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ABSTRACT
As global efforts to engage men in preventing gender-based violence (GBV) continue to grow,
understanding male participants’ perceptions of prevention events is needed. Data from a global
sample of 319 men who had attended GBV prevention events were used to: (1) assess men’s
perceptions of what topics were covered, (2) determine whether profiles of these perceptions
could be identified, and (3) describe the degree to which content prerception profiles are
associated with levels of men’s motivation and confidence related to anti-violence action. Latent
class analysis identified four perception profiles of prevention topics. Implications for GBV
prevention programming are discussed.
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Anti-violence organizations across the globe increasingly see men’s commitment to and
action in prevention efforts as necessary to end violence against women and girls (Flood, 2005).
This growing consensus has resulted in a dramatic surge in men’s commitment to preventing
violence and is reflected in an exponential growth of global efforts to engage men as antiviolence
allies (Kimball, Edleson, Tolman, Neugut, & Carlson, 2013). This curent zeitgiest emphasizing
men’s engagement in prevention has resulted in diverse programming content. Recently, Storer
and colleagues (2016) found that, globally, organizations’ prevention work often reflects locally
specific ways of conceptualizing prevention, and a variety of combinations of strategies (e.g.,
policy building, community mobilization) that do not strictly conform to the predominant
Western, public health conceptualizations of primary, secondary, and tertiary prevention. Such
findings are important because they underscore the significance of contextually relevant
programming that is tailored to norms of the community. For example, even if critiques of
gender and masculinity are commonplace in prevention programs, the content and methods used
must vary by audience to be effective (Peacock & Barker, 2014). Additionally, they stress that
comprehensive GBV prevention programming utilizes complimentary components to influence
relevant attitudes and behaviors rather than simply a collection of information and activities
(Nation, et al., 2003).
Rather, comprehensive programming must influence the development and maintenance
of the behaviors which contribute to ending GBV. This means teaching men and boys skills for
confronting misogyny, challenging behaviors and systems which permit the objectification and
exploitation of women and girls, and expressing masculinity in non-violent ways. The Theory of
Planned Behavior (Fishbein et al., 2001) posits that such behavior change requires that: (1) the
individual has positive intention to perform the behavior(s), (2) the individual has the skills
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needed to perform the behavior(s), and (3) there are no environmental constraints against
performing the behavior(s). However, even developing positive intentions toward GBV
prevention among men and boys is a challenge. As noted by Berkowitz (2004, para. 18), men
and boys “who work to end violence against women are challenging the dominant culture and
the understandings of masculinity that maintain it.” To overcome such a formidable
environmental constraint, some behavior change resesearch (e.g., Fishbein et al., 2001) suggests
that using varied teaching, presentation, and engagement strategies have the greatest likelihood
of success.
As research on the characteristics of effective prevention programming supports the
range of prevention programming approaches documented by the World Health Organization
(2007; 2010) and more recently by Storer and associates (2016), it is imperative for the field to
examine and understand if these efforts are impacting men’s willingness and motivation to
participate in ending GBV. This exploratory study builds upon existing literature by addressing
the following research aims: (1) to assess men’s perceptions of what topics were covered in GBV
prevention events1 in an international sample; (2) to determine determine whether profiles of
these perceptions could be identified; and (3) to describe the degree to which content perception
profiles are associated with regionality, comprehensiveness, levels of men’s motivation, and
confidence related to anti-violence action.
METHOD
Procedures
Data for these analyses come from a larger project examining the perceptions, beliefs,
and behavior of men who are involved in violence prevention around the world, as well as those
men’s experiences with violence prevention events and work. Participants completed an online,
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anonymous survey available in English, Spanish, and French. Recruitment of participants
occurred via email and postings on several violence and prevention-related email list-serves.
Emails advertising the project were also sent to violence prevention and intervention programs
globally, located through web-based searches targeting every region of the world. The research
team also did an extensive, web-based global search for organizations involved in violence
prevention. Organizations whose contact information was publicly accessible, were sent
invitation emails (in English, Spanish and French) two times each, detailing the survey, inviting
participation, and requesting that the invitation be forwarded to other potential participants. A
