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ABSTRACT 

SEXUAL VIOLENCE PREVENTION IN THE EVERYDAY CONTEXT: A CASE STUDY 

WITH MALE UNIVERSITY STUDENTS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF GUELPH 

Hannah Hutchinson 

University of Guelph, 2020

Advisor(s): 

Dr. Sharada Srinivasan 

 

Sexual violence is overwhelmingly perpetrated by men and the victims are overwhelmingly 

women, yet sexual violence prevention is dominated by women and research reflects a lack of 

work with and by men. To address this gendered imbalance, this research project utilizes a 

feminist framework to explore how men, in the everyday context, engage with other men to 

discuss, address, and prevent, sexual violence. Through the use of semi-structured interviews 

with male students, this research project finds that men most often engage with issues of sexual 

violence with their close male friends through conversation and discussion of sexual violence-

related issues and topics, and by responding to expressions of inappropriate behaviour made by 

other men to disrupt and show their disapproval. Based on the findings of this research, it is 

recommended that future research further explore the more subtle and innocuous ways men 

discuss and navigate issues of sexual violence with their male friends in everyday social 

interactions. 
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1 Chapter One: Introduction and Background 

1.1 Framing the Issue 

Sexual violence can be broadly defined as any sexual act or act targeting a person’s 

sexuality, gender, or gender expression that is committed, threatened, or attempted against a 

person without the person’s consent, and includes sexual assault, sexual harassment, stalking, 

indecent exposure, voyeurism and sexual exploitation (Buss et al. 2016; University of Guelph 

2019, 3). Over the past two decades, studies consistently demonstrate that the rates of sexual 

violence are not in decline (DeKeseredy and Schwartz 1998; Senn et al. 2014; Government of 

Ontario 2015; Buss et al. 2016; Statistics Canada 2018). Additionally, sexual violence is a 

gendered phenomenon, where such violence is overwhelmingly perpetrated by men and the 

victims mostly women (Tjaden and Thoennes 1998; Katz 2002; 2006; Statistics Canada 2018). 

Within the Canadian context, it is estimated that one in three women will experience some form 

of sexual violence in her lifetime (Statistics Canada 2018), and that nine out of ten reported 

sexual assaults are perpetrated against women, by men (Government of Ontario 2015; Statistics 

Canada 2018). Thus, reduction and prevention of sexual violence is an ongoing social issue that 

would necessarily have to involve men. 

In order to address the issue of sexual violence, there are increased efforts to implement   

education programs and campaigns focusing on sexual violence prevention, particularly with 

young people and student populations (Anderson and Whiston 2005; Carmody 2009; Lonsway et 

al. 2009; Gibbons 2013; Amar et al. 2014). Such initiatives aim to increase knowledge around 

sexual violence, reduce violence-supportive attitudes, provide resistance skills and tactics to 

challenge violence, and increase the likelihood that individuals will intervene in situations where 
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violence may or does occur (Anderson and Whiston 2005; Banyard et al. 2007; Coker et al. 

2011; Moynihan 2011; Gibbons 2013). However, women continue to be the willing majority of 

participants in these programs and initiatives, while men’s involvement in sexual violence issues 

and prevention is scant (Flood 2005; 2011; Rich et al. 2011; Michau et al. 2015; Coker 2018; 

Katz 2018). Indeed, many men do not see sexual violence as a men’s issue (Crooks et al. 2007; 

Casey 2020; Casey and Smith 2010; Flood 2011) or may lack the skills or confidence to get 

involved (Crooks et al. 2007; Casey and Ohler 2012). Men may also feel negatively influenced 

or intimidated by male peers and experience pressure to adhere to dominant masculine gender 

roles and socialization within a patriarchal culture that continues to suggest sexual violence is a 

women’s issue, but not relevant for men (Berkowitz 2004; Crooks et al. 2007; Katz 2018).  

Given men’s low participation, and the dominance of women in the realm of sexual violence 

prevention, there is a demonstrated need to shift and increase focus on and work with men. 

Indeed, within the emergent men’s anti-violence literature there is widespread agreement that 

eradicating sexual violence requires men’s engagement, predicated on the fact that the gendered 

socialization of men and boys is a root cause of sexual violence  (Berkowitz 2002; DeKeseredy, 

Schwartz, and Alvi 2000; Flood 2015; Jewkes et al., 2015; Katz 2015; Kauffman 2001; Messner 

2016). Despite such recognition, literature speaks to the persistence of a silent majority of men—

even if not all men are perpetrators,  the majority of them continue to be complicit through their 

silence on such issues and thus play a role in perpetuating and normalizing violence (Kauffman 

2001; Berkowitz 2002; Pease 2008; DeKeserdy 2011; Flood 2015; Katz 2015; Messner 2015).  

However, even within the emergent research shifting towards men’s role and responsibility in 

issues of sexual violence, attempts to understand men’s engagement in violence prevention focus 
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mostly on men’s  participation in, and efficacy of, formally organized prevention initiatives, as 

well as men who are already working as activists and allies in antiviolence organizations 

(Carlson et al. 2017; Casey et al. 2017; Flood 2015; Piccigallo, Lilley, and Miller 2012). 

Notwithstanding the importance of such research, analysis of men’s prevention-oriented 

practices, or lack thereof, is scant outside of such formal education-based initiatives. This poses 

an issue in the scope of extant research, given that fully understanding men’s role in sexual 

violence prevention necessitates also exploring men’s mundane interactions amongst men and 

their male peers—interactions which occur routinely in their day to day lives. Indeed, men’s 

engagement with male peers on sexual violence prevention in the everyday context is of crucial 

significance to the present study. This focus on the everyday context and men’s peers is based on 

existing research which flags the positive and instrumental potential of men’s social relationships 

in peer cultures, where men’s relationships are beginning to be seen as a starting point for 

reconstructing masculinity toward nonviolence (Piccigallo, Lilley, and Miller 2012) and that 

men’s peer cultures can be used as spaces to encourage men’s responsibility to address other 

men’s violence (Berkowitz 2004; Flood 2005; Kaufman 2012; Piccigallo, Lilley, and Miller 

2012; Casey and Ohler 2012; Pease 2006).  It is also suggested that men have a critical role to 

play to confront and reduce violence in their male peers, because they have both greater access to 

and influence over these expressions, which occur in the context of everyday interactions with 

their peers (Casey and Ohler 2012; Pease 2006). Yet, there is a lack of research documenting 

how men enact violence prevention in the context of their everyday lives and interactions with 

their male peers. The current research attempts to address this gap through interrogating sexual 

violence within the context of men’s position in masculine culture, specifically addressing the 
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day-to-day and mundane aspects of men’s lives. It also seeks to understand and communicate 

how men may be already taking part in actions and behaviors that seek to challenge and prevent 

sexual violence.  In doing so, this research study shifts the focus on to men, their role, and their 

involvement in sexual violence prevention to explore the ways in which men take up issues of 

sexual violence and its prevention within the everyday context, and asks: How do men engage 

with other men to prevent sexual violence in their day to day lives?  

1.2 Literature Review  

In the literature review that follows, I outline existing scholarship focusing on men’s role 

and participation in sexual violence prevention. I begin by providing an overview of the 

interdisciplinary field of engaging men in violence prevention, and then move on to discuss the 

role of masculinities in prevention efforts with men. Next, I present literature pertaining to sexual 

violence prevention programming with male participants and audiences, outlining research on 

bystander and social norm models. Lastly, before identifying the gap in the literature to frame the 

present study, I detail key extant research examining the role of men’s peers in facilitating and 

constraining men’s prevention in both peer and formal programming contexts.  

1.2.1 Engaging Men in Sexual Violence Prevention 

There is a considerable body of academic literature and research on sexual violence 

prevention. This research comes from various disciplines, including public health, psychology, 

sociology, social work and education (Anderson and Whiston 2005; Lonsway et al. 2009; Katz, 

Heisterkamp, and Fleming 2011; Gibbons 2013; Storer et al. 2015; Amar et al. 2014; Degue et 

al. 2014). There is significant agreement across this literature that sexual violence is a gendered 
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issue and should be addressed as such, given that men are the majority of perpetrators and their 

victims mostly women (Heise 1998; Berkowitz 2002;2003; Flood 2005; Pease 2008; Ricardo 

2011). In addition, the literature reflects a shift toward primary prevention, where efforts seek to 

lessen the likelihood of violence occurring in the first place through addressing the underlying 

root causes of violence (Wells et al. 2012; Carmody 2009; Storer et al. 2015; Lonsway et al. 

2009). Accordingly, men and boys are an important target audience for primary prevention.  

1.2.2 Why engage men in sexual violence prevention?  

Since the mid-1990s, there has been an increased focus on engaging men and boys in 

sexual violence prevention as a core component in wider violence prevention efforts (Flood 

2011; Casey et al. 2013; Casey et al. 2017). Just as with broader sexual violence prevention, 

research on prevention with men comes from various academic disciplines, including sociology, 

psychology, social psychology, and public health (Katz 1995; Kaufman 2001; Flood 2005; 

Ricardo et al. 2011; Jewkes et al. 2015; Flood and Burrell 2019). Today, one key area of 

scholarship, organizing, and activism which advocates for men’s involvement in sexual violence 

prevention is the interdisciplinary field of engaging men and boys in violence prevention.  In the 

last decade, academic research in the field of engaging men and boys in violence prevention has 

grown in two key areas of feminist-informed scholarship: prevention of violence against women, 

including but not limited to sexual violence, and as an element in pro-feminist critical studies of 

men and masculinities (Flood 2019). One major consensus emerging across practitioners, 

academic scholars, and policy makers in the field is that tackling sexual violence requires 

increased participation of men and boys in order to be most effective and impactful (Flood 2005; 

Casey et al. 2013; Casey et al. 2017). There is significant agreement across this literature that 
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men must be addressed in efforts to prevent sexual violence because men are largely the 

perpetrators of sexual violence and because constructions of masculinity and associated social 

norms play a crucial role in shaping men’s perpetration and perpetuation of sexual violence 

(Berkowitz 2002; 2004; Pease 2008; Ricardo et al. 2011; Flood 2005; 2011;White Ribbon 2011; 

Jewkes et al. 2015). Accordingly, many scholars strongly advocate that although not all men are 

violent, all men and boys can have an influence on the culture that allows other men to be 

perpetrators (Berkowitz 2002,2003; Flood 2005; Katz 2006; Jewkes et al. 2015).   

