational
aggression in their dating relationship (M = 28.86, SD = 6.93). This difference was
statistically significant, #(117) = 3.074, p = .004 (See Table 2). This finding suggests that
those who have experienced romantic relational dating violence are more likely to report
more accepting attitudes of romantic relational aggression than those who have not
experienced romantic relational aggression. Additionally, similar results were found the more
extreme experiences of relational victimization group. Although not significant, the
relationship is tending in the direction that those who more frequently experienced romantic
relational dating violence reported higher tolerance or romantic relational aggression (M =
35.07, SD =9.90) than those who did not (M =31.81, SD =8.97; (117) = 1.84, p = .067).

Hypothesis 3¢ was designed to examine whether participants who have experienced
some physical violence in their romantic relationships would perceive males who seek help
as more masculine than those who have not been victims of physical dating violence. This
hypothesis was not found to be significant, #32) =.550, p = .586 (See Table 3). Similarly, a
t-test was used to compare the attitudes of participants who have and have not been victims
of relational dating violence towards the masculinity of a male who sought help for relational
dating violence (hypothesis 3d). This t-test was not significant as there were not enough
participants in either groups #24) = 1.148, p = .262 (See Table 4). This suggests that a larger
sample size is needed and there is no significant difference in the mean perceived masculinity
of men who seek help between those who have and have not experienced some relational

violence in their romantic relationship.
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Rates of Actual Help-Seeking

The fourth set of hypotheses only utilized the participants who were identified as
having experienced some form of physical violence or romantic relational aggression in their
dating relationships. These hypotheses were designed to examine the differences in levels of
conformity to masculine norms in those that reported seeking help versus those that did not
report seeking help. To test these hypotheses, two sets of t-tests were conducted (one for
victims of physical intimate partner violence and one for victims of romantic relational
aggression). To determine whether or not individuals experienced some physical or
relational victimization the same categorization for the third set of hypotheses was utilized,
participants were categorized as experiencing victimization by reporting a 2 or more on at
least one of the questions (on a 7-point type Likert scale) regarding physical victimization or
relational victimization. Furthermore, participants were separated into those who reported to
have and have not sought some help. To conduct this analysis, participants were first
separated into those who have experienced some form of physical or relational violence.
Next, in each group the total number of times participants reported to have sought help was
calculated. Participants were categorized as someone who sought some help for their given
form of dating violence if they reported a 2 (/ time) or more on the questions following the
respective subscale. For example, a participant was identified as seeking some help for
physical victimization if he was categorized as having experienced some form of physical
violence and reported a 2 or more (/ time) on the experiences of help seeking questions
following the physical victimization subscale.

For those who reported some experience of physical intimate partner violence, the

means on total conformity of masculine norms for those who sought help (M =254.50, SD =
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42.42) and those who did not (M = 266.72, SD = 34.31) were not significantly different #47)
=1.113, p = 2.72. However, when comparing the means of the two groups in regards to
emotional control, a subscale of conformity to masculine norms, a significant difference was
found, #(47) = 3.100, p = .003. In other words, on average, participants who did not seek help
reported higher levels on emotional control, indicating higher importance to control emotions
(M =35.50, SD = 8.42) than those who reported to seek help (M = 28.10, SD = 8.02). This
suggests that to those who did not seek help for experiencing some physical victimization,
emotional control was an important factor of masculinity for them (See Table 5).

The second analysis examined participants who have experienced relational violence
to see if there was a difference of levels of conformity to masculine norms between those
who had and had not sought help for romantic relational aggression. Hypothesis 4b
hypothesized that men who reported they did not seek help would report more positive scores
regarding conformity to masculine norms. The t-test that was conducted to test this
hypothesis was not significant #(58) = .927, p = .358. However, the sub-scales of emotional
control and risk taking yielded significant findings. The results indicated on average,
individuals who did not seek help reported significantly higher levels of emotional control
(M = 34.65, SD = 8.93) than those who reported to have sought help (M = 29.56, SD = 7.88;
#(59) = 2.351, p = .022). Further, on average men who did not seek help reported
significantly higher levels of risk taking (M = 33.75, SD = 6.27) than those who did seek help

(M=30.47, SD = 5.63; #(60) = 2.161, p = .034; See Table 6).
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DISCUSSION

The present study examined the attitudes and experiences of heterosexual males
towards physical violence and romantic relational aggression and help seeking behaviors.
This is a population that has not been typically studied in terms of dating violence (Archer,
2000). The present study looked at physical common couple violence and romantic relational
aggression, two types of violence where men report similar rates of victimization to women
(Johnson, 2010; Kelly & Johnson, 2008). The study sought to address the types of
victimization males experience by examining their attitudes and experiences towards dating
violence as well as help seeking. More specifically the study examined the degree to which
conformity to masculine norms influenced heterosexual males (a) attitudes towards help
seeking in general, (b) attitudes towards dating violence, both physical and relational, (c)
perceptions of masculinity for males who seek help for dating violence and (d) help seeking
experiences for those that have experienced some form of victimization.

The primary findings of the present study suggest that higher conformity to masculine
norms are related to (a) negative attitudes towards psychological help seeking in general (b)
more accepting attitudes of intimate partner violence and (c) more tolerant attitudes towards
romantic relational aggression. In addition, significant results suggested that participants who
have experienced some form of romantic relational victimization (a) were more likely to
report more accepting attitudes towards romantic relational aggression, (b) did not seek any
form of help, and (c) were more likely to report higher levels of emotional control and risk-
taking behaviors. Finally, individuals identified as experiencing some form of physical
victimization and reported to have not sought help were more likely to report higher levels of

emotional control.
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The present study was not designed to diminish or draw attention away from female
victims of dating violence or male victims who are in same-sex relationships, but to merely
expand this area of research on dating violence. Males are victims of dating violence and,
regardless of the prevalence; it is imperative to provide resources and attention to this
population (Bagner et al., 2007; Dutton & Nicholls, 2005). It is hoped that this study will
help de-stigmatize psychological help seeking for a population that does not often seek
professional psychological help (Addis & Mahalik, 2003; Boman & Walker, 2010).
Masculine Gender Role Norms and Attitudes Toward Help Seeking

The first set of hypotheses was designed to examine the relationship between
conformity to masculine norms and heterosexual male’s attitudes towards help seeking for
physical and emotional dating violence. Consistent with previous literature (Blazina &
Marks, 2001; Blazina & Watkins, 1996; Boman & Walker, 2010; Good et al., 1989), it was
found that higher levels of conformity to masculine norms was significantly related to
negative attitudes towards psychological help seeking in general. It was theorized that males
who report higher levels of conformity to masculine norms are likely to look less positively
on help seeking in general, and seeking psychological help in particular, because it violates
domains of masculinity as proposed by Mahalik et al. (2003). Furthermore, violation of
gender norms is thought to have more serious negative ramifications for males than females,
such as social condemnation from other males (Pleck, 1981). Fear of the real or imagined
threat to masculinity can lead to over-conformity to these ideals. For example, if a male is
seen as too feminine, or is not perceived to be authoritative enough he may overcompensate

by exaggerating typical male norms such as self-reliance.
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When examining the relationship between help-seeking and the specific domains of
masculinity (as measured by the CMNI), it was found that negative attitudes towards help
seeking were related to endorsement of the following masculine norms: winning, emotional
control, risk-taking, power over women, self-reliance and disdain for homosexuality. The
relationship between emotional control or restrictive emotionality, has been linked to
negative attitudes towards help seeking in previous research (Blazina & Marks, 2001;
Blazina & Watkins, 1996; Good et al., 1989; Levant et al., 2009). However, the subscales of
winning, risk-taking and power over women have not been as commonly related to help
seeking.

It is hypothesized that emotional control, which measures restriction and suppression
of emotions, is related to negative attitudes towards help seeking because traditional gender
roles suggest that in order to appear masculine, males must constantly be in control of their
emotions (Levant et al., 2009). In addition to emotional control, the relationship between
self-reliance, which represents an aversion to asking for help (as measured by the CMNI) and
negative attitudes towards seeking therapeutic help seems consistent with previous research
(Boman & Walker, 2010), which indicated that a need for control and self-reliance
significantly predicted barriers to help seeking. Furthermore, masculine theory suggests that
men should be able to deal with their own emotions without relying on others (Kilmartin,
2000). By avoiding asking for help, males are constricting the utility of the support structures
around them, however they are fulfilling masculine norms (Pleck, 1981).