small number of participants (19) were recruited through two organizations that used the survey
to evaluate their own prevention events; these specific events occurred in the USA and Sweden.
Eligible participants included those who: were male-identified, over 18 years of age, and who
had attended any GBV event in the past year. The Institutional Review Board at a public
university approved all procedures.
Participants
Of the 471 people who answered the screening questions, 407 eligible participants
responded to the survey. Eighty-eight participants indicated their most recently attended event
was aimed at men who had previously used violence in relationships. Because the goal of this
paper was to describe primary prevention events (as opposed to violence intervention
programming), these participants were removed from analyses described here. The remaining
319 participants represented regions from around the world. Sample characteristics are detailed
in Table 1, below. The majority of survey participants were from North America (55.8%). The
largest age group in the sample was 31-40-year olds, comprising 26% of the sample. Though
many participants stated that English was their primary written and spoken language (68.3% and
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65.2%, respectively), Spanish was the primary written and spoken language for nearly 20%
percent of participants. Slightly more than half of participants (54.2%) reported that they
volunteer at an organization that includes violence prevention as part of its mission. Twenty-nine
and a half percent identified as a staff member or volunteer at an organization that provided
treatment for violent men. Forty-seven percent of the sample reported having worked in
preventing violence against women for between zero and five years. Of the participants, 50.2%
reported spending between zero and five hours a week helping to end violence against women
(M = 13.11; SD = 15.24).
Approximately 91% of participants reported the date of their most recently attended
violence prevention event. The reported violence prevention event occurred as far back as the
second quarter (i.e., between April and June) of 2011 and as recently the first quarter of (i.e.,
between January and March) of 2014. The majority of responding participants attended their
most recent violence prevention event in either 2013 (67.2%) or 2014 (27.2%).
____________________
Table 1 about here
____________________
Measures
Topics Covered at Violence Prevention Events
Participants were asked to identify all topics discussed at their most recently attended
violence prevention event. Seventeen possible topics were generated by the authors based on
previous qualitative work by the research team and consultation with practitioners in the field
and presented for selection (blinded for review). Additionally, participants could also select an
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“other” option if the event covered a topic not reflected in the list. Topic items are provided in
Table 3.
Impact of Events/Attitudes and Behavioral Intentions Toward Anti-Violence Work
The impact of attending a violence prevention event was assessed using 12 items
informed by previous work (blinded for review) and revised by a committee of violence
prevention researchers and activists. Response options spanned a seven-point scale with the
following anchor points: 1=“strongly disagree,” 4=“neither agree nor disagree,” and 7 =“strongly
agree.” Eight items specifically asking about how attendance at the event affected their
motivation for involvement in violence prevention work were averaged to create a summary
variable, called motivation. A representative item from this set is: “Because of this event I am
motivated to talk to other men about this issue.” The alpha coefficient for these items was
excellent (α = .95). Four items specifically asking about how attendance at the event affected
their confidence for being involved in violence prevention work were averaged to create a
summary variable, called confidence. A representative item from this set is: “Because of this
event I am more confident that I have something positive to contribute to ending violence against
women.” The alpha coefficient for these items was excellent (α = .93).
Methods of Content Delivery
Ten methods of content delivery were generated by the authors and presented for
selection. These included options such as, “someone led a discussion,” and “people who were
affected by violence shared their stories.” (See Table 3 for full list of content delivery items).
Additionally, participants could also select an “other” option if the event delivered content using
a method not reflected in the list. Responses to these items were summed to determine the total
number of different content delivery methods used the most recently attended event.
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Event Region
As some regions were underrepresented in the sample, a binary variable was created to
reflect whether participants attended an event in North America (a region which was
overrepresented) or elsewhere.
Involvement in Organizing Event
Participants were asked to provide a “yes/no” response to the following question, “Were
you involved in organizing this [the most recently attended] event?”
Data Analysis
To address the first research aim, “to assess men’s perceptions of what topics were
covered in GBV prevention events in an international sample,” we examined the percentage of