1.2.3 A gendered approach: Interrogating masculinity when working with men 

 Working with men also stems from recognition that traditional masculinity and associated 

gendered social norms are implicated in men’s use of violence (Ricardo et al 2011; Flood 2011; 

Taylor and Barker 2013). Indeed, constructions of masculinity play a crucial role in shaping 

men’s sexual violence, cutting across individual, interpersonal, and wider societal levels of 

influence (Heise 1998; Flood 2005). At the individual level, research suggests men are more 

likely to sexually assault if they identify with traditional ideas of masculinity such as aggression, 

control, hypersexuality, and antifemininity (Heise 1998; Flood 2005; Leone and Parrot 2017). At 

the interpersonal level, attachment to male peers who encourage and normalize aggression and 

abuse is also a predictor of men’s perpetration of violence (Heise 1998; Flood 2005). At a 

societal level, rates of sexual violence are higher in contexts where manhood is defined in terms 

of dominance, power, and rigid gender roles where men’s use of violence is condoned (Heise 

1998; Flood 2005; Ricardo et al. 2011). There is global research on men and masculinities that 

demonstrates a strong link between the definition of masculinity and manhood in a society and 

the level of violence in that society (Ferguson et al. 2003). Accordingly, a crucial aspect is how 
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prevention work with men interacts with masculinities and masculine norms. Across the 

engaging men field, there is widespread agreement that in prevention work with men, it is critical 

to focus on social and gendered norms of masculinity (Kaufman 2001; Berkowitz 2002; Jewkes 

et al. 2015; Casey et al. 2017; Flood 2018). This focus on gendered norms and associated gender 

roles is necessary because of the relationships between said norms and men’s attitudes about 

violence, particularly their adherence to patriarchal and sexist ideologies (Flood and Pease 

2006). Thus, prevention efforts with men should also put forward an alternative set of norms and 

values, those which are centered on non-violence, gender equality, and social justice for men to 

look towards (Flood and Pease 2006; Pease 2008). 

 There are also complexities in how some efforts aimed at men interact with such social 

norms and ideas of manhood, where the harmful aspects of masculinity may not be challenged 

but instead be further reinforced or naturalized. Indeed, amongst some scholars in the field of 

sexual violence prevention with men, there is criticism regarding the ways in which some 

prevention initiatives may employ stereotypical constructions of masculinity as a strategic way 

of appealing to men (Murphy 2009; Fleming et al 2014; Messner 2015; Flood 2015; Salter 

2016). These include ideas in campaigns such as “real men don’t”, and “my strength is not for 

hurting”, which aim to encourage men to speak out against violence, while simultaneously using 

normative ideas of masculinity and mobilizing men’s masculinity for the protection of women 

(Murphy 2009; Salter 2016). Fleming et al (2014) caution the inadvertent harm in public health 

interventions deploying gender norms and constructions of masculinity, as they can potentially 

exacerbate and reinforce the very gender inequalities they aim to dismantle (Fleming et al 2014). 

Salter argues that these norms of masculinity reflect the prevailing conditions of gender 
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inequality and serve to naturalize rather than challenge it by further entrenching patriarchal 

ideologies (2016). Similarly, Messner contends that such antiviolence efforts deploy dominant 

forms of masculinity, as opposed to arguing for masculinity’s eradication or radical 

transformation (2015). Finally, Murphy (2009) suggests abandoning the traditional masculinity-

based notion of men’s strength as virtuous all together, rather than risk reinforcing harmful 

norms. 

1.2.4 Sexual Violence Prevention Programs Targeting Men  

Early development of men specific programs in the late 1990s and early 2000s document 

a still growing trend toward sexual violence prevention strategies directed specifically at men 

(Berkowitz 2002; Lonsway 1996; Gidcyz et al 2003; Breitenbecher 2001). Taken as a whole, 

early programs sought to redefine sexual violence as not just a "women's issue" but as a concern 

shared by men and women alike. These programs teach men to begin the process of being 

women's social justice allies in ending violence against women. Programs with men generally 

“focus on men taking responsibility for their own behavior and methods to confront sexually 

coercive behaviors in others” (Gidycz et al. 2002, 242). These strategies addressing the role of 

men are also based on research demonstrating the significant influence that men have on each 

other’s attitudes and behaviours when it comes to sexual violence perpetration and prevention 

(Katz 1995; Berkowitz 1992; Schwartz and DeKeserdy 1997; Berkowitz 2002; Fabiano et al. 

2003). Two such approaches centering the influence of men on other men are the bystander 

approach and social norms approach to engaging men in violence prevention, which are 

discussed below. 
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1.2.5 Bystander Approaches to Sexual Violence Prevention with Men 

The idea of a bystander was originally conceived to explain individual’s lack of 

behaviour, or reluctance to help others in an emergency situation (Powell 2014). Today, in the 

context of men’s responding to and preventing sexual violence, bystander approaches are 

increasingly promoted as effective ways of engaging men in challenging violence in their peer 

groups and wider communities (Powell 2014).  In fact, the bystander approach was first 

introduced to violence prevention as a men-specific educational and training program, by 

Jackson Katz (1995) and colleagues through “Mentors in Violence Prevention” (MVP), which 

focused on engaging men as active bystanders in preventing potential violent acts.  Since the 

1990s, academic scholarship on the bystander approach to violence prevention has grown, where 

research discusses the utility of the bystander approach with men, examines influential factors 

such as barriers and facilitators to bystander action, and evaluations of program models in North 

American contexts (Powell 2014). From this work, there is agreement that men are most likely to 

take positive action when they feel supported by their peers to do so, when feeling self-efficacy 

and confident in possessing the skills and ability to take action, and when they perceive that their 

actions will be effective in making a positive difference (Katz 1995; Berkowitz 2004; Powell 

2014). 

Bystander approaches to violence prevention seek to foster a shared individual and 

community responsibility for responding to and preventing sexual violence, through encouraging 

bystanders—people not directly involved as violence as a perpetrator or victim—to take some 

sort of action (Powell 2014; Banyard et al. 2007). Accordingly, bystander-based approaches are 

understood to be well suited for working with men, given that most men do not perpetrate 
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violence but are still in a position to address the behaviour of other men who do (Berkowitz 

2004). In this way, well-designed bystander intervention approaches to prevention can expand 

beyond focusing on individual men, instead framing sexual violence prevention as a social 

problem that requires men intervene and address other men’s behaviour and problematic 

expressions, and to make strides towards changing a hegemonic masculine peer culture which 

fosters and tolerates men’s use of violence (Katz 1995; 2018; Berkowitz 2004). In doing so, men 

are asked to re-examine socialization and cultural conditioning of men, and instead learn and 

promote alternate ways of being a man (Berkowitz 2004). 

The primary component of bystander programs involves enhancing men’s responsibility 

to intervene proactively in order to deter future sexual violence from being perpetrated. Such 

programs attempt to teach men how to intervene proactively in the behaviour of other men, 

particularly male peers, when witnessing inappropriate, violent, or potentially violent situations 

(Katz 1995; Berkowitz 2002; Banyard et al. 2007; Katz et al. 2011). The focus is also to change 

social norms in a male peer culture that supports violent and abusive behaviour. As active 

bystanders, men can be encouraged to counter such norms through challenging violence-

supportive attitudes and behaviours and refusing to remain silent about problematic and 

predatory behaviours (Moynihan 2011). This role as a bystander, then, includes interrupting 

situations that could lead to assault before it happens or during an incident, speaking out against 

social norms that support sexual violence, and having skills to be an effective and supportive ally 

to survivors (Banyard et al. 2007). 

Accordingly, the content of bystander intervention programs with men aims to provide 

men both skills and permission to confront those men who express violence-supportive attitudes 
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or behaviours (Katz 1995; Berkowitz 2002; Katz et al. 2011). Additionally, programs typically 

provide general information about what constitutes sexual violence and discussions of specific 

violence-related behaviours, so that men who participate are more aware of risky situations and 

can recognize problematic behaviour (Lonsway et al. 2009). Programs also frequently include 

active exercises, providing opportunity to practice building intervention skills (Lonsway et al. 

2009).  Some programs have moved towards instructing participants on how to intervene 

proactively by challenging friends who express sexist attitudes or provide guidance on ways to 

assist friends or others in risky situations (Lonsway et al 2009). Indeed, many bystander 

programs designed for male audiences address the full spectrum of potential intervention, 

meaning they provide information and skills for men to intervene before, during, and after sexual 

violence occurs. Programs addressing this full-spectrum include the Mentors in Violence 

Prevention (MVP) Program (Katz 1995; Katz, Heisterkamp, and Fleming 2011; Katz 2018) and 

the Bringing in the Bystander program developed by Banyard, Moynihan, and Plante (2007).  

In terms of evaluation studies, there is a limited research demonstrating the efficacy of 

bystander intervention programs with men. According to the limited evaluative research, the 

effectiveness of bystander programs shows mixed results. Research does suggest that these 

programs are effective in changing men’s attitudes about sexual violence and decreasing 

acceptance of rape myths (Banyard et al. 2007; Coker 2018). In contrast, Gidcyz, Orchowski and 

Berkowitz (2011) suggested that bystander training does not have an impact on perceptions of 

sexual violence, nor their likelihood to accept rape myths—regardless of gender of participants. 

However, it stands that women continue to be the willing majority of participants in mixed-

gender bystander programming and are more likely to engage as bystanders than men in 



 

 

12 

 

situations of actual or potential violence (Banyard et al. 2007; Coker 2018). Thus, there is also a 

recognized need for bystander programming specifically targeting men and the unique social and 

masculine norms which are understood to influence men’s bystander behaviours (Flood 2011; 

Casey and Ohler 2012; Katz 2018; Berkowitz et al. 2020). 

In addition to program and evaluation based research on bystander approaches to 

prevention, there is a related body of scholarship which examines men’s prosocial bystander 

behaviour and what factors influence their likelihood and willingness to get involved in 

situations of violence or related problematic behaviours (Carline 2008; Burn 2009; Casey and 

Ohler 2012; Katz et al. 2014; Wamboldt 2019). Such studies provide insight into how men “do” 

prevention and how they respond to situations of sexual violence and related inappropriate 

comments and behaviours (Carlson 2008; Casey and Ohler 2012; Wamboldt et al. 2019). Several 

such studies have examined how individuals’ relationships to a perpetrator or victim will 

influence how or whether they will intervene in situations of sexual violence.  Here, findings 

from several studies suggest peer social relationships are important factors influencing positive 

or prosocial bystander behaviour—that is, male participants were found to be much more likely 

and willing to get involved or take action when they know someone in the situation as opposed 

to a stranger (Banyard 2007; Burn 2009; Casey and Ohler 2012; Katz et al. 2014). Overall, these 

findings help researchers to understand what factors increase or inhibit men’s prevention-

oriented practices, which in turn informs better and more relevant and effective prevention 

initiatives and programs with men in future development. This type of research is important to 

continue, given that gaps remain in research and our understanding of men’s experiences 
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negotiating intervention and related practices in the context of their everyday lives and 

relationships (Crooks et al. 2007; Casey and Ohler 2012). 