In prior literature, negative attitudes towards help seeking have not been commonly
associated with attitudes of winning, risk-taking, power over women and disdain for

homosexuality. Various hypotheses can be developed as to why these relationships occurred
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in the current sample. However, further research would need to be conducted to test these
hypotheses. It is believed that the ideal of winning, which examines the desire to win in
general (as measured by the CMNI), suggests competitiveness. By rating winning as an
importance part of masculinity, it may be that these participants view help seeking as losing,
because they are demonstrating behaviors that are not associated with masculine norms
(Pleck, 1981). The subscales of power over women and disdain for homosexuality both
suggest that males who place a value on dominating or eliminating the feminine aspects from
their life, view help seeking in a negative light. These participants may associate
homosexuality and femininity as being inferior. Therefore, by exerting dominance over these
groups, men may feel their identity is distinct from them, meaning they will not be viewed as
feminine or homosexual.
Masculine Gender Roles and Attitudes Towards Dating Violence

Consistent with previous literature (Kimmel, 2000; Levant, 1992), it was found that
greater conformity to masculine norms was related to more accepting attitudes towards
physical intimate partner violence as well as romantic relational aggression. Further analyses
revealed that more tolerant attitudes towards physical dating violence and romantic relational
aggression were related to the following masculine norms: winning, emotional control,
power over women, and dominance. Acceptance of physical intimate partner violence in
general was also related to primacy of work and disdain of homosexuality, while tolerance of
romantic relational aggression was also related to violence.

The significant relationship between the constructs of winning, dominance and
emotional control all suggest a power dynamic that often exists in the masculinity literature

(Kilmartin, 2000; Kimmel, 2000). Men are groomed to fulfill the masculine ideal of being
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the dominant sex both in life and relationships (Kimmel, 2000; Pleck, 1981). Violence is
ingrained in society, in the culture of media and idealized by war and military prowess
(Miedzian, 1991). In addition, masculine norms suggest that in order to be seen as dominant
and worthy, one must engage in violent behaviors as a mean to obtain power, control and
dominance (Pleck, 1981; Kelly & Johnson, 2008). Men who do not engage in these behaviors
are seen as weak individuals who cannot take control of the people around them and are not
worthy of respect (Miedzian, 1991).

In terms of attitudes towards violence against women, this too has been seen as a
concept, which promotes power and control over others. Men may find it emasculating when
women exert power in the relationship and may feel they need to resort to violence in order
to obtain control (Kimmel, 2002). Kelly and Johnson (2008) refer to the Power and Control
Wheel as a means to illuminate the different types and motivations for male to female
violence. The Power and Control Wheel is used to illuminate the most commonly used
coercive and abuse tactics against female domestic violence victims, the wheel includes:
intimidation, emotional abuse, isolation, minimizing, denying and blaming, children, male

privilege, economic abuse and coercion and threats (http://www.theduluthmodel.org). These

methods are viewed as reasons for male-perpetrated violence against women. Each of the
examples of tactics used against women perpetuates male dominant culture, where men
assume and take advantage of power as a means to obtain control.

These motivations may be more commonly used to explain intimate terrorism
(Johnson, 2010; Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 2010). However, it does also explain common
couple violence (Kelly & Johnson, 2008). Intimate terrorism is based on the idea of coercion

and control in the relationship as a means to obtain power, males more often utilize this type
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of violence against females. However, females do engage in this form of violence as well
(Johnson, 2010). Common couple violence is not associated with the coercion, and is more
often the result of an argument or situation that escalates to violence. The present study was
designed to examine common couple violence as opposed to intimate terrorism as the
questions refer to more minor forms of violence.

In the CMNI, the construct dominance refers to a desire to have personal control over
situations in general. Straus (2008) suggested that if dominance was present in the romantic
relationship of college students, that there was an increased likelihood of intimate partner
violence. The findings of the present study suggests that the desire to win (winning), have
power over situations in general (dominance) and the desire to suppress emotions (emotional
control) are all related to more accepting attitudes of dating violence, both physical and
relational. Individuals who endorse these values of power and control in a variety of
situations may be more likely to be accepting of common couple violence, both physical and
emotional, as a means to achieve dominance. The present results were correlational and do
not indicate casual relationship, however previous literature suggests this may be a likely
explanation (Straus, 2008).

In addition, the endorsement of constructs such as, the aversion of being thought of as
gay (disdain of homosexuality) and perceived control over women, both personal and social
(power over women) tie into the theory of dominance and separating oneself from femininity.
The positive relationship between the variables possibly indicates that participants who
placed an importance on power of women and disdain of homosexuality were more accepting
of physical dating violence. This relationship could indicate that tolerance of intimate partner

violence could be related to a stronger desire to fulfill traditional masculine norms of
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appearing powerful. By supporting a disdain for homosexuality and power over women
participants could be suggesting that these groups are passive, and as a means to dissociate
they are more tolerant of the use of violence in relationships.

Finally, an interesting correlation in this hypothesis was that tolerance of physical
violence was positively related to primacy of work. While this relationship was significant,
there is no previous literature connecting these variables to the researchers knowledge. It is
hypothesized the two variables are related because of the “bread winner” stereotype. Men
who place a large emphasis on work being important may also feel it is important to be
someone who is admired because of their dedication to work. Due to this relationship, men
who place a value on being admired for hard work may be more likely to accept violence if it
is seen as an acceptable way to obtain power and control.

Additionally, another interesting finding was the significant relationship between
tolerance of relational violence, but not physical partner violence, and the violence subscale
of the CMNI. It is striking that there is a positive relationship with romantic relational
aggression and violence, as romantic relational aggression is not viewed as violent in the
traditional or overt sense (Bagner et al., 2007). However, it may be its more covert nature
that drives this relationship. Nelson et al. (2008) found verbal aggression as the most
normatively perceived type of aggression in female-to-male aggression in college students.
Masculine Gender Role Norms and Perceptions of Help-Seekers Masculinity

The second set of hypotheses was designed to examine the relationship between
conformity to masculine norms and perceptions of masculinity of males who seek help for
dating violence as measured by the vignettes. Previous literature has indicated males who

place an importance on masculinity have negative attitudes towards help seeking (Addis &
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Mahalik, 2003; Boman & Walker, 2010). Help seeking is seen as a violation of masculine
norms, therefore by seeking help a male is violating these norms. In the present study it was
suggested that the greater the emphasis on conformity to masculine norms participants held,
the more negative attitudes towards help seeking were reported. Due to the findings that
males view help seeking for themselves as negative it was believed the same would hold true
for other men. Therefore, it was hypothesized males who reported conformity to masculine
norms as more important than those who did not would be more likely to report less
masculine perceptions of a male who sought help for either physical or romantic relational
dating violence.

When examining the relationship between subscription to masculine norms and
perceptions of masculinity of a male who sought help for physical or relational dating
violence no significant results were found. One possible explanation is that this lack of
significance was found due to the small n-size of these correlations. The n-size was smaller
for these analyses as participants were randomly assigned one of four vignettes on dating
violence and only two of the four were analyzed in the present study. In the future, these
analyses will be reassessed with a larger n-size to better determine whether the lack of
significance was due to the n-size or other reasons. Regardless, the present study suggests
that overall conformity to masculine norms is not related to perceptions of masculinity of
others.

Further analyses were conducted, yielding significant results which suggested that
participants who viewed winning as an important part of their masculinity were more likely
than those who did not to report less masculine perceptions of men who sought help for

relational dating violence. This suggests that of the participants who completed the relational
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violence vignette where the participant sought help, those who scored high on the winning
subscale were significantly related to lower perceptions of masculinity of the man who
sought help. The relationship between winning and viewing men who sought help for
relational dating violence as less masculine may be explained by competitiveness. Males are
socialized to be competitive (Kimmel, 2000) and as winning was related to negative attitudes
towards help seeking, as a previous analysis suggested, participants in this analysis may view
winning as a part of masculinity. The present results could potentially be explained by
feelings of winning by the participant over the individual who sought help, who therefore
appeared weak. This competition may be expressed by lower rates of perceived masculinity.
Victims of Dating Violence

The third set of hypotheses were formulated based on qualitative studies, which have
indicated that males who have experienced dating violence are more likely to be accepting of
dating violence in general (Allen-Collinson, 2009; Carney et al., 2007). It is hypothesized
that males who have experienced some form of dating violence are more accepting of it in
general because if it is seen as normative, it is not as damaging to masculinity (Allen-
Collinson, 2009). This is seen as a protective measure for men. The first two hypotheses
examined the differences of attitudes regarding romantic relational and physical dating
violence between those who reported to have or have not previously experienced some form
of dating violence.