men endorsing each of the possible 17 violence prevention related topics or who indicated that
some “other” topic was covered.
To address the second research aim, “to determine determine whether profiles of these
perceptions could be identified,” we used latent class analysis (LCA) to identify prevention
programming content by topic. LCA allows for the identification of homogeneous subgroups
(i.e., “classes”) within larger samples without imposing a priori assumptions about the nature of
those subgroups (Lanza & Collins, 2008). Analyses were conducted using Mplus version 7.4
(Muthén & Muthén, Mplus User's Guide. Seventh Edition., 1998-2015). As there are currently
no agreed upon criteria for determining the number of classes, models were estimated iteratively
with an increasing number of classes specified at each step and model fit was assessed by
comparing the values of the following metric across models (Nylund, Asparouhov, & Muthén,
2007): the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC; Schwartz, 1978), Akaike’s Information
Criterion (AIC; Akaike, 1987), entropy (Ramaswamy, Desarbo, Reibstein, & Robinson, 1993),
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the Lo–Mendell–Rubin (LMR; Lo, Mendell, & Rubin, 2001) likelihood difference test, and the
Parametric Bootstrap Likelihood Ration Test (BLR; McLachlan & Peel, 2000). For both the BIC
and AIC, the lower values indicate better fitting models (Nylund, Asparouhov, & Muthén, 2007).
For entropy, values above .80 are indicative of models with well-defined classes (Ramaswamy,
Desarbo, Reibstein, & Robinson, 1993). For both the LMR and BLR, a p value of less than or
equal to .05 indicates that the k – 1 model is rejected in favor of the model with k class model
(Nylund, Asparouhov, & Muthén, 2007). When considering models, we prioritized model
parsimony and aimed to identify the model with smallest number of meaningful classes. After
the model is fitted, the probability of a respondent belonging to each of the latent subgroups is
calculated. The subgroup with the greatest probability is assigned to each respondent. Though
not used as a criterion for assessing model fit, we also examined the percentage of respondents
correctly classified as evidence of the robustness of the final model. The following variables
were included in the best fitting LCA model as distal outcomes to determine their relations
men’s perceptions of programming content: event region, involvement in organizing, and
methods of content delivery.
To address the third research aim, “To describe the degree to which content prerception
profiles are associated with regionality, comprehensiveness, levels of men’s motivation, and
confidence related to anti-violence action,” we modeled the best fitting LCA model with distal
outcomes to assess the relations between class membership and observed variables (Lanza, Tan,
& Bray, 2013) of interest related to anti-violence work: bystander attitudes and self-efficacy.
RESULTS
Topics Covered at Violence Prevention Events
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Proportions of topics covered as part of most recently attended violence prevention event
can be found in the right-hand column of Table 3. The three most commonly reported topics
mentioned during events reasons included: “abuse in relationships” (73%), “sexual assault”
(71%) and “gender roles” (64%). “Relationships” (61%) and “power” (61%) were also among
the more commonly reported topics. The three least commonly endorsed topics included:
“veterans and people in the military” (5%), being accused of harassment or violence (8%), and
“substance abuse” (14%). On average, respondents reported that nearly seven different topics (M
= 6.87; SD = 3.73) were discussed at their most recently attended violence prevention event. On
average, respondents reported that nearly four different methods (M = 3.69; SD = 1.75) were
used to deliver content at their most recently attended violence prevention event.
Perceptions of Violence Prevention Event Content Classes
Fit indices for the two, three, four, and five class LCA models are provided in Table 2.
We selected the 4-class model as the best solution, because it had substantially smaller BIC and
AIC values than the three-class solution, greater entropy than the three-class solution, very high
classification probabilities, and conceptually clear group characteristics. Though the LMR test
for the four-class was non-significant, the BLR was significant and recent research has suggested
it is more accurate than the LRT for determining the true number of classes (Nylund,
Asparouhov, & Muthén, 2007). Though the five-class solution has lower BIC and AIC values in
addition to a significant BLR, it was rejected due to its lower entropy and overall classification
probabilities.
____________________
Table 2 about here
____________________
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The probability of endorsement for each topic by content class is displayed in Table 3,
below. As suggested by the numbers presented in Table 3, class size varied considerably, and
each displayed a distinct pattern of indicator endorsement. As the purpose of LCA is to identify
patterns of item endorsement which distinguish classes from one another, variable by variable
difference testing is not typically done for LCA indicators. In other words, classes are derived
from the overall pattern of responses across all indicators simultaneously. Below, we describe
each of the four content classes groups in more detail.
____________________
Table 3 about here