1.2.6 Social Norms Approach to Sexual Violence Prevention with Men   

The social norms approach has its origins in a public-health paradigm, where social 

norms informed campaigns, and interventions were used to prevent and change negative health 

behaviours such as tobacco use and binge-drinking (Berkowitz 2002). The social norms 

approach was first introduced into the field of sexual violence prevention with men 

by Alan Berkowitz in the 1990s (1992; 2002; 2004). It has since gained traction in primary 

prevention work as a useful way to address violence-supportive and masculine social norms with 

men, whilst centering the influence of men’s peer groups in their prevention-oriented practices—

i.e. challenging other men’s perpetration or problematic behaviours and comments (Berkowitz 

2003; 2004; Fabiano et al. 2003; Flood 2005; Kilmartin et al. 2008; Gidycz et al. 2011; 

Berkowitz et al. 2020). 

Generally speaking, the theoretical basis for social norms approaches suggests that when 

making decisions about behaviour, people consider what they perceive most of their peers appear 

to be doing.  However, the social norms theory suggests that these peer influences are actually 

often based more on perceived norms, or what we think others believe and do, rather than on the 

actual norm, or their real beliefs and action (Berkowitz 1992; 2003; 2004). Therefore, people 

may be negatively influenced by inaccurate perceptions of their peers’ beliefs (Berkowitz 2004; 

Ricardo et al. 2011). Accordingly, correcting misperceptions by presenting accurate information 

about peer group norms is hypothesized to decrease peer pressure and the likelihood of engaging 

in problematic behaviour, and increase helpful behaviour (Berkowitz 2004). 
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The social norms approach to violence prevention with men stems from a recognition of 

the disparity between actual and perceived norms regarding men’s behaviours and attitudes 

surrounding sexual violence and sexism (Berkowitz 2004; Fabiano et al. 2004; Flood 2005; 

Kilmartin et al. 2008), and contentions that men are greatly influenced by other men, particularly 

by what they think other men believe or how they think other men behave (Schwartz and 

DeKeseredy 1997; Berkowitz 2004; Fabiano et al. 2003; Flood 2018; Berkowitz et al. 2020). 

More specifically, research suggests that men overestimate each other’s comfort with sexist, 

coercive, derogatory comments and behaviours towards women, as well as the extent to which 

other men support societal myths about masculinity and men’s use of violence (Fabiano et al. 

2003; Flood 2005).  These misperceptions may discourage men from speaking out about these 

comments, even if they are uncomfortable themselves (Berkowitz 2003). A consequence then, is 

that men and boys may take no action and observe or remain silent in the face of other men’s 

inappropriate behaviour (Berkowitz 2002, 2003). Consequently, men who engage in verbal and 

physical violence against women incorrectly interpret other men’s silence as approval, thus 

feeling emboldened to express and act violently towards women (Berkowitz 2003, 2004; Fabiano 

et al. 2003).  Accordingly, social norms approaches aim to correct these misperceptions through 

revealing the extent to which other men actually disagree, or are uncomfortable, with common 

violence-supportive norms of masculinity (Berkowitz 2004; Fabiano et al. 2004; Flood 2005; 

Kilmartin et al. 2008). Therefore, men's willingness to counter other men who exhibit sexually 

violent behaviour or attitudes can be increased by providing accurate knowledge about their male 

peers’ true attitudes (Ricardo et al. 2011). Thus, the potential to change men’s behaviour comes 



 

 

15 

 

from leveraging the influence of existing structures of men’s relationships and the interconnected 

nature of men’s peer behaviours (Berkowitz 2003, 2004; Ricardo et al. 2011). 

In a recent review, Berkowitz et al. (2020) examine several extant studies (Kilmartin et 

al. 2008; Gidcyz et al. 2011; Mennicke et al. 2018) studies where the social norms approach was 

used as a violence prevention strategy with male college students. Here, three recent examples of 

social norms-based initiatives show support for these approaches with men in practice.  

Kilmartin, Smith, Green, Heinzen, Kuchler and Kolar (2008) examined the efficacy of norms 

interventions for reducing the prevalence of men’s sexist attitudes with American college 

students and found that providing feedback on discrepancies between actual and perceived 

norms demonstrated a reduction in sexist attitudes for men in the experimental group. 

Additionally, Gidycz et al. (2011) evaluated the impact of a social norms and bystander 

intervention program among first-year college men, where men in the experimental group were 

found to report less reinforcement for sexually aggressive behaviour, were less likely to associate 

with sexually aggressive peers, and showed a greater likelihood of perceiving that peers would 

intervene in actual or potential instances of sexual violence. Lastly, Mennicke et al (2018) 

examined the efficacy of a social norms and sexual violence prevention marketing campaign in 

changing college men’s attitudes, beliefs, an behaviours over a five year period where survey 

data was analyzed annually to identify discrepancies between actual and perceived norms 

regarding consent, bystander intervention, rape myths, and sexual activity. The results were then 

used to develop the campaigns to correct related misperceptions, and data analysis demonstrated 

underestimation of support for bystander behaviour and overestimation of rape myth 

endorsement (Mennicke et al. 2018).  Together, the results of these studies provide strong 
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support for the approach, finding that it is possible to reduce negative attitude and sexism, 

increase pro-social bystander intervention, and even reduce actual violence by providing men 

with normative feedback in small groups, and through media campaigns (see Berkowitz et al. 

2020). 

1.2.7 The Role of Men’s Peers in Sexual Violence Prevention  

The role of men’s peers, and all-male peer groups is a commonly discussed aspect in 

men’s sexual violence prevention work. Notably, men’s peers hold great potential for influencing 

both their perpetration and prevention, and research documents both the positive and negative 

aspects accordingly. When it comes to the potentially negative influence of men’s peers (i.e. risk 

for encouraging perpetration), research documents that men are more likely to sexually assault 

and harass women if: they have peers who give violence‐supportive advice; if they are closely 

attached to abusive peers; and, if their peers share negative beliefs about gender and about 

violence and are involved in physically aggressive or coercive behaviours (Flood and Pease 

2006). Moreover, men who perceive that their male peers support rape myths have a greater 

willingness to perpetrate rape themselves (Flood and Pease 2006, 41). Studies have also shown 

that men who adhere strongly to hegemonic1 masculine norms—such physical toughness, 

hypersexuality, and antifemininity—may feel compelled to be sexually aggressive and coercive 

toward a female intimate partner in order to maintain dominance within their relationship, and 

are more likely to support physical and sexual violence against women (Schwartz and 

DeKeseredy 2000; Flood and Pease 2009; Jozkowski and Peterson 2013; Smith et al. 2015; 

 

1 For a definition and in-depth discussion of hegemonic masculinity and hegemonic masculine norms, see Chapter 2.  
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Leone and Parrot 2017). However, research also highlights the positive potential of peer 

influence and peer support in terms of challenging sexual violence, as men who take action to 

address peers can begin to break down peer support for sexual violence (Flood and Pease 2009). 

Such work is also supported by evidence suggesting that men’s perception of other men’s 

willingness to intervene to prevent sexual violence or address other men’s disrespectful 

behaviour is a strong predictor of men’s own willingness to intervene (Fabiano et al. 2003; Stein 

2007). Thus, without the perception of peer support to intervene, it may be difficult for men to 

actually take action against the behavior of aggressive peers (Gidycz et al 2011).  

In sum, the above review of the literature pertaining to men in sexual violence prevention 

showed little attention to men’s positive or helpful engagement that men do in the everyday. This 

is the gap I am bringing attention to and aim to address with my research. Indeed, while the 

everyday is an important setting to focus sexual violence prevention efforts with men, given it is 

where the bulk of gendered masculine socialization and enforcement of hegemonic masculinity 

occurs (Connell 1995; 2005; Bourdieu 2001; Katz 2002; 2006; Garlick 2010; Adler 2011), there 

is a dearth of research documenting how men are taking up prevention within the context of their 

day to day lives. Additionally, outside of research which focuses on how men are normalizing 

sexual violence or exerting pressure related to hypersexuality and sexual aggression 

(DeKeseredy, Schwartz, and Alvi 2000; Kilmartin et al. 2008; Prohaska and Gailey 2010; 

Jacques-Tiura et al. 2015), there is little known about how men are engaging with issues of 

sexual violence in a positive, or constructive way.  Accordingly, the present research study aims 

to address this gap through broadening the scope of men’s engagement with sexual violence in 

the everyday, through directly exploring and drawing attention to how men are taking action that 
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is positive, helpful, and challenges both sexual violence and the harmful masculine norms which 

uphold it. 

1.3 Thesis Outline 

The remainder of this thesis consists of four chapters.  In Chapter Two, I outline the 

methodological approach used to guide this research, consisting of two parts. The first 

component presents the theoretical frameworks and key concepts informing this thesis, followed 

by an overview of the qualitative methods and data collection processes, including details of the 

study’s qualitative design and analysis and subsequent limitations. Chapters Three and Four are 

both analytical chapters, each containing key empirical findings of this research and discussion 

integrating relevant extant scholarship. Chapter Three outlines my participants’ experiences 

addressing the topic of sexual violence and response to situations of violence. Building upon this 

discussion, Chapter Four explores how factors such as men’s friendships, group dynamics, and 

masculine norms influence their engagement. Finally, Chapter Five serves as the conclusion to 

this thesis, highlighting key takeaways and contributions, possible directions for future research, 

and my concluding remarks. 
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2  Chapter Two: Methodological Approach  

As methodology is a theory and analysis of how research proceeds, in this chapter I discuss 

which theoretical frameworks I use and how they inform: the overarching research topic, the 

research inquiry, data collection methods, and analysis. I begin with the theoretical approach 

including guiding frameworks and key analytical concepts, followed by a description of my 

research methods—the data collection process, tools used, and data analysis. 