When examining the differences in attitudes towards physical and relational violence
in relationships between those who have and have not experienced some form of dating
violence a significant relationship was found between romantic relational aggression victims

but not for physical dating violence. The significant finding indicated that individuals who
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have experienced some form of romantic relational dating violence are more tolerant of
romantic relational aggression in relationships than those who have not experienced some
form of this type of dating violence. This finding suggests that males who have experienced
some form of relational dating violence view these behaviors as more normative (Nelson et
al., 2008).

This may suggest desensitization to the type of violence, however this fails to explain
the lack of significant difference in attitudes towards physical dating violence between those
who have and have not experienced physical dating violence. The present study revealed no
significant difference in the mean scores of tolerance towards physical intimate partner
violence in relationships between those who have and have not experienced some degree of
physical dating violence. This lack of significance can be explained in a multitude of ways,
such as, the measure used or the view of physical dating violence by males. The IPVAS-R
scale used in the present study yielded poor reliability, a = .474, therefore the scale may have
not accurately measured tolerance of physical dating violence in romantic relationships the
way the present study intended.

Furthermore, when analyses were conducted to assess the differences between
attitudes of physical dating violence and romantic relational aggression no significant results
were found between individuals who reported more “extreme” scores of victimization (a
score of 5 or higher) and those who had not reported extreme experiences of victimization.
This suggests that there may not be a significant difference between individuals who have
and have not experienced some degree of victimization and their attitudes towards dating
violence. Further studies will need to be conducted and a larger sample size should be

obtained in order to accurately assess this finding.
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In addition, differences in perceptions of masculinity for those men who sought help
between those who have and have not experienced some form of dating violence were also
examined. Allen-Collinson (2009) suggested that males who have been victims of dating
violence would see males who sought help as more masculine. Despite viewing men as less
masculine if they sought help when looking at conformity to masculine norms in general, it is
believed that males who have experienced some form of dating violence would view those
that did as a role model, and view them as slightly more masculine than males who have not
experienced any form of physical or relational dating violence.

Potentially due to small n-sizes the analyses did not yield significant results. Again,
this is possibly due to the fact that participants were randomly assigned to one of four
vignettes and only the vignettes where the man in the vignette sought help were analyzed. In
addition to the small » size, this analysis only looked at participants who have and have not
experienced some form of dating violence, which made the 7 size even smaller. It is hoped
that future analyses will be re-run with more participants and yield significant results.

Rates of Actual Help-Seeking Among Victims

The fourth set of hypotheses examined the differences of adherence to masculine
norms (CMNI) between those who did or did not seek help for dating violence after being
categorized as having experienced some form of dating violence. Negative attitudes towards
help seeking is linked to issues of masculinity, and the desire to not been seen as effeminate
or weak. Heterosexual male victims of physical and relational dating violence often report
low self-esteem and high levels of depression and anxiety (Allen-Collinson, 2009; Goldstein
et al., 2008; Linder et al., 2002). These feelings may make men feel less in control of their

emotions, leading them to be ashamed or embarrassed about feelings (Allen-Collinson, 2009;
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Archer, 2003; Macchietto, 1992). Men are significantly less likely to seek psychological
treatment and leaving depression or anxiety untreated may lead to negative repercussions
(Blazina & Marks, 2001).

Help seeking in the present study focused exclusively on mental health services.
Mental health services were used to identify help seeking as opposed to police or the hospital
as the present study seeks to provide resources for clinicians. It was hypothesized that
individuals who have experienced some form of dating violence and hold masculine norms
as important (higher scores on CMNI) will be less likely to identify they have sought help for
their victimization. This is due to previous findings, which suggest higher conformity to
masculine norms are related to more negative attitudes towards help seeking (Blazina &
Marks, 2001; Blazina & Watkins, 1996; Boman & Walker, 2010; Good et al., 1989).

To conduct the analysis, only the sample of participants who were categorized as
having had experienced physical or relational dating violence (see previous analyses for
method in determining this) and were used in the following analyses. Whether or not
participants were classified as seeking help or not was determined based on their responses to
the questions about help seeking following the CRAVIS subscales. If participants reported to
have utilized help seeking at least one or more times they were categorized as individuals
who sought help. Help seeking sources listed included: friends, family, counselor/therapist,
religious figure, hotline/anonymous source or other.

Of the participants who were identified as experiencing some relational victimization,
32% reported they did not seek help, 30% reported having sought help at least once and 38%

did not respond (See Figure 7). Of the participants who were identified as experiencing some
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physical victimization, 32% reported having never sought help, 24% reported they had
sought some form of help at least once and 44% did not respond (See Figure 6).

No significant differences were found between the importance of conformity to
masculine norms and help seeking experiences for either physical or romantic relational
dating violence. This finding suggests that there are no current differences between the
adherence to masculine norms for individuals who do and do not seek some form of help for
dating violence. This could possibly be due to the smaller n-sizes as the analyses began to
examine the more specified populations.

In contrast to the lack of significance with overall conformity to masculine norms,
there were significant differences in the reports of the importance of emotional control
(higher scores) between individuals who reported to have sought some form of help and
those who did not for both physical and romantic relational dating violence. This finding
indicates that males who emphasize the importance of emotional control (higher scores on
subscale) were less likely to seek help from a variety of sources at least once. Emotional
control is associated with negative attitudes towards help seeking, as seen in the present
study and a variety of others (Blazina & Watkins, 1996; Boman & Walker, 2010; Good &
Wood, 1995). Therefore, it appears logical that males who report a higher emphasis on
emotional control are more likely to report fewer help seeking behaviors for both physical
and relational dating violence. By placing an importance on emotional control it is
hypothesized participants are indicating they do not value sharing emotions, which is
common in help seeking behaviors. Furthermore, when explaining lower help seeking
behaviors when individuals who have experienced some form of physical dating violence

report more importance on emotional control it is important to keep in mind the
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stigmatization of physical dating violence. Allen-Collinson (2009) suggested that emotional
control is a possible coping mechanism for victims of physical dating violence. The
researcher found that males in physically abusive relationships were more likely to utilize
self-control and avoid expressing emotions to their partner for fear it would instigate more
violence. This could be replicated by the present findings, suggesting participants who utilize
emotional control may not seek help for fear it would instigate their partner to engage in
more violence if the partner found out.

In addition, it was also found that for individuals who experienced some form of
romantic relational violence, those who reported to have not sought some form of help
reported more of an emphasis on risk-taking behaviors than those who sought some form of
help. This suggests that higher levels of risk taking are related to lower help seeking
behaviors for victims of romantic relational aggression. Previous literature on both help
seeking and romantic relational aggression suggests that while seen as more normative,
relational aggression is not viewed as true violence (Bagner et al., 2007; Jackson, 1999;
Nelson et al., 2008). Based on this knowledge, it can be assumed that help seeking for
romantic relational aggression is seen as a risk to an individual’s masculinity. Earlier in the
study, it was suggested that adherence to risk taking behaviors was associated with negative
attitudes towards help seeking in general. Similar implications are found here, that higher
adherence to risk-taking behaviors may be related a lack of help seeking behaviors for
romantic relational dating violence. Risk-taking uses statements such as, “taking dangerous
risks help to prove myself.” This suggests that it is measuring the importance of engagement
in risky behaviors to prove masculinity. By not seeking help, which may be construed as a

risky behavior, may be an additional way to prove masculinity. This suggests to others that
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although the behavior is harmful, it is not some that is dangerous enough to challenge in the
individual’s masculinity.

Finally, it should be noted that majority of the participants who reported to have
experienced some form of physical or relational victimization did not respond to the question
about help seeking (38% did not respond for relational victimization, 44% for physical
victimization). While this may be indicative that participants did not believe they had
experienced victimization, it is also fitting for this population. As it has been stated,
heterosexual males are at a lower likelihood to seek help than women (Addis & Mabhalik,
2003), although a lack of response does not necessarily indicate participants in the present
study did not seek help. It may suggest that males do not report in general. However, this is
in contrast to evidence which suggests that when males are victimized they are likely to
overestimate the violence they have experienced as well as be more likely to report the
violence and continue to press charges (Kimmel, 2002). This research is not supported by the
findings of the current study conducted. This leaves an open question to better understand the
reasons why males did not report anything in response to the help seeking experience
questions.