____________________
The first group consisted of 30 men (9.4%) who reported attending events with an
emphasis on the topic of violence. Specifically, participants who attended the events of this type
were most likely to report “abuse in relationships,” “child abuse,” and “sexual assault” as being
discussed during their most recently attended event. Given the overall emphasis on topics
explicitly related to violence, we named this class of content coverage, “Awareness.” Only about
1/3 of men in this group reported attending events in which the topics of gender roles (33%) and
power (36%) were discussed.
The second group consisted of 148 men (46.4%) who reported attending events in which
“gender roles,” “power,” “abuse in relationships,” and “relationships” were the most commonly
discussed topics during their most recently attended event. Gender and power were the most
prevalent topics in events attended by this group, showing up in 83% and 79% of programs,
respectively. Given that the endorsement pattern emphasized violence, power, and gender roles,
this group was named, “Awareness + Gender & Power.” Almost a third of men in this group
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(74%) also reported that the topic of sexual assault was covered during their most recently
attended event.
The third group was termed “Awareness + Gender & Power + Action,” because of the
coverage of topics listed in the previous two groups combined with an emphasis on skill-building
and action-related topics. This group consisted of 64 men (20.1%) who reported attending events
in which “relationships,” “abuse in relationships,” “power,” and “sexual assault” were endorsed
by over 90% of men in this group, and issues such as “jealousy and control,” and “gender roles”
were endorsed by at least 80% of men in this group. Distinguishing this group, however, was its
attention to action; 64% reported hearing about “how to help someone who has been abused,”
67% about “how to get other people involved in ending violence,” and 84% about “being a
positive bystander.”
The fourth and final group consisted of 77 men (21.4%) who reported attending events
with the lowest level of endorsement of nearly all content indicators; accordingly, we termed this
class of violence prevention events “Undifferentiated.” As shown in Table 3, men attending this
class of event had a less than 50% chance of reporting any of the topics assessed in this study as
being covered during their most recently attended event.
Factors Influencing Men’s Perceptions of Violence Prevention Programming Content
Results of chi-square tests (using a Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons)
revealed the following factors influenced men’s perceptions of violence prevention programming
content: methods of content delivery, involvement in organizing, motivation, and confidence.
Specifically, significantly more content delivery methods were used at “Awareness + Gender &
Power + Action” events than any other event. Additionally, while “Awareness + Gender &
Power + Action” events had the highest percentage of study participants involved as organizers
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(63%), it was only significantly higher than the percentages at two other events
(“Undifferentiated” and “Awareness”). There was no difference in the proportion of study
participants involved as organizers who attended “Awareness + Gender & Power” (51%)
compared to “Awareness + Gender & Power + Action” events. Furthermore, participants who
attended “Undifferentiated” events rated their motivation for anti-violence work as significantly
lower than those who attended “Awareness + Gender & Power” and “Awareness + Gender &
Power + Action”, but not “Awareness” events. There were no significant differences in
motivation between men who attended “Awareness”, “Awareness + Gender & Power”, and
“Awareness + Gender & Power + Action” events. Finally, participants who attended
“Undifferentiated” events rated their confidence for engaging in anti-violence work as
significantly lower (5.04) than those who attended all other types of events. Men who attended
either “Awareness” or “Awareness + Gender & Power” events rated their confidence for
engaging in anti-violence work significantly higher than those who attended “Awareness +
Gender & Power + Action” events. There were no significant differences in confidence between
men who attended “Awareness” and “Awareness + Gender & Power” events.
The chi-square test regarding prediction of event region as a function of content class was
not significant. Thus, the region where men attended their violence prevention event was not
associated with differences in perceptions programming content. Results of all pairwise
comparisons for distal outcomes are displayed in Table 4, below.
____________________
Table 4 about here
____________________
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DISCUSSION
Given scarce information regarding the range of topics and content included under the
banner of “violence against women” prevention globally, our first aim was to assess what
content is included in GBV prevention events around the world. The two most commonly
reported topics by men in our sample were “abuse in relationships” and “sexual assault.” Given
the strong emphasis on the role gender norms plays in perpetuating violence against women and
girls in prevention frameworks (World Health Organization, 2007; Gupta, 2000) it is also
noteworthy that the topic of “gender roles” was reported a strong majority of the time but, not