2.1 Theoretical Approach and Key Concepts  

2.1.1 Framing the Everyday Context 

To position the everyday context as an important and necessary focus, my research draws 

from sociological work on everyday interactions.  A sociology of the everyday allows for inquiry 

into that which appears innocuous, understanding that though seemingly mundane, an everyday 

focus is critical to interrogate what governs everyday life interactions—relations, influential 

societal norms, behaviours, overall experiences. Thus, this work is broadly informed by 

foundational sociological work on interactionism, based on the work of Goffman (1959) and 

Garfinkel (1964).  Goffman’s (1959) study of face to face interactions and of the micro-

sociological field of everyday life helps us to understand how people’s interactions are 

performative, and how people rely on perceptions of acceptance from others in their actions and 

interactions. At the same time, interactions are fluid, not fixed, and can be redefined depending 

on differing situational factors, and shifted presentations. Garfinkel (1964) helps us to understand 

how social norms, or ‘rules’ are often implicit in everyday life. People have common 
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understandings which are seemingly obvious to individuals, but difficult to articulate what these 

‘expectancies’ or rules are. This helps us to analyze the significance of everyday interactions, 

where common understandings shape interactions of people across various social groups, and 

these organize the social world in ways that can serve to uphold implicit rules or norms.  

In the context the current research project, when it comes to exploring issues of sexual 

violence and violence prevention, the everyday context is significance because it is in these day 

to day interactions that situations of sexual violence occur. More specifically, many of the 

situations that men encounter do not reflect more extreme or high-risk situations of sexual 

violence, but instead involve inappropriate, disrespectful, and violence-supportive comments 

made by men they know—their peers or friends.  Thus, the everyday context becomes an 

important focal point because in day to day interactions, such seemingly innocuous acts are 

performed, normalized, and can ultimately escalate and perpetuate more severe and episodic 

forms of sexual violence.  For instance, misogynistic jokes or humour relating to sexual violence 

are a common way sexual violence appears in everyday interactions, and extant research shows a 

connection between men’s expression and enjoyment of sexist humour with higher levels of 

violence supportive attitudes (Ryan and Kanjorski, 1998; Kochersberger et al. 2014; Mallett, 

Ford, and Woodzicka, 2016). Accordingly, by focusing on the everyday context, the present 

research aims to highlight both the ways in which, and importance of, men’s actions in these 

settings which can serve to challenge and show disapproval to peers’ inappropriate and sexually 

violent expressions.  

Lastly, it is also important to discuss the terms that this research project employs when 

discussing men and their engagement with sexual violence prevention within this everyday 
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context. In this thesis, I use both the term “peer(s)” or “male peer(s)” and “friend(s)” or “male 

friend(s)”. While these terms are not inherently synonymous, for the purpose of this research, I 

often use the terms interchangeably. Notably, a “peer” in the context of this research refers to an 

individual, or individuals, with whom the participant has some sort of pre-existing relationship 

with (i.e. through class, work, extracurricular or volunteer activities) and may include their 

friends. However, when I use the term friend or friends, this is because participants explicitly 

mentioned and classified their relationship with the man or men in question as being one of 

friendship.  

2.1.2 Feminist Framework and Critical Perspectives of Men and Masculinities 

Theoretically, the research is informed by a feminist framework which positions sexual 

violence within the context of a patriarchal arrangement of society where men’s dominance is 

upheld across a gender order (Connell 1987; Heise 1998; Lorber 2001; Connell 2005). A 

feminist perspective highlights the social construction of gender—men and women, 

masculinities and femininities and the recursive and ongoing negotiation of these identities. 

Based in this feminist perspective, the present research study understands sexual violence and its 

perpetration as a complex and political social problem—not as isolated incidents of individual 

perpetrators. The central tenets of a feminist analysis of sexual violence that guide this study are 

threefold. First, the perpetration of sexual violence is culturally normalized, not deviant—these 

acts are committed by men across all social groups who may be otherwise considered ‘normal’ 

or even ‘good’ (Brownmiller 1975; Griffin 1971; Connell 1995; 2005; Hearn 1998; Bourdieu 

2001; Katz 2002, 2006). Second, there is a relationship between sexual violence and masculinity 

in that sexual violence reflects the culturally normative and honoured constructions of 
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masculinity and masculine identity (hegemonic masculinity), and men’s over conformity with 

this masculinity (Brownmiller 1975; Griffin 1971; Connell 1995, 2005; Baker 1997; Bourdieu 

2001; Katz 2006; Garlick 2010; Katz, Heisterkamp, and Fleming 2011). And third, while all men 

may not perpetrate violence, all men are part of a system which perpetuates it. This is because 

violence is a normative cultural pattern tied to men’s position in a gender order and men’s 

enactment and upholding of masculine dominance. Considering these central tenets, feminist 

research (Brownmiller 1975;Connell 1995; 2005; Baker 1997; Bourdieu 2001; Katz 2006; 

Garlick 2010; Katz, Heisterkamp, and Fleming 2011) posits that men who commit sexually 

violent acts must be understood as a product of wider patriarchal culture, and that they are “in 

conformity with, rather than in deviance from social norms” (Baker 1997, 582).  

In accordance with both a feminist perspective and the everyday context, this study 

understands sexual violence as a continuum. A continuum of sexual violence (Kelly 1988) 

highlights a fundamental common character underpinning the range of abusive and coercive 

behaviours—intrusion, coercion, abuse, assault, and harassment— that women experience. A 

continuum highlights the pervasiveness of violence and the overlaps between sexual violence 

and everyday social and sexual interactions between men and women, to demonstrate how both 

“‘typical’ and ‘aberrant’ male behaviour shade into one another” (Kelly 1988,75). It also helps us 

to recognize how various forms of men’s violence interconnect and mutually reinforce one 

another. Namely, a continuum approach takes into account the role that wider patriarchal 

conditions of culture and societies play when it comes to the acceptance of behaviours and 

attitudes displaying sexual violence.  Thus, a key contention underpinning the current research is 
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that all men play a role in violence in society, and thus all men have a role to play in reducing 

harm and prevention.  

To more pointedly understand men, masculinity, and sexual violence, the current research 

also draws from theoretical discussions of men and masculinities, a body of scholarship rooted in 

a wider feminist paradigm. This body of literature is essential to help examine and understand 

the ways the gender order defines, positions, and constrains men and their practices (Connell 

2002), as addressing men’s violence and its reduction is not possible without an in-depth 

understanding of how masculinities operate (Dobash and Dobash 1998; DeKeseredy, Schwartz, 

and Alvi 2000). In terms of theoretical understandings of masculinity and sexual violence, there 

is a major focus examining connections between the perpetration of sexual violence and social 

constructions of masculinity (Brownmiller 1975; Kaufman 2001; Kimmel 2008; Messerschmidt 

2000; Messner 2016; Pascoe and Holland 2016). A key contribution from this line of theorizing 

is that sexual violence is related to men’s relations with other men and understanding sexual 

violence as a performance of masculinity, by and for other men. Here, what other men think and 

do has the strongest influence on how men act, wherein masculinity is a relational notion 

amongst groups of men (Baker 1997; Bourdieu 2001; Fabiano et al. 2003; Fogel 2017). Theorists 

emphasizing the significance of men’s relations with other men in the reproduction of sexual 

violence contend that sexual violence can be seen as a means through which men can establish 

their dominance over other men. In other words, men may perpetrate sexual violence in an effort 

to reaffirm power vis-à-vis other men (Connell 1995; Hearn 1998; Kaufman 1987; Kimmel 

2008; Messerchmidt 2000; Messner 1995).  
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Lastly, in order to understand and contextualize men’s behaviour and the legitimation of 

masculine values within a society, the current study largely draws from Connell’s concept of 

hegemonic masculinity. Connell’s (1987; 1995; 2005) concept of hegemonic masculinity focuses 

on male and masculine domination in society, over men and women. The concept helps us to 

understand how certain masculine ideals are privileged, and thus have greater influence and 

result in dominance in a patriarchal culture. Thus, hegemonic masculinity refers to a normative 

construction of masculinity, a vision of masculinity against which others are measured—it 

embodies the most sanctioned way of being a man (Connell 1995; 2005). Hegemonic 

masculinity is not static nor is the focus on individual ‘hegemonic’ men. Rather, it focuses on 

normative patterns that are accepted or expected of men. As such, most men may not practice the 

pattern, or adhere to the hegemonic ideal, yet the majority of men still benefit from the 

ideological legitimation of men’s dominance over women (Connell 2005). Within the current 

context of Western society, sexual violence is understood as part of an expression of an 

idealized, hegemonic masculine identity—an ideology rooted in behaviour and gendered 

constructions of dominance, violence, and control that men and boys are socialized to aspire to 

(Connell 1995; 2005; Bourdieu 2001; Katz 2002; 2006; Garlick 2010; Adler 2011). Other 

hegemonic expectations or norms include restrictive emotionality, toughness and aggressive 

behaviour (DeKeseredy, Schwartz, and Alvi 2000; Flood and Pease 2009).  Moreover, 

understanding hegemonic masculinity as not static, but dynamic and subject to change or 

difference across social situations or time is important (Connell & Messerschmidt 2005). 

Therefore, since hegemony is not fixed, the concept points to the possibility for transformation. 
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In other words, it is a process of gender relations that can change in substance by context and 

history (Levy 2005; Connell 1995).   

In sum, this research study is largely informed by understanding hegemonic masculinity as a 

pattern of practice, an idealized masculinity that receives normative status in a particular society. 

From this, two key points guide the inquiry and analysis of the current research. First, men are 

not all in accordance with current hegemonic masculine norms (i.e. restrictive emotionality, 

aggressive or violent behaviour, and misogyny) and the degree to which these norms are 

embodied and internalized vary. Second, because gendered practice and relations are socially 

constructed, the hegemonic ideal and associated norms can change. This suggests that a healthier 

masculinity and associated patterns of practice can become hegemonic in the way that sexual 

aggression and violence have been part of the norm in a Western, patriarchal, gender order. 

Taken together, these points contend that men’s aggression, violence, and masculine norms are 

not natural or inevitable—they can change, new masculinities or transformations can occur 

which are necessary and possible. Thus, the current research seeks to discover ways in which 

ordinary men, by discussing or addressing situations of sexual violence, act in opposition to 

expected norms and how this is negotiated.  

2.2 Research Methods 

The present study is exploratory in nature, and seeks to address the primary research 

question: how do men engage with each other on sexual violence prevention at the day-to-day 

level? The aim of the research is to explore men’s everyday interactions with other men, to 

identify how they discuss and respond to situations of sexual violence—where, with whom, and 
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why. In order to answer these questions and understand what is currently happening amongst 

men, I used semi-structured interviews to interact with 25 male students.  