Implications for Counseling

Male victims of physical dating violence report using similar coping skills as female
victims, including emotional distancing, self-blaming, meditation, trying to control own
emotions, and not show pain or anger to aggressor (Allen-Collinson, 2009). These skills are
internalized and protect victims from telling others about their victimization. One man in a
qualitative study described how he would write about his experiences of victimization in the

third-person to provide emotional distance since the actual event was too emotional (Allen-
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Collinson, 2009). This demonstrates that although men do not openly discuss the experiences
of victimization, the victimization still can be traumatizing.

Drawing attention to the experiences of males does not need to challenge their
masculinity, however it is often viewed as doing just that (Blazina & Marks, 2001). This
provides an opportunity for future work to be done exploring more of the psychological
implications of victimization. If males are not seeking help from professional psychological
sources, then how can clinicians aid these victims in processing their experiences? There is a
need for mental health services for this population. However, in the current sample only 30%
reported seeking help at least once for romantic relational victimization and 24% sought help
at least once for physical victimization. Based on previous research and findings from the
current study it seems that this might in part be due to endorsement of masculine gender role
norms (Addis & Mahalik, 2003; Blazina & Marks, 2001).

Males are significantly less likely than females to seek professional help in general
(Addis & Mahalik, 2003). Therefore a goal of this study was to understand heterosexual
male’s experiences and attitudes towards help seeking. Blazina and Marks (2001), conducted
a study to gauge men’s opinions on seeking treatment in the form of individual therapy,
psycho-education or an all-male support group. Overall, they found men who reported a
higher adherence to traditional gender roles were inversely related to negative help seeking
views, indicating the higher the conformity to masculine norms, the more negative attitudes
towards help seeking. In addition, males who reported higher adherence to gender norms
viewed the all-male support group the most negatively unless they had prior experience in

counseling.
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Men who reported high levels of restrictive emotionality and negative perceptions of
help-seeking were more likely to rate individual therapy more positively than the other
options (Blazina & Marks, 2001). This response may suggest men who have difficulty
expressing emotions to others may feel more comfortable in individual therapy, where they
will not need to expose themselves emotionally to many people, just one. Because of this
belief, privacy is an integral part of treatment. Many men are afraid of the potential
repercussions of being identified as someone who seeks psychological treatment, which may
explain why group therapy appeared more threatening. Although the present findings did not
examine the types of therapy that are most acceptable, the results suggest that many males
often will fail to report any experiences, and it may be due to the feeling of its violation of
privacy or masculinity.

In the present study, of males who were identified as having experienced some form
of physical victimization, of those who reported to have sought help 32.7% reported to have
sought help from a friend, 18.6% sought help from family, 5.6% sought help from a
counselor or therapist, 5.6% sought help from a religious figure, 5.6% from an anonymous
source or hotline and 3.9% said other such as, “music” and “my girlfriend” (See Figure 8).
Males who were categorized as experiencing romantic relational victimization and sought
help cited seeking help from a friend as a common source (55.2%), 30.5% sought help from
family, 6% sought help from a counselor, 6% from a religious figure, 4.5% from an
anonymous source or hotline and 4.8% reported other, such as “my girlfriend,” and “my
partner’s ex” (See Figure 9). The findings on the sources of help seeking suggest that
regardless of the type of victimization, participants are likely to utilize their friends for the

most part. While the gender of friends is not specified this suggests that males are more
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likely to utilize informal sources of help, as opposed to professional psychological sources.
Part of the reason why males may not seek help from professional sources is due to the
stigma of help seeking (Blazina & Marks, 2001). However, another part of why male may
not seek help could be related to the actual stigma mental health professionals hold regarding
male victims of dating violence (Macchietto, 1992).

Based on the present findings and previous literature of help seeking for males it
seems that psycho-education is the most beneficial way to express the normativeness of
victimization to heterosexual males (Addis & Mahalik, 2003). By providing heterosexual
males with psycho-education about the prevalence of dating violence as well as male
victimization, males may be more likely to seek out help. Furthermore, if therapy is
formatted in a more psycho-educational way, it may appear to be more general at first which
can be less threatening to males masculine identity (Blazina & Marks, 2001). By making
therapy more structured and less about sharing emotions, it may change male’s attitudes
about help seeking to be more positive. Blazina and Marks (2001) found that males who had
previous experiences with therapy were more open to an all-male support group. This finding
suggests that encouraging males to seek help in a non-threatening way may be the most
beneficial way to encourage engagement in psychological help seeking.

Macchietto (1992) utilizes six strategies in an effort to break down stereotypes mental
health professionals may hold regarding male victims of dating violence. It is imperative that
professionals are aware of the barriers to help seeking man men hold, especially in terms of
dating violence, in order to best serve this population. According to Macchietto (1992), it is
imperative for counselors to be sensitive to male victims and strive to de-gender their

approach by engaging in (a) recognition, (b) role reversal, (c) stereotype busting, (d) direct
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reframes and (e) universal education. Recognition refers to acknowledging the victimization
is occurring, to avoid blaming or shaming the victim. Role reversal is when the clinician
mentally changes the gender of the client in their mind so they feel more compassionate. This
will also help them ask the questions they may typically ask female victims, but not males.
This technique is designed to help clinicians keep an open mind. Stereotype busting refers to
directly attacking stereotypes that the clinicians may hold that males cannot be victims or
abused. Direct reframes are when the clinician changes the conceptual or emotional setting
and places it in a different light for clients. This can be done with humor, metaphors,
paradoxes, etc. This helps the client see their situation in another light, and may become
more accepting of them. Finally, universal education refers to an attempt to provide clients
with an understanding that victimization and aggression are universal across sexes. This
helps get to the root cause of violence and helps men see they are not alone in their struggles
(Macchietto, 1992).
Limitations

Self-Report Data. The primary limitation of this research and the current study is
that it relies on self-report data. Self-report data is biased because it relies on the participants
to be truthful in their responses. Majority of the data on domestic violence is based on self-
reports, which again may be biased because people may want to present themselves in a
certain light. For example, it has been suggested that in cases of intimate partner violence,
men are more likely to underestimate and females are likely to overestimate their
perpetration (Kimmel, 2002). It is assumed this is due in part to gender roles. Males view it
as their right, but not necessarily the right thing to do when engaging in violence against

women, and women view perpetrator of violence as a violation of feminine gender roles,

[4



which suggest they should be passive (Das Dasgupta, 2002; Kimmel, 2002). In the future, a
social desirability scale could be included to help better understand if participants are
reporting certain views of themselves. Participants also could be untruthful with their
experiences in regards to being victimized, and a social desirability scale would be helpful to
determine that as well.

It is difficult to utilize other methods of assessment other than self-report since there
are few police and hospital records of male victimization (Carney et al. 2007) and the type of
common couple violence and relational aggression measured in the current study rarely gets
reported (Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 2010). As previously stated, this does not mean that males
are not victims of heterosexual dating violence, but that the types of violence men are most
likely to be victims of are rarely reported or that men in general are less likely to utilize
formal methods of help seeking or reporting victimization. This later hypothesis is supported
by the findings from the present study, which suggested that males who place an emphasis on
conformity to masculine norms are related to having negative attitudes towards psychological
help seeking. Further, the present study found support that males who are identified as
experiencing some relational or physical victimization are most likely to seek out friends as a
source for help seeking than the other options provided in the present study.

In addition to being self-report, the concepts and constructs examined in the present
study are gendered in nature. This suggests that people have preconceived notions about the
gender of perpetrators and the underlying motivation for dating violence. This is a limitation
when interpreting the results. The present study did not examine male’s experiences of
perpetrating violence, which may appear to be a limitation to some researchers, yet in the

present study attitudes and experiences for help seeking were being examined. The present
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study used measures and constructs, which are gendered in language, which may create an
unknown bias for individuals taking the surveys. For example, the IPVAS-R and ARA used
gender neutral language and assessed attitudes towards dating violence in general, not
specifically female-to-male violence. Therefore, the attitudes towards dating violence may be
representative of participant’s views on male-to-female violence and not partner violence in
general.

Sample Size and Measures. In the present study a reliable sample size was obtained
(N =119), however due to the array of analyses, participants were often separated and
categorized based on experiencing of some form of victimization, help seeking experiences,
etc. which left a smaller sample size when comparing groups. Although this was expected to
be an issue when comparing individuals who had and had not experienced some degree of
victimization, it was not realized that randomly assigning participants one of four vignette’s
to assess perceptions of masculinity would be an issue. When running the analyses it became
apparent that after being categorized based on victimization that there were not a consistent
number of people in each group. This made it difficult to run some analyses (hypotheses 3¢
and 3d). In the future, it is hoped that the analyses will be re-run with a larger sample in an
effort to understand if non-significance was found due to a small n-size or a lack of
difference between the groups.