consistently across event types. Encouragingly, event types that included gender also tended to
include attention to power. This is important because previous research stresses the importance
of including gender focused content to achieve prevention outcomes related to health issues
profoundly impacted by gender and social norms, such as gender-based violence and HIV
infection (Dworkin et al., 2013). Indeed, evidence documenting the effectiveness of gender
transformative approaches on men’s violence-related attitudes and behaviors is growing (Casey,
Carlson, Two-Bulls, & Yager, 2016; Dworkin, Treves-Kagan, & Lippman, 2013; Jewkes, Flood,
& Lang, 2015). Gender transformative approaches ‘‘seek to transform gender relations through
critical reflection and the questioning of individual attitudes, institutional practices and broader
social norms that create and reinforce gender inequalities and vulnerabilities’’ (UNFPA &
Promundo, 2010, p. 14). The twin findings that types of events did not differ between North
America and other regions and that a majority of events are incorporating this dual focus on
gender and power is heartening, and implies that a majority of prevention event attendees around
the world are gaining exposure to potentially effective programming. At the same time, a
substantial minority of men in our sample (i.e., the men in the “Awareness” and
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“Undifferentiated groups”) attended events in which gender was not perceived to be a focus.
Future studies may wish to analyze the specific messaging of prevention programming directly
to clearly distinguish the absence of gender focused content from poor content delivery. It may
be, for example, that some of the events in the latter two groups were intended to be initial,
inviting, awareness-building programs in which introducing issues of gender and power may
have seemed premature.
Regarding the second aim to identify distinct combinations among GBV prevention
programming content in events, findings revealed salient distinctions. A LCA revealed four
conceptually meaningful topic content clusters at events attended by men in our sample:
“Awareness,” “Awareness + Gender & Power,” “Awareness + Gender & Power + Action,” and
“Undifferentiated.” On a basic level, this highlights the heterogeneity among events with an
ostensible focus on GBV prevention around the world, and suggests that even if men report
taking part in a violence prevention event, it cannot be assumed they have been exposed to
similar content.
Most notably, men who attended events in the “Awareness + Gender & Power + Action”
cluster received programming which combined gender related content with strategies on how to
address the problem of GBV (e.g., How to help someone who has been abused, or other people
involved in ending violence; being a positive bystander). This was the second smallest class, and
yet the only class in which an overwhelming majority of men reported attending an event where
topics included strategies for men to take an active role in addressing GBV. While incorporating
skill-building into prevention programming is time-consuming and perhaps beyond the intended
scope of many events, actual behavioral change requires participants to see and practice the
“new” targeted skills (Ajzen, 1991). Indeed, several existing, comprehensive prevention
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programs, with documented evidence of impacting men’s behavior in violence preventative
ways, incorporate opportunities for building self-efficacy for new skills. For example, programs
such as Stepping Stones (Jewkes, et al., 2014) and the Men and Women in Partnership Initiative
(Hossain, et al., 2014) have demonstrated positive impacts on GBV-related attitudes and
behaviors among African men using curricula incorporating communication, relationship, and
sexual-safety skill building. Additionally, these are programs that engage men in comprehensive
curriculum that unfolds over time, in the context of mutually supportive men’s discussion
groups. As men’s engagement programs proliferate globally, it will be important to maximize the
extent to which men have an opportunity to not only be exposed to ideas about violence and
gender, but to “try on” skills for promoting peaceful, respectful relationships in their families,
social networks and communities. It will also be important to assess the “dosage” needed to
prompt skill development, and whether shorter programs such as a proportion of the events
captured here, can accomplish this. Overall, we echo Fishbein et al. (2001) who suggest that
efforts must focus on developing self-efficacy for prevention behaviors, and associating
prevention behavior with positive emotions.
Our third aim was to assess whether certain content prerception profiles were more
common in some regions of the world, organized differently, and had unique impacts on men’s
own violence prevention-related intentions. Chi-square analyses examining factors influencing
men’s perceptions of violence prevention programming content showed that only regionality did
not have overall significant associations with type of event. The remaining associations suggest
that events with different content groupings are different in other important ways that can inform
the way organizations shape violence prevention events. Some of these associations are readily
decipherable. Not surprisingly, the “Awareness + Gender & Power + Action” events used