In the subsections that follow, I provide a detailed description of my research process. 

Although the research process is not linear, I present my process in a chronological fashion, to 

demonstrate when I undertook each step, and to reflect on both the successes and challenges 

throughout the project.  

2.2.1 Research Design 

 Exploratory research aims to “make sense” of a phenomenon and focuses on the causal 

mechanisms that underlie and produce social phenomena and is suited to learning or making 

sense of why and how something happened or happens (Reiter 2017). Qualitative research 

methods are best suited to produce descriptive data that can help to answer such questions of 

‘how’ and ‘why’ (Aurini, Heath, and Howells 2016, 45).  Interviews allow researchers to learn 

about their participants’ experiences, thoughts, and understandings more deeply than other 

qualitative methods (Aurini, Heath, and Howells 2016). Moreover, interviews allow participants 

to explain their experiences, attitudes, reactions, and definitions in their own words to provide 

data which reflects participants perceptions (van den Hoonarrd 2012). As the current study 

focuses on a relatively under-researched area and aims to understand questions of both how and 

why, semi-structured interviews were ideal as a method which provided better access to 

participants’ lived experiences. 

The use of qualitative interviews is common when researching sexual violence (see 

Jaquier, Johnson, and Fisher in Renzetti et al. 2010), and is ideal for understanding violence from 
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the perspective of those who experience and perpetrate it (Testa, Livingston, and Vanzile-

Tamsen 2011). Further, several research studies on men and sexual violence use qualitative 

methods to talk to men about similar topics pursued in this research, including their role in 

prevention, investment in anti-violence, strategies and actions used to address other men’s 

violence, and their perceived ability to support survivors (Scheel et al. 2001; Carlson 2008; 

Casey 2010; Casey and Ohler 2012). Inspired in part by these studies, the use of qualitative 

interviews in my own research allowed participants to foreground their own perspective when 

speaking to their experience discussing and responding to situations of sexual violence, as well 

as provide an opportunity to explain not only what their experiences are, but provide insight into 

their understanding, opinions, and feelings where possible.  Using interviews allowed me to ask 

questions about why, where, and with whom to gain insight into what factors may influence 

men’s behaviour in a given situation. As such, the data derived from these interviews allowed 

me, as a researcher, to connect insights to my participants’ personal circumstances and to 

examine the meaning people make of their experiences while putting behaviour in context 

(Aurini, Heath, and Howells 2016; Seidman 1998).   

2.2.2 Research Setting, Recruitment, and Sampling of Population 

Research and data collection took place at the University of Guelph (U of G), and the 

sample of 25 men interviewed (See Appendix A for an outline of all participants in the sample 

and their non-identifying demographic information) were all students at the U of G in Fall 2018, 

as per participation requirements. I chose the university as a site for studying men and sexual 

violence for several reasons. Sexual violence is a relatively common and pervasive issue on 

university campuses evidenced by research showing that sexual assault disproportionately affects 
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college students and that key risk factors for sexual violence, including sexist norms and gender 

inequalities, thrive in campus contexts (Amar, Strout, Simpson, Cardiello, and Beckford 2014; 

Government of Ontario 2015; Fedina et al. 2016). Further, the university as both an institution 

and a physical setting is a social context which serves as a microcosm of the wider society in 

which sexual violence and gendered relations occur. Finally, the university provided me, a 

student researcher, relative ease of access to a pool of adult men respondents.   

The sample of 25 participants all identified as men, and the majority as heterosexual, with 

three participants who are bisexual. Participants range in age from 18 to 27 years. The majority 

of my participants grew up in Ontario, Canada (n=18) or in another Canadian province (British 

Columbia n=3; Quebec n=2). Two participants had recently moved from South Asia, where they 

grew up, to attend university in Guelph, and one student had moved to Guelph from Southeast 

Asia four years prior to the study.  The majority (n=19) of my participants were upper-year 

undergraduate students (third or fourth year) or graduate students (MA, PHD), and the remaining 

six first- or second-year undergraduate students. In regard to program of study (See Appendix A 

for a full overview of participants’ specific programs of study), over half of participants (n=16) 

studied sciences, including biomedical sciences, chemistry, and environmental sciences. The 

programs of the remaining participants (n=9) were more varied, and included engineering, 

political science, criminal justice and public policy, commerce, philosophy, English, French, and 

geography. 
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Having prior research experience conducting interviews with men related to topics of sex 

and sexuality was an asset going into data collection.2 However, as a woman researching men’s 

practices and experiences, there are still limitations and challenges. From the onset of my 

research topic, I had to consider the potential influence of participants questioning my ‘outsider 

status’ as a woman working with men. As a woman and a feminist with my own experiences of 

sexual violence, this positionality3 undoubtedly influenced the questions I asked, the language 

used, and what preconceived answers or notions I assume men may provide, or lack. Thus, I had 

to consider this throughout the research design and data collection process. While it cannot be 

stated outright that the data collected would necessarily be different should a male researcher 

have conducted the interviews with my participants, it is still important to note that as a woman, 

I do not share the lived experience of being a man, as well as access to behaviour, practices and 

vocabulary that a male researcher would. That being said, it is not expected that any participant 

will reveal everything to a researcher, regardless of gender or researcher- participant relationship. 

As such, I had to be continuously conscious of the fact that the data collected and responses my 

participants offer me are impacted by the social structure of the interview itself (see Bourdieu, 

1996) and thus to consider this context of the interviewer-interviewee relationship throughout my 

analysis.  

Returning to the constraint posed by my gender is the issue of access, in that I could not 

be in men-only spaces. Indeed, a lack of access to masculine spaces and men respondents has 

 

2 The prior research experience comes from my undergraduate Honours thesis in which I explored men’s self-

identification with feminism and conducted 5 in-depth interviews with male undergraduate students.  
3 Positionality refers to one’s social location and how factors such as gender, age, and ethnicity influence the 

research process (Lumsden 2012; De Craene 2017, 450) 
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also been noted by other feminist women researchers as a practical setback encountered in 

qualitative fieldwork and interviewing (Pante 2014; Soyer 2013), wherein women researchers 

cannot expect to be “one of the boys” (Easterday et al 1977:338). Beyond access, the gendered 

dynamics of women researching men are cautioned in terms of the type of data collected as men 

respondents may behave differently in the presence of a woman researcher (Easterday et al 

1977), and that women conducting interviews may receive different stories from her respondents 

than if interviewed by another man (Kosygina 2005:93). At the same time, researchers also 

suggest that men respondents may perceive women researchers as nonthreatening and thus may 

be forthcoming or disclose personal information with women researchers (Williams and Heikes 

1993; Easterday et al. 1977).  Therefore, the rapport and relationship between women researchers 

and men respondents is highly contextual (Pante 2014), and as researchers we can take steps to 

navigate our positionality with respect to the relevant setting or population. For me, this meant 

focusing on repositioning my social characteristics as approachable, relatable, through playing to 

my shared U of G student status and being of similar age rage to my respondents.  

To further address potential issues of bias in my interview questions, prior to data 

collection I held a focus group style discussion with a group of four men4, selected by myself and 

my faculty supervisor, to serve as a sounding board for my project. The information gathered 

from this discussion was not used as data to inform the present study. Rather, the purpose of the 

group was to garner constructive feedback and to have a men’s point of view on how to best 

approach questions of sexual violence for responses from other men. Together, we reviewed my 

 

4 The men selected in this group were two upper-year students involved in student leadership positions and two 

graduate students. I chose these men because they were either familiar with the research and data collection process, 

or were experienced working with the student population through their campus leadership roles.  
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research objectives and tested interview questions and the group identified potential challenges I 

may run into with participants and collaborated on solutions. The input proved valuable, and lead 

to four amendments to the interview guide: 1) to begin interviews with an accessible description 

of my research purpose and goals, avoiding academic or unfamiliar terms; 2) to begin with an 

accessible question, such as their motivation or interest in  participation, to increase comfort 

prior to the ‘real’ interview; 3) to ask participants how they defined and understood sexual 

violence prior to providing the definition guiding my research to further ‘ease’ participants in 

and validate existing knowledge; 4) and to use specific action words when asking men about 

their experiences such as what they have seen or heard, how they have reacted or responding, 

and what words they have used.  

Participants were recruited from the U of G student population via: a) departmental 

emails to all students, sent by individual colleges across the seven colleges of the U of G; and b) 

an online post hosted on the U of G office of Research’s “Research Participants Needed” web 

page. Both methods used a recruitment flyer (See Appendix B) which specified a need for men 

students. The flyer invited men to participate in one 30-minute long in-person interview, where 

they would discuss sexual violence prevention and reflect on their experience of talking about 

sexual violence with peers. Most participants expressed interest by contacting me directly and 

had learned of the study through departmental email. When communicating with potential 

participants over email I sent documents detailing my research purpose and objectives, and the 

consent form for review prior to the interview.  

Initially, I anticipated recruitment would be an ongoing challenge. This was in part due to 

literature suggesting men may be uncomfortable and unwilling to speak about sexual violence, 
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which was compounded by my being a woman researcher. However, the general response from 

men was encouraging and the majority of all interviews were arranged within one week of initial 

recruitment outreach. Overall, I found an eagerness on the part of these men to have 

conversations that is rarely acknowledged in the literature.5 Still, there were several challenges in 

recruitment. For instance, four potential participants arranged interviews, and subsequently did 

not show up nor reschedule.  

In terms of recruitment challenges and subsequent impact on my sample, I did have 

difficulty recruiting first year, second year, and engineering students from of all years of study, 

despite my intention to seek representation from all departments in order to have a relatively 

representative sample of the U of G population.6  I reached out directly to the under-represented 

departments and to professors of large first-year courses to re-distribute my recruitment flyer, 

which lead to my final three participants.  Still, my sample lacks representation from men in the 

age range of 18-21, as well as undergraduate students in their first and second year of study.  

2.2.3 Data Collection: Conducting the Interviews 

I conducted all of the interviews in-person, between September and October 2018. All 

interviews were held in private study rooms in the McLaughlin Library at the U of G, and 

participants selected a time which worked best for them. The library was chosen because it is a 

central and accessible location on campus, and meeting rooms provided privacy and safety. 

However, if desired, I offered the option of an alternative meeting space on campus of 

 

5 It noteworthy that even after completing my interviews, prior to removing the recruitment flyer from the graduate 

studies website, I received emails from six additional men expressing their interest in taking part in the research 
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participants choosing when arranging interviews. No participants opted for an alternative setting 

for the interview.  Interviews ranged in length from 19 to 45 minutes, with most lasting 30 

minutes. 