In addition to the small n-size there was low reliability for the IPVAS-R, which was
used to measure attitudes towards physical dating violence. The low reliability of this scale in
the present study, Cronbach’s a = .474, suggests poor reliability so it is with caution that
results related to this measure are interpreted and generalized. As previously discussed, it is

difficult to find reliable scales regarding intimate partner violence (Langhinrichsen-Rohling,
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2010; Kimmel, 2002); therefore the present scale was used in an effort to avoid bias. This
may not be the case, and it is with urgency that a new scale be created to assist researchers in
conducting more reliable research on dating violence.

Similarly, the demographics provided a concern about generalizability of the present
findings in terms of racial identity. While the rest of the demographics from the present study
are representative of the population sampled, the racial identities are not. Majority of the
participants were Caucasian, however only 0.8% identified as Black-American. The present
study included bi-racial (3.4%) and multi-racial as options (3.4%), therefore participants who
identify as other minority groups may have selected these options without specifying their
racial make-up. Another possibly reason for the low report of Black-American participants
could be the language used. Some African-Americans may dislike the use of Black-
Americans, however, Jamaican-Americans and other non-African Black-American groups
prefer the more generalized identification. Despite the reasons, it is recommended that further
data be collected to provide a more robust sample for the present study before generalizing
findings with more confidence. It is hoped that with a larger, more representative sample that
these findings will be able to assist a multitude of males, of all racial backgrounds.
Furthermore, if more information is obtained, additional analyses can be run assessing any
possible differences of attitudes and experiences of help seeking or victimization of racial
groups. This may be beneficial, as previous research has suggested that females of different
racial groups report different experiences of victimization (Kelly & Johnson, 2008).

Context of Victimization. The present study only examines heterosexual males
attitudes and experiences for help seeking in regards to victimization. The study does not

examine instances of perpetration nor does it examine the context of victimization. Although
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the study is not proposing that males are more likely to be victimized than any other group, it
could be claimed the data is biased based on the lack of context. If the scales used allowed a
better understanding of the context in which individuals experienced some form of
victimization, it may better provide clinicians with information about why males did or did
not seek help in the given situation. In the future, it is hoped that obtaining self-reports of
both male and female dating partners experiences of victimization and perpetration will
illuminate a better understanding of male’s experiences of victimization. Furthermore,
understanding the context in which male victimization occurs, whether it is in common
couple violence or even intimate terrorism, will better prepare mental health professionals to
aid victims and help researchers understand the need for support for male victims.

In addition to this limitation there is also the question of whether or not the present
study accurately obtained an understanding of individuals who have experienced some
degree of victimization. The present study utilized the conceptualization of individuals who
have experienced some degree of victimization by grouping individuals who reported to have
experienced a 2 or more on at least one question of the CRAViS subscales. While this was
effective for the present studies analyses and useful for the basis of a pilot study, moving
forward a more efficient means for categorizing will be needed. Additionally, it is believed
that obtaining qualitative or couple reports from partners involved in common couple
violence and romantic relational aggression will provide researchers with clearer information
regarding victimization rates,

Future Directions
Going beyond the clinical implications for the present study, potential future

directions for the present work would be to first obtain a larger sample size that is more
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diverse in terms of racial identity and age. This will allow the present study to generalize the
findings with more confidence. Furthermore, it would be informative for the researchers to
know the extent to which individuals adhere to the findings regarding masculine norms in
different ages and ethnic background. In understanding the breadth of the present results
researchers and clinicians will be better able to assist the effected populations.

Furthermore, developing a couples study where both participants in heterosexual
couples respond to provide insight into who is violent and compare the results of each
member’s response. The CRAViS was originally designed to assess couple responses and has
been shown to be reliable in measuring responses of both partners (Carroll et al., 2010). By
obtaining responses from both partner’s experiences of perpetration and victimization of
physical and relational violence, researchers will be able to better understand the prevalence
of common couple violence. Furthermore, the Conformity to Feminine Norms Inventory
(Mahalik et al., 2005) can be given to females to assess a possible relationship between
violence and female norms (Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 2010).

In addition, a future direction from the present study would be to understand the
motivation of female perpetrators of dating violence. Langhinrichsen-Rohling (2010)
discussed that a potential motivation for male-directed, female-perpetrated dating violence
could be due to self-defense or the cycle of bidirectional violence. Violence that is either
bidirectional or in self-defense is difficult to measure as there are motivations for males and
females to both under and over-report victimization in different situations (Kimmel, 2002).
By conducting a study with a qualitative component may allow couples to be more

forthcoming about their experiences of victimization as well as perpetration. By obtaining
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responses from both partners, researchers may be able to understand what triggers
bidirectional common couple violence and develop interventions to end its occurrence.
Conclusion

Masculinity has been viewed as a limiting construct and the development of the
CMNI and acceptance of social construction of gender has helped broaden the definition to
an extent. Many men still struggle with the contradictory and inconsistent basis of
masculinity and will over conform in an effort to maintain the notion of masculinity (Levant,
1992). A shift in thinking still needs to occur in order to allow men to explore the strengths
of being masculine, while understanding the psychological constraints it provides. A change
in the mainstream mindset also needs to occur in an effort to view masculinity on a
continuum instead of being static and unchanging (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Mahalik
et al., 2003; Pleck, 1981).

The present study examined the attitudes and experiences of heterosexual males, a
neglected population (Archer, 2000). In addition, the present study assessed the relationship
between conformity to masculine norms and attitudes towards (a) help seeking in general, (b)
physical intimate partner violence, (¢) romantic relational aggression (d) perceptions of
masculinity of males who seek help for dating violence and (e) help seeking experiences for
individuals who have experienced some form of violence. The present study found
significant evidence indicating importance of conformity to masculine norms was related to
negative attitudes towards help seeking, and more tolerant attitudes towards physical and
relational dating violence. In addition, the present study suggests that males who do not seek
help for physical or relational dating violence report higher levels of emotional control than

those who seek help. The results of the present findings are consistent with previous research,
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which suggests higher conformity to masculine norms is related to negative attitudes towards
help seeking (Boman & Walker, 2010) and positive attitudes towards physical intimate
partner violence (Kilmartin, 2000; Kimmel, 2000) and romantic relational aggression.
Furthermore, the results of the present study have implications for the impact of masculinity
on heterosexual males’ attitudes and experiences of help seeking for common couple dating
violence.

Heterosexual males are not often viewed as victims of common couple violence (Das
Dasgupta, 2002), however previous research has suggested they are (Johnson, 2010). Many
studies have explored male perpetration while ignoring female perpetrators of intimate
partner violence (Dobash & Dobash, 2004). By maintaining this bias, men who experience
physical or relational violence from female partners may feel that they have fewer support
options (Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 2010). By understanding the underlying attitudes for
heterosexual males who experience some form of common couple violence, whether
emotional or physical, clinicians will be better able to assist changing heterosexual male’s
outlook towards help seeking. As Kimmel (2002) notes, “compassion for victims of violence
is not a zero-sum game” (p. 1354). Males deserve the same attention and compassion as

female victims of dating violence.
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TABLES

Table 1.

Means of Attitudes Towards Intimate Partner Violence for those who have (n = 65) and have not (n =
54) experienced some form of physical dating violence in their romantic relationships.

Variable Subsample M SD t
IPVAS-R Experienced physical violence 50.06 4.60 .795
Did not experience violence 49.39 4.58

Notes. * p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. df=117. IPVAS-R = Intimate Partner Violence Scale Revised.
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Table 2.

Means of Tolerance of Romantic Relational Aggress for those who have (n = 98) and have not (n =
13) experienced some form of romantic dating violence.

Variable

Subsample M SD t

ARA- Tolerance

Experienced relational violence  34.41 9.77  3.07**

Did not experience relational 28.86 6.93
violence

Notes. * p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. df=117. ARA — Tolerance = Romantic Relational Aggression
Attitudes Scales — Tolerance
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Table 3.

Means of Perceptions of Masculinity of Male who Sought Help for Physical Dating Violence for those
who have (n = 16) and have not (n = 18) experienced some form of physical dating violence in their
romantic relationships.

Variable Subsample M SD t
PDVSH Experienced physical 425 1.29 -550
violence

Did not experience physical 4.56  1.92

violence
Notes. * p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. df = 32. PDVSH = Physical Dating Violence Vignette Seeks
Help.