MEN’S PERCEPTIONS OF GBV PREVENTION PROGRAMMING

17

significantly more content delivery methods. In addition, findings demonstrate that content
groups with the highest proportion of organizers were “Awareness + Gender & Power + Action”
and “Awareness + Gender & Power” events.
Less easily discernable are the study’s findings related to men’s confidence and
motivation associated with the content groups. Men’s motivation for prevention work appears to
be stoked by events with clear messages about “relationship abuse” and “sexual assault” but not
from the added focus on “gender” or “action.” Several factors may be at play here. The two types
of events - “Awareness + Gender & Power + Action” and “Awareness + Gender & Power” - that
should, theoretically, spark the most motivation and confidence also had higher proportions of
organizers, who themselves, probably weren’t greatly impacted by the content of the event, given
that they created it, at least in part. In addition, perhaps the reality that a majority of the events
were one-time events (blinded for review) meant that the event was not enough to boost
motivation beyond what men come to the events with already. Lastly, the men in this sample
were already willing to attend a violence prevention programming event, and previous analysis
revealed that overall already had very high levels of gender equitable attitudes among men
(blinded for review). Taken together, the types or classes of events did not clearly inform
pathways of motivation.
Men’s confidence for prevention work benefits from having perceived a clear message
about “relationship abuse,” “sexual assault,” and the role of “gender” but dips down when the
“action” aspect is added in. This may be a distinction between attitudes and behaviors. Men’s
confidence about engaging in prevention work may increase because attending an event that has
clear anti-violence messages and talks about the role of gender expands their understanding of
the problem. However, greater understanding doesn’t require any additional action from men. It
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could be that, when confronted with the perceived expectation that men use the skills they’ve
learned at an event to prevent violence, their confidence goes down. This could be because these
skills are new and they haven’t really practiced them and/or masculine gender norms strongly
discourage men from confronting other men about their use of violence (Berkowitz, 2004). It
could also be that events did not engage participants in skill-building, but may have exposed
them to the ideas of being a prosocial bystander; the existence and level of skill-building at the
events was not assessed in this study.
As global efforts to engage male-identified individuals in ending GBV increase and
develop in sophistication, it is increasingly relevant to understand what motivates and builds
confidence in their participation. In our survey design, motivation and confidence were different
constructs; the different relationship between content and confidence compared to content and
motivation is important to be aware of as we consider developing men’s activism capabilities in
program development because of the need to capture these unique attitude and potential
behavioral processes. Increasing men’s confidence is valuable to the purpose of ending GBV if
paired with motivation to act (Berkowitz, 2004). Future research could examine the motivational
impact of varying levels of content delivery methods and involvement in organizing events
(Crooks, Goodall, Hughes, Jaffe, & Baker, 2007; Fabiano, Perkins, Berkowitz, Linkenbach &
Stark, 2003). Additionally, investigation into how the mechanism of action-oriented content
impacts men’s confidence in prevention efforts is warranted.
The finding that men’s motivation may be related to their role as organizers of events has
specific implications for organizational and community practice. Programmatic efforts aimed at
motivating men’s participation in GBV prevention could analyze and evolve their organizational
approach to invite more individual men to become involved as organizers in the efforts, and