Before beginning each interview, I reviewed and obtained informed consent7 with each 

participant and provided five-dollar cash compensation for their time and contribution. I found 

reviewing the informed consent document, though important, to be rigid and institutional and 

was at times an uncomfortable beginning to the interviews. Upon reflection, given the flexibility 

of the Research Ethics Board and the option to obtain consent through verbal contract, I realize 

this may be a worthwhile option for future research I conduct. Next, I introduced myself, 

departmental affiliation, and the research purpose and objectives in as clear and accessible 

language as possible. This proved to be an important transition into the actual interview, as it 

allowed me to speak more organically, and provide a more genuine introduction to myself and 

my work. 

To gather my data, I followed an interview guide containing six main questions (see 

Appendix D). The interviews sought men’s understanding of and experiences in engaging with 

sexual violence within their everyday experiences and interactions. The questions asked about 

men’s understanding(s) of sexual violence, their lived experiences of and how they have 

addressed situations of sexual violence, if and how sexual violence is discussed amongst men, 

 

7 As per the procedure for interviews as approved by the University of Guelph Research Ethics Board, conducting 

research with human participants requires researchers obtain informed consent from all participants. I chose to 

obtain consent on paper via signature and provided the respondent with a copy for their own records. 
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and finally, men’s role in sexual violence prevention. I also had several vignettes, or scenarios of 

hypothetical situations of sexual violence to use for participants to reflect on if they had 

difficulty thinking of experiences.  

At first, some participants had trouble providing examples or experiences of how they 

had challenged or addressed expressions of sexual violence or other sexist behaviour. While I 

had tools to address this possibility, what proved most useful was sharing some general examples 

of situations provided by other participants, ensuring that I did so without using names or other 

identifying information. This appeared to help relieve pressure of there being any right or wrong 

responses, and also seemed to jog participants’ memory to reflect on similar or related 

experiences, if applicable.  It is necessary to also note a limitation relating to the interviews 

themselves and the data collected when speaking with my participants, particularly relating to the 

types of sexual violence they discussed and shared in their responses. Most often, participants 

spoke with me about verbal forms of sexual violence such as cat calling, sexist or sexual 

violence-supportive jokes, and to a lesser extent about behaviours such as non-consensual 

groping or touching in public spaces. However, more extreme acts of sexual violence which 

more commonly come to mind such as stalking, sexual coercion and rape, were rarely discussed 

by participants, except for when they were speaking about a general definition or examples of 

sexual violence. While these findings are discussed at length in both Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, I 

feel it is necessary to note that this may also be a consequence of the researcher participant 

relationship and participants not wanting, nor being expected, to discuss these more grotesque 

instances with me, even if they had been witness to such acts or experiences.  
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At the end of each interview, participants filled in a short questionnaire (see Appendix E) 

that I created to collect basic and non-identifying demographic information including their age, 

year and program of study, sexual orientation, and relationship status which provided descriptive 

statistics of my sample (see Appendix A). Interviews were digitally audio-recorded on an 

encrypted device, and I transcribed them verbatim into digital text documents. The recordings, 

after transcription, were permanently deleted. Participants were given codes I chose at the time 

of transcription, used in lieu of names in the remainder of this thesis.   

2.2.4 Data Coding and Analysis 

When working with qualitative data, thematic analysis is an important component in the 

research process wherein raw data is analyzed and organized to identify key findings, and helps 

the researcher begin to interpret meaning and draw conclusions from the data (Boyatzis 1998; 

O’Leary 2017).  In order to organize raw interview transcripts into conceptual categories and to 

identify themes and concepts, my own analysis began by coding—a step in analysis used to 

detect patterns, themes, and responses to key objectives and questions (Mikkelsen 2005). Using 

Mikkelsen’s (2005) guidelines for analysis and interpretation of interview-based data, data was 

coded loosely following three steps: open coding, axial coding, and selective coding. I coded the 

data both by hand and with the help of qualitative data analysis software Nvivo128.  

 

8 Nvivo12 is a computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software (CAQDAS) used to help researchers efficiently 

manage and organize data, i.e. interview transcripts (Aurini, Heath, & Howells 2016). 
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 As previously noted, the current research is exploratory. Guided by previously 

formulated theories and gaps in the literature, it seeks to understand the how and the why, while 

also asking how much a current theory can explain as opposed to testing or trying to prove a 

hypothesis (Reiter 2007). Thus, although I had an idea of what themes I may encounter due to 

the literature review guiding the research inquiry and design, I began by using an inductive 

approach when open coding the data. An inductive approach9 to data analysis follows a “bottom 

up” process, in which data are not bound to a specific or pre-determined set of codes (Mikkelsen 

2005).  In this initial phase of open coding, I identified and grouped major concepts and themes. 

In the second phase, axial coding, I identified related categories and condensed these codes. As I 

often moved back and forth between the phases of coding as needed, my data analysis was a 

cyclical process, rather than linear (Braun and Clarke 2006; O’Leary 2017).  Thus, in my 

analysis I sought to answer my research question, while also giving space for new themes and 

sub-questions to emerge from the data and to honor my participants experiences and point of 

view throughout the process (Mikkelsen 2005; Braun and Clark 2006; O’Leary 2017). Notably, 

the substantive focus on the influence of men’s social relationships, particularly men’s friends as 

opposed to a general ‘peer’ (see Chapter Four) emerged from the data as participants consistently 

referenced their friends when making sense of the how and why of their experiences.  

 

9 In qualitative research, inductive coding is particularly associated with the grounded theory approach (Glaser and 

Strauss 1967) to condense data into categories, wherein these themes are strongly linked or ‘grounded’ in the 

empirical data (Mikkelsen 2005). 
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Toward the end of analysis, my selective coding was akin to a deductive approach. A 

deductive approach is driven by the researcher’s specific area of interest to provide more detailed 

analysis of certain themes in the data (Mikkelsen 2005; Braun and Clarke 2006). In moving 

toward a process of deductive confirmation (O’Leary 2017), I analyzed data in relation to the 

research question which provided me with a more detailed understanding of the parameters of 

my participants’ interactions specific to the everyday context, and their relations with other men. 

2.2.5 Conclusion 

It is encouraging to reflect upon the quality and depth of conversation I was able to have 

with many of the men who participated in the interviews. For most conversations, I felt an 

openness and willingness among participants to discuss what are understandably uncomfortable 

topics to reflect upon with a total stranger. Several participants expressed interest in learning 

more about the current research, further avenues to discuss topics of sexual violence, and several 

indicated that they felt inclined to talk about their participation with their male friends- these are 

all notable ways in which my participants showed concern for issues of sexual violence, beyond 

participation in and of itself.  Overall, my interviews and conversations with men send an 

important message that there are many men who are interested in opportunities to learn and 

discuss issues of sexual violence and sexual violence prevention. 
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3 Chapter Three: Exploring Men’s Everyday Engagement 

This chapter, as the first of two analytical chapters combining the current research 

findings and relevant discussion, aims to show what men are doing when it comes to discussing 

and addressing situations related to sexual violence in their day to day interactions with other 

men. Here, I provide an overview and analysis of my participants’ existing engagement efforts—

their experiences addressing the topic of sexual violence and responding to situations of 

violence, with a focus on the everyday, interpersonal context. I also outline the ways in which 

these activities are in adherence with or deviate from hegemonic norms of masculinity. In doing 

so, I attempt to situate my participants’ engagement efforts within existing empirical and 

theoretical scholarship to demonstrate the diversity of men’s enactment of prevention-oriented 

practices.  Additionally, understanding the degree to which men’s actions reflect hegemonic 

masculine norms is an important facet of analysis given that research shows that men who adhere 

strongly to said norms are more likely to support physical and sexual violence against women, 

and may be more compelled to use sexual aggression with women in an effort to maintain 

dominance within their relationships (DeKeseredy, Schwartz, and Alvi 2000; Flood and Pease 

2006; Jozkowski and Peterson 2013; Smith et al. 2015). Accordingly, in the discussion that 

follows, I also outline what men are doing and how they engage with and challenge sexual 

violence and associated norms. To do so, I asked participants about their experiences discussing 

issues pertaining to sexual violence in conversation and responding to situations of sexual 

violence, or violence-supportive expressions. This chapter is divided into two sections: Sexual 

Violence in Conversation; and Responding to Situations of Sexual Violence.  
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3.1 Sexual Violence in Conversation 

This section provides a glimpse into how men talk about sexual violence and the nature 

of these conversations. Academics and activists who work in the field of engaging men in 

violence prevention agree that men talking to other men about sexual and gender-based violence 

is an important mechanism in challenging social norms that position such topics as not men’s 

issues or taboo (Flood and Pease 2006; Pease 2008; Flood 2011; Katz 2018). While some of said 

work, such as Men Speak Up: A toolkit for action in men’s daily lives (Flood 2011) provides men 

with useful strategies for how such conversations can take place, there is little known about the 

content or topics and ways in which men are actually having mundane conversations about 

sexual violence.  Further, in the context of men’s violence, while there is research examining 

how men converse with their peers, it mostly pertains to how men use objectifying language 

about women and sexual relationships which may in turn normalize sexual violence and exert 

pressures related to hypersexuality and sexual aggression (DeKeseredy, Schwartz, and Alvi 

2000; Kilmartin et al. 2008; Prohaska and Gailey 2010; Jacques-Tiura et al. 2015). I aimed to 

discover if men talk about sexual violence with other men in their everyday lives, and to 

understand the frequency, catalyst, and content of these conversations. To do so, I asked my 

participants the following questions: 

1) In your day to day life, would you say that sexual violence is talked about within your 

peer group, amongst your male peers?  

2)  If yes, can you tell me about a time where a topic relating to sexual violence has come 

up in conversation? 

3)  If no, why do you think that is?  
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While nearly all (n=21) participants indicated that they do have conversations discussing 

sexual violence with their peers10, how often and what these conversations entailed varied. A 

small number (n=3) of participants indicated that they have these conversations “regularly” 

(LN18) or “quite often” (RP21). One participant specifically indicated that he and his friends 

discuss sexual violence “all the time. Just like all the time. That is if not a daily conversation in 

my friend group, at least four times a week conversation. This is something my friends and I are 

really pretty passionate about” (AM5). These participants indicated discussing sexual violence 

with both men and women in their friend group. A considerable number of participants (n=11) 

indicated that discussion of sexual violence with male peers is “reasonably common” (CA12). 

One such participant explained that “It's not a conversation that I have absolutely every day, but 

it something I am familiar with talking about and hearing people's views on” (AK6).   