70



Table 4.

Means of Perceptions of Masculinity of Male Who Sought Help for Relational Violence for those who
have (n = 25) and have not (n = 1) experienced some form of relational dating violence in their

romantic relationships.

Variable Subsample M SD t
RDVSH Experienced relational 3.68 1.43 1.15
violence

Did not experience relational ~ 2.00 -
violence

Notes. * p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. df = 24. RDVSH = Relational Dating Violence Vignette Seeks

Help.
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Table 5.

Means of Major Variables for Those Who Have Sought Help (n = 31) and Those Who Have Not (n =
20) for Physical Dating Violence in Romantic Relationships.

Variable Subsample M SD t

CMNI — Total Did not seek help 266.72  34.31 1.11
Sought help 25450 42.42

CMNI — Winning Did not seek help 29.29 8.82 401
Sought help 28.86 8.26

CMNI — Emotional Control Did not seek help 35.50 8.43 3.10%*
Sought help 28.10 8.02

CMNI - Risk Taking Did not seek help 33.13 6.48 1.17
Sought help 30.90 6.78

CMNI — Violence Did not seek help 27.45 4.62 .860
Sought help 25.95 6.87

CMNI — Power Over Women  Did not seek help 18.90 3.69 -.541
Sought help 19.55 4.82

CMNI — Dominance Did not seek help 11.48 2.80 -.263
Sought help 11.70 2.96

CMNI — Playboy Did not seek help 27.96 8.24 278
Sought help 27.35 6.88

CMNI — Self-reliance Did not seek help 16.03 4.48 .597
Sought help 15.20 5.41

CMNI — Primacy of Work Did not seek help 20.90 4.94 .613
Sought help 20.05 4.72

CMNI — Disdain of Did not seek help 28.00 6.52 497

Homosexuality Sought help 2695  8.40

CMNI — Pursuit of Status Did not seek help 21.19 2.86 .888
Sought help 20.45 3.02

Notes. * p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. df = 47. CMNI = Conformity to Masculine Norms
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Table 6.

Means of Major Variables for Those Who Have Sought Help (n = 32) and Those Who Have Not (n =
30) for Romantic Relational Dating Violence in Romantic Relationships.

Variable Subsample M SD t

CMNI — Total Did not seek help 267.07 38.50 927
Sought help 258.90 29.11

CMNI — Winning Did not seek help 29.69 8.78 364
Sought help 28.93 7.41

CMNI — Emotional Control Did not seek help 34.65 8.93 2.35%
Sought help 29.57 7.89

CMNI - Risk Taking Did not seek help 33.75 6.27 2.16*
Sought help 30.46 5.65

CMNI — Violence Did not seek help 27.84 5.64 1.88+
Sought help 25.30 4.98

CMNI — Power Over Women  Did not seek help 19.28 4.34 309
Sought help 18.97 3.61

CMNI — Dominance Did not seek help 12.25 3.05 1.73
Sought help 11.10 2.14

CMNI — Playboy Did not seek help 26.66 8.18 -1.73
Sought help 30.07 7.27

CMNI — Self-reliance Did not seek help 15.94 5.19 18
Sought help 15.10 3.94

CMNI — Primacy of Work Did not seek help 20.84 4.95 617
Sought help 20.10 4.51

CMNI — Disdain of Did not seek help 27.87 7.64 =216

Homosexuality Sought help 2827 6.64

CMNI — Pursuit of Status Did not seek help 21.28 2.79 343
Sought help 21.03 2.91

Notes. * p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. df = 58. CMNI = Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory.
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Figure 6.

Frequencies of Help Seeking Experiences of Participants who have Experienced Some Form
of Physical Victimization (n = 65).

¥ Did Not Seek Help
" Sought Help At Least Once
¥ Did Not Respond

30%

70



Figure 7.

Frequencies of Help Seeking Experiences of Participants who have Experienced Some Form
of Relational Victimization (n = 98).
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Figure 8.

Frequencies of Sources Utilized by Participants Who Experienced Some Form of Physical

Victimization and Sought Help.
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Figure 9.

Frequencies of Sources Utilized by Participants who Experienced Some Form of Relational
Victimization and Sought Help.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A: Demographics Survey

1. Please indicate your gender:
A. Male
B. Female
C. Other

2. Please indicate your age (in whole numbers, eg. 18)

3. Please indicate your sexual orientation:
A. Heterosexual
B. Homosexual
C. Bisexual
D. Other

4. Where did you hear about this study?
A. Facebook
B. SUNY New Paltz
C. Wagner College

5. Are you a student?
A.Yes
B. No

6. If you answered yes, to the above question, What is your current standing in school:

A. Freshman

B. Sophomore

C. Junior

D. Senior

E. Graduate Student
F. N/A

7. What is the highest level of education you have obtained?
A. Some High School
B. High School
C. Some college
D. College (2 year school) — Associate’s degree
E. College (4 year school) — Bachelor’s degree
F. Graduate School — Master’s degree
G. Graduate School — Doctoral degree

8. What racial identity you most closely identify with?

R



1. Caucasian

2. Black-American
3. American Indian or Alaska Native
4. Asian

5. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
6. Bi-racial (please specity)
7. Multi-racial (please specify)

9. How many people have you causally dated (in whole numbers)?

10. How many people have you had an exclusive committed relationships with (in whole
numbers)?

11. What is your current relationship status?
A. Single
B. Causally dating
C. Exclusive relationship
D. Married
E. Divorced
F. Widowed

12. If you are currently in a relationship, how long have you and your current partner been
together? years, months

R4



APPENDIX B: Sample Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory

The following pages contain a series of statements about how people might think, feel or
behave. The statements are designed to measure attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors associated
with both traditional and non-traditional masculine gender roles.

Thinking about your own actions, feelings and beliefs, please indicate how much you
personally agree or disagree with each statement by circling SD for "Strongly Disagree",
D for "Disagree", A for "Agree", or SA for "Strongly agree" to the left of the statement.
There are no right or wrong responses to the statements. You should give the responses that
most accurately describe your personal actions, feelings and beliefs. It is best if you respond
with your first impression when answering.

1. It is best to keep your emotions hidden SD D A SA
2. In general, I will do anything to win SD D A SA
3. If I could, I would frequently change sexual partners SD D A SA
4. If there is going to be violence, I find a way to avoid it SD D A SA
5. It is important to me that people think I am heterosexual SD D A SA
6. In general, I must get my way SD D A SA
7. Trying to be important is the greatest waste of time SD D A SA
8. I am often absorbed in my work SD D A SA
9. I will only be satisfied when women are equal to men SD D A SA
10. I hate asking for help SD D A SA
11. Taking dangerous risks helps me to prove myself SD D A SA
12. In general, I do not expend a lot of energy trying to win at things SD D A SA
13. An emotional bond with a partner is the best part of sex SD D A SA
14. I should take every opportunity to show my feelings SD D A SA
15. I believe that violence is never justified SD D A SA
16. Being thought of as gay is not a bad thing SD D A SA

RS



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

In general, I do not like risky situations
I should be in charge

Feelings are important to show

I feel miserable when work occupies all my attention

I feel best about my relationships with women when we are equals

Winning is not my first priority

I make sure that people think I am heterosexual
I enjoy taking risks

I am disgusted by any kind of violence

I would hate to be important

I love to explore my feelings with others

If I could, I would date a lot of different people
I ask for help when I need it

My work is the most important part of my life
Winning isn’t everything, it’s the only thing

I never take chances

I would only have sex if [ was in a committed relationship

I like fighting

I treat women as equals

I bring up my feelings when talking to others

I would be furious if someone thought I was gay

I only get romantically involved with one person

RA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA

SD D A SA



APPENDIX C: Attitudes Towards Seeking Professional Psychological Help — Short Form

Please respond to the following items as accurately and honestly as possible. Remember that
your responses are anonymous. There are no wrong answers. It is important that you answer
every item.

Directions: For each statement below, decide whether you disagree, somewhat
disagree, somewhat agree, or agree. Circle the number for each statement to indicate your

response.

For this survey, the term “professional mental health ol 2ol s

services” refers to any services provided by the following & "; 2 "; g 8
. . . .. on on S S

persons: psychologist, psychiatrist, counselor, or clinical s g s g 22

social worker a 3 a 3

1. If I believed I was having a mental health difficulties, my first

T . . 0 1 2

inclination would be to seek professional attention

2. The idea of talking about problems with a mental health

professional strikes me as a poor way of getting rid of emotional 0 1 2

conflicts.