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increase the organization’s use of community mobilization. Organizational approaches that do
both, such as Sonke’s Community Action Team approach (Community Action Teams, 2016), are
growing in use across the globe. Another example is SASA! from Raising Voices (SASA!, 2016),
in Uganda. SASA! illustrates a community mobilization approach that was found effective in
changing GBV related attitudes and behaviors of men in a randomized controlled trial
(Abramsky, et al., 2014). These types of programmatic efforts invite individual men to be
“activists” and leaders with a community mobilization approach. Further research could provide
a fuller understanding of both the meaning of “being an organizer” for male-identified
participants, and what particular programmatic or conceptual approaches of engaging men as
organizers show the greatest level of motivation.
The study described above has the following limitations. First, despite recruitment
strategies to reach participants worldwide, more than half of the study’s participants were from
North America. Second, the trilingual (English, French, Spanish) online survey limited the
recruitment to individuals who read the survey languages and had reliable Internet and computer
access. In part, this may explain the low response rate from some geographic regions.
Additionally, despite careful survey testing, some survey language (such as “power”) may have
different connotations across specific contexts. Third, the survey consisted of self-report
measures that do not account for social desirability bias and/or (in)accuracy of self-report.
Fourth, over a third of the sample was comprised of men who self-identified as is “helping to end
violence against women” for 6+ years; we do not know how results would vary with a less (or
more) experienced sample of men. Other data that may account for differences in perceptions
(such as number of events attended) is not available in this project. Fifth, our data reflect men’s
perceptions of event content rather than a content analysis of attended prevention events. Finally,
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our data do not permit us to assess the representativeness of the events reported on by
participants in this sample.
While theoretical frameworks such as a profeminist approach or gender transformative
approach can help shape the content and strategies of events aimed at engaging male-identified
individuals in ending GBV, more research is needed about mechanics of prevention events’
success at increasing confidence and motivation to take an active anti-violence role. Specifically,
more research is needed to understand how events shape male-identified individuals’ confidence
and motivation to address GBV through prevention. The ultimate goal is to end GBV; increasing
the efficacy in mobilizing and sustaining accountable male involvement, commitment, and
leadership to reach that goal is one important pieces of the movement to realize gender equity.
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Footnotes
1. In this paper we use the term “GBV prevention event” refer to any occasion when participants
were present where information related to GBV prevention was being actively presented. We
intentionally use the word “event” rather than “program” because we did not collect data to
determine if the occasion was part of series of events or specified curriculum.
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Table 1
Sample Characteristics
N

%

18-21
22-25
26-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61 or over

14
26
58
83
44
56
38

4.4
8.2
18.2
26.0
13.8
17.6
11.9

Africa
Asia
Australia &
New Zealand
Europe
Latin America &
the Caribbean
North America
Missing

15
10

4.7
3.1

4
31

1.3
9.7

43
178
38

13.5
55.8
11.9

English
French
Spanish
Other
Missing

218
6
61
31
3

68.3
1.9
19.1
9.8
.9

English
French
Spanish
Other
Missing

208
6
60
41
4

65.2
1.9
18.8
12.8
1.3

Yes
No
Missing

173
140
6

54.2
43.9
1.9

Age

Region

Primary Written Language

Primary Spoken Language

Volunteer for Organization
that Includes Violence
Prevention as Part of its
Mission?
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Works at an Organization that
Provides Treatment for
Violent Men?