Furthermore, for others (n=7), discussing sexual violence was reported as less common, but still 

something they have and do talk about on occasion. Despite not being a “general topic of 

conversation” (JG24), these participants said that they will and do participate “if the subject is 

brought up” (TA1) or “if it is necessary” (CO20). Finally, a minority of participants (n=4) said 

they rarely or never discuss sexual violence with any of their peers. However, one participant 

here indicated that despite not having these conversations with his friends, that he thinks about 

issues of sexual violence often, CC9 said,  “I have thought about it a lot but never openly discuss 

with friends or my peers”. In contrast, another participant felt that sexual violence as a topic of 

conversation is rare amongst everyone. When asked about conversations amongst men in his life, 

 

10 While I clarified in the interviews that I was interested in participants’ experiences with other men and thus, male 

peers, some participants also spoke to examples in mixed-gender interactions or with women.  
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WS7 said: “you're talking about ‘is it a topic of conversation with your guy friends, and other 

than that one time really, it's not really a topic of conversation with anybody”.   

While the above findings regarding the frequency of conversation show that many 

participants discuss sexual violence with male peers, at least on occasion, what is more important 

and insightful is the content of these conversations. Accordingly, the next section discusses 

specific themes and topics in the conversations my participants have with their male peers. 

3.1.1 Themes in Conversation 

In regard to the specific topic of conversation, beyond generally pertaining to sexual 

violence, I identified two main themes or catalysts for discussion across participants’ responses. 

The most prominent is discussing media coverage of high-profile sexual violence cases such as 

those of the #MeToo movement.11 The second pertains to more personal experiences of 

participants’ friends, family, acquaintances, or self.  

The vast majority of participants (n=19) indicated that their conversations discussing 

sexual violence revolved around more removed12 topics and issues presented through traditional 

and social media. Many participants referenced the #MeToo movement and related high-profile 

men who were known or alleged perpetrators of sexual violence as catalysts for the 

conversations they have. For instance, one participant said that with men in his friend group, “we 

 

11 The use of the statement ‘Me Too’ was introduced by civil rights activist Tarana Burke in 2006 to raise awareness about the 

pervasive and widespread nature of sexual harassment and assault and gained global recognition a decade later when American 

actor Alyssa Milano took to social media to encourage women who had experienced sexual harassment or assault in public 

domains to share their stories using the phrase as a hashtag of #MeToo with twelve million posts using the hashtag appearing in 

only twenty-four hours (Mendes et al. 2018). 

12 I use the term ‘removed’ to refer to and categorize topics of conversation that are about issues or situations of sexual violence 

outside of a personal experience or that of a friend, family member, acquaintance.  



 

 

42 

 

talk about sexual violence in the news and media. So, it’s more politicians, public figures, the 

whole #MeToo movement, Trump…Lots of talk of sexual violence comes up there” (KC10). Of 

these participants, many discussed impacts attributed to increased attention in traditional and 

social media, and generally viewed this to be a positive or helpful thing.  

Accordingly, for several participants, the increased coverage and prevalence of sexual 

violence appeared to facilitate increased conversation in their own interactions with some men in 

their friend group. For example, one participant said that “in the last year or two years, 

particularly with the #MeToo movement and all of the high-profile cases of sexual violence that 

are being reported it is definitely something that we will talk about” (CA12). For a few 

participants, it appeared that discussing media cases with friends is a way to reflect on wider 

issues of sexual violence, and even reflection and discussions about their own behaviour. One 

such participant explained the connection and spoke to personal experience amongst men in his 

friend group.  

I think media is a source where it makes the men to become able to talk about 

sexual violence in their groups…now men can talk about it or discuss it 

themselves… When the #MeToo movement was a big thing we did talk about how 

what we usually did can actually be sexual harassment such as a verbal things, and 

being too touchy. So, we reflected a lot after that. (HM15) 

 

Another participant gave insight into the specific aspects of such cases as well as the general 

condemnation of sexual violence amongst his friend group13 (AK6). Describing the nature of 

these conversations, he said: 

The topic comes up mostly in terms of a discussion that is condemning, in 

response to the case or guy at hand. Usually amongst our own group of friends 

there is general talk about our attitude towards sexual violence as ‘Why do 

 

13 Here, this participant (AK6) did not specify the gender composition of his friend group, and as such it is unclear 

whether he is referring to discussions amongst men, or men and women, in this excerpt.  
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people still do this? Why is this still a problem that we are struggling with in the 

21st century?’ Once somebody brings it up we can tell that it's serious. (AK6) 

 

Considering these insights, participants’ individual experiences show the potential impact of 

these types of conversations. For instance, issues presented in media can create opportunities for 

further discussion beyond the specific situation or story that spurred the initial conversation.  

Similarly, talking amongst peers can serve as an informal learning opportunity, providing 

familiarity and introduction to diverse viewpoints and knowledge surrounding the pervasiveness 

and ways in which sexual violence manifests. Finally, there is potential to encourage personal 

reflection and connection to men’s own lives, even considering their role in other men’s 

violence.  

In contrast to the majority of participants, a few indicated that they do not discuss sexual 

violence in the media amongst other men or that it “doesn’t come up” (SB13), though most of 

these men were still familiar with the #MeToo movement and had “heard of the cases” (TA1). 

One participant explained that “it’s not because it’s taboo or that we don’t want to talk about it.. 

but no one ever thinks to bring it up…and it doesn’t come up organically really.. we aren’t really 

talking about the news” (AM16).  These men appeared ambivalent about media-related topics of 

sexual violence.   

Lastly, two participants spoke about some negative influences attributed to more recent 

and widespread discussion of men and sexual violence in media and social media.  One 

participant personally felt that increased media coverage of men’s perpetration of sexual violence 

has made him and other men feel unwelcome and unwilling to discuss sexual violence, for fear 

of having comments directed at them, or to be singled out or grouped out (JB11). Similarly, 
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another participant suggested that media presentations may negatively impact other men’s 

understanding of sexual violence and their role in addressing the issue: 

[Men] are often perpetrators of sexual violence and that is a hard thing to tackle 

because no one wants to see themselves as the bad guy. I think lots of men feel 

alienated within discussions of sexual violence because of the representation in 

the media… the narrative is a woman comes forth, blames men for the sexual 

violence, man gets tried in public, man is a bad guy. That’s a traditional narrative 

you see and I think that’s what makes lots of men uncomfortable during these 

conversations because they think they’re going to be automatically labelled a bad 

guy. (KC10) 

 

This insight suggests that media may also have negative impacts on how men view their role and 

the degree to which they feel welcome or able to discuss sexual violence. Men may feel 

unwelcome or alienated, defensive, because of some messages and their individual interpretation 

of them. What these responses also show is that men’s role in preventing sexual violence, 

necessarily connected to men’s position in a system of patriarchal privilege, is a difficult thing 

for men to reckon with. It can be misconstrued or conceived as carrying a negative, 

condemnatory and blaming tone towards men and can create feelings of defensiveness and 

disengagement as a result.   

In contrast to the high prevalence of media-based discussions, it was less common14 for 

my participants to speak to experiences discussing more personal “close to home situations” 

(SB13) with other men. Several (n=8) participants reflected on a tendency to discuss sexual 

violence through more detached or ‘removed’ instances, and simultaneously suggested that 

 

14 While I was not asking participants to share their own personal accounts of having experiencing sexual violence, 

it is still important to point out that some participants may not have wished or felt comfortable sharing any sort of 

personal-level experiences with me as a female researcher, given that other female researchers working with men 

have documented this reality (Easterday et al. 1977; Kosygina 2005). 
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personal experiences of their friends or others in their lives were uncommon in conversation. For 

instance, one participant explained this tendency saying that: 

I guess most of the time [sexual violence] comes up with my friends and I when 

something really tragic or grotesque happens. And the media is a huge place 

where things come up when it comes to sexual violence…I can’t think of anything 

when it comes to the personal experiences or people we know... I don’t think 

that’s something I talk to my peers about too much. Maybe it’s something I 

should talk to my peers about. (MI14) 

 

When discussing why this may be, participants appeared to agree it is more comfortable and 

easier to discuss sexual violence through an impersonal or detached situation. For those 

participants who did share, more personal and intimate discussions were associated with feeling 

discomfort and difficulty. For example, one participant explained: 

It's kind of unfortunate to say that like massive events like that make it easier to 

talk about.  But it's an example that is in plain view…. It's a conversation starter 

and you can really just see how toxic something can be and the after effect, in a 

way that is more comfortable than something more personal. (MM8) 

 

For the few participants (n=4) who reported that they have conversations about more 

personal and close experiences and situations of sexual violence, such experiences appeared to 

mostly involve and take place with women as opposed to men. These instances involved having 

women in their lives disclose experiences of sexual violence and assault to them (AM5; 18LN; 

12CA), talking to and comforting women partners who were harassed (12CA; HG15; 18LN) and 

discussing their own experience as survivors of sexual violence (AM5). These conversations 

were also described as being difficult or uncomfortable at times. When explaining a recent 

situation where a woman, a close friend, disclosed a sexual assault to him, one participant said: 

“it is not a comfortable topic of conversation to talk about. But I do try to be someone that a 

friend can talk to if they need to…and that’s also why this is so important to me” (LN18). 
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Another participant spoke about what he has taken away and learned from many more intimate, 

personal conversations with friends, mostly women, saying:  

While the number of friends who have told me about their history of sexual 

violence is really disturbing…but heartwarming at the same time to be 

trusted…Even as a young person or teen, it was something people felt comfortable 

talking to me about, so it really helped inform my own knowledge on the stuff I 

need to unlearn and my own behaviour. It's been a really useful conversation. 

(AM5) 

 

Despite the intended focus on men’s conversations with other men, these experiences show an 

important common pattern in which more ‘personal’ conversations or topics seem to be 

facilitated by women or women’s experiences. This is not overly surprising, given that  

many men’s initial sensitization to issues of sexual violence and violence against women more 

generally is often attributed to women. That is, many men’s interest or investment is often 

fostered by listening and learning from women in their lives (Casey and Smith 2010; Piccigallo, 

Lilley, and Miller 2012).   