3. If I were experiencing a serious emotional crisis at this point in

my life, I would be confident that I could find relief in 0 1 2

professional mental health services.

4. There is something admirable in the attitude of a person who is
willing to cope with his/her conflicts and fears without resorting 0 1 2
to professional mental health services.

5. I would want to get professional mental health services if [ was

worried or upset for a long period of time. 0 ! 2
6. I might want to have professional mental health services in the 0 1 )
future.

7. A person with an emotional problem is not likely to solve it alone; 0 1 )
he or she is likely to solve it with professional mental health services.

8. Considering time and expense involved with professional mental 0 1 )
health services, it would have doubtful value for a person like me.

9. A person should work out his or her own problems; getting 0 1 )
professional mental health services would be a last resort.

10. Personal and emotional troubles, like many things, tend to work 0 1 )

out by themselves.
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APPENDIX D: Romantic Relationships Attitudes (ARA)

Section 1 — (Attributions)
There can be many reasons for violent behaviour in a dating relationship. We would like your
opinions of these reasons. For each reason listed below, rate how acceptable you feel it is.

The reason given is: 1 2 3 4 5
totally mildly mildly fairly
completely
unacceptable unacceptable acceptable acceptable
acceptable

A guy is violent to his girlfriend...

1. Because his girlfriend became too clingy. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Because he has a mental problem. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Because he loses control easily. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Because he is jealous. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Because his girlfriend doesn’t understand anything else. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Because he was beaten in his childhood. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Because she has been violent to him. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Because his girlfriend is annoying. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Because he has lost all patience. 1 2 3 4 5
A girl is violent to her boyfriend...

10. Because her boyfriend became too clingy. 1 2 3 4 5
11. Because she has a mental problem. 1 2 3 4 5
12. Because she loses control easily. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Because she is jealous. 1 2 3 4 5
14. Because her boyfriend doesn’t understand anything else. 1 2 3 4 5
15. Because she was beaten in her childhood. 1 2 3 4 5
16. Because he has been violent to her. 1 2 3 4 5
17. Because her boyfriend is annoying. 1 2 3 4 5
18. Because she has lost all patience. 1 2 3 4 5



Section 2 (Tolerance)
In this section, you will read some statements that teenagers have made about relationships. We
would like you to indicate your opinion about each one. Rate your level of agreement on a scale of 1
to 5.

Do you... Mildly Neither agree Mildly Complete
Completely disagree nor disagree agree ly
disagree 2 3 4 agree
1 5

1. Jealousy is a proof of love. 1 2 3 4 5

2. When one truly loves a person, one needs to forget the bad things that 1 2 3 4 5
person tells us when angry

3. People who don’t stop urging/pressuring their boy/girlfriend to sleep 1 2 3 4 5
with them demonstrate that they love him/her a lot.

4. Girls who claim they were raped by their boyfriend are actually 1 2 3 4 5
frigid (incapable of feeling desire).

5. A guy victim of violence from his girlfriend should be ashamed. 1 2 3 4 5

6. If I witness violence among my friends who are dating, [ should 1 2 3 4 5
just
mind my own business.

7. A guy has the right to spy on his girlfriend while she is talking 1 2 3 4 5
with
other guys.

8. It’s better to sleep with your boyfriend than to lose him, regardless of 1 2 3 4 5
whether you want to have sex or not

9. When a girl says “no”, it’s only to make the guy want her 1 2 3 4 5

more.

10. You have the right to force your girlfriend or boyfriend to sleep with 1 2 3 4 5
you if you have been dating for a long time.

11. You can usually tell if someone is violent by the way they dress and 1 2 3 4 5
act.

12. A girl can’t really rape a guy because guys are always ready for it. 1 2 3 4 5
13. A girl can avoid getting hit if she just learns to keep quiet. 1 2 3 4 5

14. Most rapes are committed by strangers. 1 2 3 4 5



15. If I was a victim of violence by my dating partner, [ wouldn’t tell 1 2 3 4 5
anyone.

16. If a girl goes to her boyfriend’s place and knows they will be alone, 1 2 3 4 5
it means that she’s ready to sleep with him.

17. If one person in the couple threatens the other but doesn’t actually 1 2 3 4 5
do anything, then there is no violence there.

18. If a guy buys his girlfriend an expensive gift, it’s normal that he 1 2 3 4 5
expects her to sleep with him.

19. A girl can avoid getting raped if she doesn’t put herself in dangerous 1 2 3 4 5
situations.

Section 3 — (Conception)

Here is a list of things that a person can say or do during a fight, or sometimes even without
obvious reason, when he/she is angry with his girlfriend or with her boyfriend. We would
like to know what you consider a violent behavior.

To what extent do you believe that each of the following behaviors is violent? (Answer by
circling the number that corresponds to your opinion.)

1 2 3 4 5
not violent mildly  somewhat quite  extremely
at all violent violent violent  violent

Is it violent to...
1. Threaten to break up with one’s girlfriend/boyfriend. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Criticize or humiliate one’s girlfriend/boyfriend in front
3. of their friends. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Accuse the other person of cheating on you. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Stop one’s girlfriend/boyfriend from seeing or speaking to

her/his friends of the opposite sex. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Order one’s girlfriend/boyfriend to do something. 1 2 3 4 5

6. Criticize one’s girlfriend/boyfriend on their physical appearance

or on their clothes. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Be jealous and suspicious of one’s girlfriend/boyfriend’s friends.1 2 3 4 5
8. Ask the other to account for their activities. 1 2 3 4 5

9. Make a scene if one sees their girlfriend/boyfriend talking to theirex.1 2 3 4 5



10.

11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

Use threatening looks, actions or gestures toward one’s
girlfriend/boyfriend. 1 2 3 4
Say bad things about the parents, brothers, or sisters of one’s

girlfriend/boyfriend. 1 2 3 4

Not to pay attention to the other person’s opinions and feelings.1 2 3 4

Make all the decisions without asking for the other person’s opinion.1 2

Push, grab, or handle roughly one’s girlfriend/boyfriend. 1 2 3 4
Make sexual jokes about the other person. 1 2 3 4
Shove one’s girlfriend/boyfriend. 1 2 3 4
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APPENDIX E: Intimate Partner Violence Attitude Scale — Revised

Strongly Neither Agree/ Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
1 2 3 5

1. Iwould be flattered if my partner told me not to talk to

someone of the opposite sex. 3 4
2. Iwould not like for my partner to ask me what I did every

minute of the day. 3 4
3. Itis okay for me to blame my partner when I do bad

things. 3 4
4. Idon’t mind my partner doing something just to make me

jealous. 3 4
5. T would not stay with a partner who tried to keep me from

doing things with other people. 3 4
6. As long as my partner doesn’t hurt me, “threats” are

excused. 3 4
7. During a heated argument, it is okay for me to bring up

something from my partner’s past 3 4
8. I would never try to keep my partner from doing things

with other people. 3 4
9. TIthink it helps our relationship for me to make my partner

jealous. 3 4
10. It is no big deal if my partner insults me in front of others. 3 4
11. It is okay for me to tell my partner not to talk to someone

of the opposite sex. 3 4
12. Threatening a partner with a knife or gun is never

appropriate. 3 4
13. I think it is wrong to ever damage anything that belongs to

my partner 3 4

a2




Strongly Neither Agree/ Strongly
Disagree | Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5

14. It would not be appropriate to ever kick, bite or

hit a partner with one’s fist. 2
15. It is okay for me to accept blame for my partner

doing bad things. 2
16. During a heated argument, it is okay for me to

say something to hurt my partner on purpose. 2
17. It would never be appropriate to hit or try to hit

one’s partner with an object. 2
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APPENDIX F: Couples Relational Aggression and Victimization Scale

Directions: Please read each statement and indicate how true each is for you in your current
relationship or last relationship using the scale below. Write the appropriate number in the
provided.

blank

NOT AT ALL SOMETIMES VERY
TRUE TRUE TRUE
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. My partner tries to make me feel jealous as a
way of getting back at me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. It bothers me if my partner wants to spend
time with his/her other friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. My partner ignores me or gives me the “cold
shoulder” (silent treatment) when s/he is
angry with me.

4. My partner withholds affection or sex from

me when he/she is angry with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. If my partner does not invite me to do
something with him/her, I will exclude
him/her from future activities.

6. Ihave been pushed or shoved my partner

when he/she was mad at me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. Tam usually kind to my partner.