Yes
No
Missing

94
126
0

29.5
70.5
0

Number of Years Spent
Helping to End Violence
Against Women

0-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
More than 20
Missing

`150
74
28
12
1
54

47.0
23.2
8.8
3.8
0.3
16.9

Hours Per Week Spent
Working to End Violence
Against Women

0-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
More than 20
Missing

142
43
29
4
89
12

44.5
13.5
9.1
1.3
27.9
3.8

Year in Which Most Recent
Violence Prevention Event
Was Attended

2011
2012
2013
2014
Missing

4
13
198
89
15

1.3
4.1
62.1
27.9
4.7
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Table 2. Latent class analysis: Fit indicators for models of different class sizes
Classification
Model

BICssa

AIC

Quality

LMR

BLR

2-class

6081

6059

.85

220, 99

.96, .93

**

**

3-class

5970

5936

.81

72, 132, 115

.96, .87, .92

*

**

4-class

5910

5865

.85

77, 30, 64,148

.91, .94, .95, .92

NS

**

5-class

5883

5827

.83

71, 106, 63, 51, 28

.93, .88, .96, .78, .91

NS

**

* p < .05, ** p < .001

Entropy Class Sizes
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Table 3. Method of Content Delivery Endorsement by Class
Class 1

Method
Someone gave a presentation or speech

Aware
ness
(n=30)
80%

Class 2
Awareness +
Gender & Power
(n=148)

Class 4
Undifferentiated
(n=77)

Full
sample

76%

Class 3
Awareness +
Gender & Power
+ Action
(n=64)
91%

62%

76%

Someone led a discussion

43%

74%

73%

47%

64%

The organizers provided written information on
violence against women

57%

53%

78%

55%

59%

People who have been affected by violence shared
their stories

60%

30%

53%

20%

35%

People participated in a community activity, like a
march

20%

13%

23%

20%

17%

People staged a play or art show about the issue of
violence

13%

10%

23%

4%

11%

Sports stars, leaders, or celebrities spoke about the
issue of violence

7%

10%

22%

7%

11%

We volunteered to help people who have been
abused (e.g. cooked a meal at a shelter, helped with
childcare, etc.)
People could take a pledge to take a stand against
violence

17%

0%

5%

3%

3%

17%

31%

42%

20%

29%
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There were interactive activities I could participate
in

47%

33

43%

63%

21%

42%
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Table 4. Chi-square Difference test Results by Content Classes
2

DF

p

Variable

Class 1
Awareness
(N=30)

Class 2
Awareness +
Gender &
Power
(N=148)

Class 3
Awareness +
Gender &
Power +
Action
(N=64)

Class 4
Undifferentiated
(N=77)

M

SE

M

SE

M

SE

M

SE

North American
Event

4.10

3

.25

.69

.11

.61

.05

.73

.06

.57

.07

# of Content
Delivery Methods

70.03

3

< .001

3.75a

.33

3.63a

.15

5.04b

.22

2.71c

.18

Involvement in
Organizing

11.89

3

< .05

.43ab

.10

.51a

.045

.63a

.06

.34ab

.06

Motivation

13.87

3

< .05

5.76ab

.26

6.28a

.14

5.94a

.12

5.42ab

.20

Confidence

21.73

3

< .001

5.83ac

.25

6.20ac

.15

5.68a

.13

5.04b

.21

Note: Means with differing subscripts within rows are significantly different at p < .05
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