8. I am usually willing to help out my partner.

9. My partner has pushed or shoved me in order

to get me to do what s/he wants. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. I try to make sure that there is time in my
schedule to be with my partner on a regular
basis.

11. When my partner makes me really angry, I

have thrown something at him/her. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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12.

When I have been angry at, or jealous of my
partner, I have tried to damage his/her
reputation by gossiping about him/her or by
passing on negative information about
him/her to other people (i.e., extended family,
friends, neighbors, etc.).

13.

When my partner does something that makes
me angry, [ try to embarrass him/her or make
him/her look stupid in front of others (i.e.,

extended family, friends, neighbors, etc.).
his/her friends.

14.

My partner has threatened to physically harm
me in order to control me.

15.

When I have been mad at my partner, I have
flirted with his/her friends.

16.

When I am mad at my partner, I try to make
sure s/he is excluded from group activities
(going to the movies, hanging out with
friends, etc.).

17.

My partner tries to get his/her own way with
me through physical intimidation.

18.

I get jealous if my partner spends time with
her/his other friends, instead of just being
alone with me.

19.

I make an effort to include my partner in my
conversations.

20.

My partner has threatened to divorce or break
up with me in order to get me to do what s/he
wants.

21.

When my partner wants me to do something,
he/she withholds affection or sex from me
until I comply.

22.

I do things to let my partner know I care
about him/her.
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23.

When my partner wants something, s’he will
ignore me until I give in.

24.

When my partner has angered or provoked

me in some way, [ have reacted by slapping
him/her.

25.

I have cheated on my partner because I was
angry at him/her.

26.

I get mad or upset if my partner wants to be
close friends with someone else.

27.

I have threatened to physically harm my
partner when I was angry with him/her.

28.

When my partner has been mad at me, he/she
recruits other people to “take sides” with
her/him and gets them upset with me too.

29.

I am a good listener when my partner has a
problem to deal with.

30.

I have threatened to disclose negative
information about my partner to others in
order to get my partner to do things that I
want.

31.

I try to make my partner feel jealous as a way
of getting back at him/her.

32.

It bothers my partner if I want to spend time
with my other friends.

33.

I ignore my partner or give him/her the “cold
shoulder” (silent treatment) when I am angry
with him/her.

34.

I withhold affection or sex from my partner
when I am angry with him/her.

35.

If I don’t invite my partner to do something
with me, he/she excludes me from future
activities.
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36.

I have pushed or shoved my partner when I
was mad at him/her.

37.

My partner is usually kind to me.

38.

My partner is usually willing to help me out.

39.

I have pushed or shoved my partner in order
to get him/her to do what I want.

40.

My partner tries to make sure that he/she
leaves time in his/her schedule to be with me
on a regular basis.

41.

When my partner has been really angry with
me, he/she has thrown something at me.

42.

When my partner has been angry at, or
jealous of me, he/she has tried to damage my
reputation by gossiping about me or by
passing on negative information about me to
other people (i.e., extended family, friends,
neighbors, etc.).

43.

When I do something that makes my partner
angry, he/she tries to embarrass me or make
me look stupid in front of others (i.e.,
extended family, friends, neighbors, etc.)

44.

I have threatened to physically harm my
partner in order to control him/her.

45.

When my partner has been mad at me, he/she
has flirted with my friends.

46.

When my partner is mad at me, he/she tries to
make sure that [ am excluded from group
activities (going to the movies, hanging out
with friends, etc.).

47.

I try to get my own way with my partner
through physical intimidation.
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48.

My partner gets jealous if I spend time with
my other friends, instead of just being alone
with him/her.

49.

My partner makes an effort to include me in
his/her conversations.

50.

I have threatened to divorce or break up with
my partner in order to get him/her to what I
want.

51.

When I want my partner to do something, I
withhold affection or sex from him/her until
he/she complies.

52.

My partner does things to let me know that
he/she cares about me.

53.

When I want something, I will ignore my
partner until he/she gives in.

54.

When I have angered or provoked my partner
in some way, he/she has reacted by slapping
me.

55.

My partner has cheated on me because he/she
was angry at me.

56.

My partner gets mad or upset if [ want to be
close friends with someone else.

57.

My partner has threatened to physically harm
me when he/she was angry with me.

58.

When I have been mad at my partner, I recruit
other people to “take sides” with me and get
them upset with him/her too.

59.

My partner is a good listener when I have a
problem to deal with.
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Appendix G: Experiences of Help Seeking

If you have said yes to any of the questions from above, please indicate if you sought help,
and how many times form the sources below:

1. Sought help from a Friend
a. Never
b. One time
c. 1-4 Times
d. 5-9 Times
e. More Than 10 times.
2. Sought help from Family
a. Never
b. One time
c. 1-4 Times
d. 5-9 Times
e. More Than 10 times.
3. Sought help from a Counselor/ Therapist
a. Never
b. One time
c. 1-4 Times
d. 5-9 Times
e. More Than 10 times.
4. Sought help from a Religious Figure
a. Never
b. One time
c. 1-4 Times
d. 5-9 Times
e. More Than 10 times.
5. Sought Help from a Hotline/ Anonymous Source
a. Never
b. One time
c. 1-4 Times
d. 5-9 Times
e. More Than 10 times.
6. Sought help from ‘Other.” Please Specify:

a. Never

b. One time

c. 1-4 Times

d. 5-9 Times

e. More Than 10 times.
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APPENDIX H: Dating Violence Vignettes

Dating Violence — Romantic Relational Aggression — Seeks Help

Peter and Jane are two 20-year-old college students who have been dating for approximately
6 months. Peter and Jane have been arguing for the past 3 months about how much time they
spend together. Jane has been threatening to break up with Peter unless he spends more time
with her. One night when they get home from a date Jane tells Peter that since he hasn’t been
around as much she has been hanging out with Joe. Jane tells Peter nothing has happened yet,
but if he doesn’t “step it up” she may find another boyfriend. Frustrated and confused, Peter
agrees to spend more time with Jane.

The next day, Peter calls a friend and tells them about what has been going on between him
and Jane. The friend recommends that Peter talk to a therapist about his relationship. Peter
refuses to call a therapist to make an appointment.

On a 1-7 scale, how masculine is Peter in this situation?

Not masculine Extremely
Masculine

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dating Violence — Romantic Relational Aggression — Does Not Seek Help

Peter and Jane are two 20-year-old college students who have been dating for approximately
6 months. Peter and Jane have been arguing for the past 3 months about how much time they
spend together. Jane has been threatening to break up with Peter unless he spends more time
with her. One night when they get home from a date Jane tells Peter that since he hasn’t been
around as much she has been hanging out with Joe. Jane tells Peter nothing has happened yet,
but if he doesn’t “step it up” she may find another boyfriend. Frustrated and confused, Peter
agrees to spend more time with Jane.

The next day, Peter calls a friend and tells them about what has been going on between him
and Jane. The friend recommends that Peter talk to a therapist about his relationship. Peter
calls a therapist and makes an appointment.

On a 1-7 scale, how masculine is Peter in this situation?

Not masculine Extremely
Masculine

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Dating Violence — Intimate Partner Violence — Seeks Help

Peter and Jane are two 20-year-old college students who have been dating for approximately
5 months. Peter is watching television. Jane comes into his room tells him that she wants to
talk to him about something and asks that he turn off the television. After asking three times
and not getting any response, Jane slaps Peter on the side of the head. This has happened in
the past, with Jane hitting Peter when he does not respond to something she says. Peter
thought it was funny at first but Jane hits Peter about 4 times a day now, hard.

The next day, Peter calls a friend and tells them about what has been going on between him
and Jane. The friend recommends that Peter talk to a therapist about his relationship. Peter
calls a therapist and makes an appointment.

On a 1-7 scale, how masculine is Peter in this situation?

Not masculine Extremely
Masculine

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dating Violence — Intimate Partner Violence — Does Not Seek Help

Peter and Jane are two 20-year-old college students who have been dating for approximately
5 months. Peter is watching television. Jane comes into his room tells him that she wants to
talk to him about something and asks that he turn off the television. After asking three times
and not getting any response, Jane slaps Peter on the side of the head. This has happened in
the past, with Jane hitting Peter when he does not respond to something she says. Peter
thought it was funny at first but Jane hits Peter about 4 times a day now, hard.

The next day, Peter calls a friend and tells them about what has been going on between him
and Jane. The friend recommends that Peter talk to a therapist about his relationship. Peter
does not call a therapist to make an appointment.

On a 1-7 scale, how masculine is Peter in this situation?

Not masculine Extremely
Masculine

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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