Overall, the above findings suggest that for many men in my sample, the general topic of 

sexual violence is something they have and will talk about. Thus, men talking about sexual 

violence is not always a taboo or outside of acceptable behaviours and shows a willingness to 

transgress culturally sanctioned or idealized masculine social norms. In this way, men’s day-to-

day conversations reflect several recognized aims in the wider effort to engage men in violence 

prevention. Namely, challenging traditional norms of masculinity (Flood 2011) by countering 

notions that sexual violence and talking about related issues is ‘feminine’, or not a men’s issue, 

and in some instances, encouraging men to reflect on how their attitudes and behaviours may 

actively and passively contribute to perpetuating sexual violence and supportive beliefs (Flood 

2011; Katz 2018).   
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When it comes to what kinds of topics are discussed there is a noteworthy difference. For 

my participants, discussing issues of sexual violence that are presented in the news and other 

media was found to be more common, comfortable, and seemingly more accepted amongst men 

and their friends.  Participants also suggested that it was less common and more uncomfortable 

to have conversations that discussed experiences that they felt more personally connected or 

related to, particularly with other men.  I would argue that when it comes to conversations 

pertaining to sexual violence, personal topics are likely to be intimate and emotionally laden, 

both of which are largely coded as feminine, as compared to those of celebrities and media. 

Given that, in the context of idealized hegemonic masculinity, men are socialized to avoid 

femininity, withhold self-disclosure, intimacy, and emotionality amongst other men (Kaufman 

1987; Connell 1995; Migliaccio 2009) this could in part explain why more personal topics of 

conversation appear less prevalent with my participants’ and men in their friend groups. This 

possibility is in part supported by research suggesting men may hold beliefs that being 

supportive is difficult to do without compromising their own masculinity, (Mintz and Mahalik 

1996; Scheel et al. 2001) wherein support is one element of receiving emotional information or 

self-disclosure such as in personal accounts in conversation. acknowledged need to challenge 

subtle and normalized expressions of violence among men (Flood 2011; Rozee and Koss 2001; 

Burn 2009; Katz 2018;). 

Ultimately, the above insight shows the complexity and diversity in how and in what ways 

men may be talking about issues pertaining to sexual violence.  
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3.2 Responding to Situations Involving Sexual Violence  

Within existing research, studies examining how men respond to situations of sexual 

violence tend to be based in a bystander-intervention approach (Banyard, Plante, and Moynihan 

2007; Katz 2018), and subsequently, work on how men navigate, respond, and intervene in 

situations of sexual violence focuses mostly on emergency or high-risk situations in which a 

potential victim or person in distress or danger is present or easily identifiable (Carlson 2008; 

Burn 2009; Banyard 2007; Coker et al. 2011). However, when it comes to sexual violence in the 

context of men’s day to day lives, many of the situations they encounter do not reflect an 

emergency or high-risk situation, but instead may involve inappropriate, disrespectful, violence-

supportive or misogynistic gender-based language, jokes, and stories made by men’s peers or 

friends. Thus, there is a lack of work documenting men’s engagement with sexual violence 

prevention in their everyday interactions, and the ways in which men respond specifically in 

mundane, yet still inappropriate and violence-supportive, situations amongst their male peers.  

As such, the following section attempts to address this gap by focusing mostly on situations 

where sexual violence occurs through micro-interactions in social settings and explores how men 

respond in these instances. To do so, I asked my participants the following questions: 

1) Can you think of a time amongst male peers when an inappropriate comment, action, or 

situation of sexual violence took place?  

2) If yes, have you ever intervened when you saw and/or heard your male peers 

behaving/speaking inappropriately? Can you elaborate on the situation and how you 

responded?  

3) If not, why do you think that is? 

 

The majority of participants indicated that they had been in a situation (n=18), and of 

these, all but two said they responded to and addressed the situation in some capacity. The 

remaining participants (n=5) reported that they had not been in a situation with peers that they 
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perceived warranted they respond. To better delineate and discuss the nature of these responses, 

the following subsections are grouped by key themes and types of responses articulated by 

participants. 

3.2.1 Verbal Responses 

All participants reported that they have not been involved in nor have they witnessed a 

physically violent or extremely aggressive situation of sexual violence. As such, the bulk of 

situations participants described are more mundane and everyday types of sexual violence such 

as violence-supportive or inappropriate actions and comments. These include jokes, stories, 

comments, as well as slurs and epithets that are misogynistic, sexist, or sexually objectifying in 

nature. Most often, these expressions were made by participants’ male peers—friends, 

teammates, and acquaintances.  

I found the most common way participants responded to their peers when they made such 

comments or jokes was to address the man directly using a simple interjection expressing their 

disapproval. Just under half of participants (n=11) provided an example of this type of response. 

Most often, this response is used to counter a comment or joke which makes light of sexual 

violence, is violence-supportive or normalizing, or misogynistic. Described as a direct, 

immediate, yet brief response, examples might be as simple as saying “not cool, man come on” 

(CA23), “that’s not okay” (MO22), or “hey don't say that.. that's gross” (HM4).  Over half 

(n=13) participants said they responded in a direct, immediate, and “to the point” (CA23) manner 

in which they called out the friend who made the comment.  Several participants described how, 

though not frequent, they have and do call out friends:  
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Usually it’s just like me saying man come on that’s not right. We definitely call 

him out if it were something really inappropriate. I wouldn’t say it comes up very 

often with anyone else. (HG15) 

 

Here and there I will call out friends in my peer group for saying more sexist or 

misogynistic things. It started less so as that but as calling people out when they 

use slurs for mental illnesses and disabilities… I don’t do it often. But I have 

before. (AM16) 

 

One participant in particular reflected on the perceived impact of speaking out, saying “if there is 

a sexist or misogynistic joke, comment, to speak out is really effective…Saying, hey that is not 

okay!” (TA1) This same participant explained the reaction from [men] friends he has personally 

called out as “shocked and quiet. They don’t say anything…it’s pretty effective in that way” 

(TA1).  Overall, the aim of these responses seemed to be to stop the inappropriate behaviour at 

the moment. 

Further, when it comes to addressing inappropriate comments and jokes, a few (n=5) 

participants also used more prolonged verbal responses and communication such as making their 

concern personal, de-escalating, using their friendship, and by providing information to support 

their standpoint. For instance, one participant explained how he used his own personal 

experience as a survivor of sexual violence to respond to a joke that made light of sexual assault:  

That has helped me get through to people, that I have experienced sexual violence. 

When someone else says something I can be like yeah I am a 180 pound 6"3 

active white male and I have been sexually assaulted. Your joke is not 

funny…making it personal and saying that really upset me. (AM5) 

 

 While these responses, like ‘calling out’ may curtail the behaviour in the moment, they also 

seem to work to communicate what was wrong or problematic in the situation, behaviour, or 

comment. In fact, three participants indicated that when possible, they will try to provide 

education and information when addressing a peer. One participant expressed that he believes 
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“the best option is just to give them some more information to make sure you’re on the same 

page and, they see where you’re coming from if you think what they’re doing isn’t the best 

…[to] make sure that they know the consequences of what they’re doing” (MI14).  It is worth 

noting that these particular participants (AM5; MI14; LN18) indicated that they had previous 

personal investment and education surrounding both sexual violence and feminism as well as 

other anti-oppression work. These same participants (AM5; MI14; LN18) also self-reported that 

they are often the friend who is most likely to address any infractions in their peer group, as 

described above.  Considering that having a pre-existing interest in social justice and issues of 

oppression is a positive factor associated with men’s increased involvement in organized anti-

violence work (Funk 2008; Casey and Smith 2010), the experience of these participants suggests 

that perhaps the same is true for men’s engagement with sexual violence prevention in day to day 

interactions, as well.   

Some participants explained that when they see their male peers behaving in ways that 

warrant intervention, it is often in busy, loud, or public spaces such as bars, clubs, or parties. 

Participants told me that they felt addressing their friend and his behaviour in a public, busy 

space may not be appropriate, or even possible. Accordingly, some participants said they may 

wait for a later and more appropriate time or place to address and discuss the situation after the 

fact (AK6; MO22; MI14), or, try to create a more private setting in which to talk to him (LN18; 

AK6; MI14) . For example, two participants described how they approached situations to remove 

and talk to friends whose actions were “crossing a line” (AM16) and making the women in the 

situation visibly uncomfortable. They explained:  

Well, this is a buddy of mine, when he got intoxicated he gets very handsy… And 

I had to pull him aside one time because he was lying on the couch with this girl 
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and you know he kept putting his hand on her and she kept moving it. And I was 

like I know you don’t realize that what you’re doing is inappropriate, but until she 

indicates that she’s interested in you, you just can’t do that. (LN18) 

 

He was just grabbing her hand and I could tell she was a bit uncomfortable and he 

grabbed her ass and I could definitely tell she didn’t like that. so I went up and 

was like hey listen she is really drunk and not in the state of mind so can you just 

let her be if she’s interested there will be more opportunities but for the rest of the 

night I want her to hang with us as a group. (AM16) 

 

We cannot be exactly sure of how often men enact these responses or what effect their 

actions have in preventing further transgressions. Nonetheless, the reported experiences show 

that many of the men I spoke to recognize when sexual violence manifests in subtle, 

interpersonal interactions and that at times they take action to disrupt these infractions when they 

occur. Further, based on existing anti-violence literature and theoretical discussions of the 

interconnectedness of violence across a continuum of behaviour, it is within reason to suggest 

that these actions are important and have implications for prevention (Kelly 1998; Fabiano et al. 

2003; Katz 2006; Crooks et al. 2007; Flood and Pease 2009; Casey and Ohler 2012). 

In situations where men are confronted with exploitative, offensive, or inappropriate 

behaviour made by other men, Casey and Ohler’s (2012) research found that men, who self-

identified as antiviolence allies, intervened by way of direct, verbal responses as a way of acting 

as a pro-social bystander. Notably, three key strategies used by men in their study (Casey and 

Ohler 2012) that are largely echoed by my participants include: making an immediate and brief 

statement in response to problematic language, using one’s own emotions or feelings to show 

how they are personally affected or offended, and sometimes choosing to approach the target at a 

later time to allow for a more respectful conversation in private.  
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Another common element in many participants’ responses described above, is that when 

these men took action to address the inappropriate comments, and less often behaviour, they 

addressed the man who enacted the expression himself directly. By talking to the man directly in 

these situations, men appeared to attempt to diffuse the situation and prevent any further 

potential harm. As such, these practices reflect numerous voices in antiviolence work who argue 

that in addition to challenging men who are actually, or already seen perpetrating sexual 

violence, it is equally important to challenge precursors to violence. This includes “sexual 

entitlement” (Rozee and Koss 2001) or behaviours and attitudes amongst men which indicate 

they are more likely to commit violence or are oppressive to women in other ways (Flood 2011; 

Rozee and Koss 2001; Burn 2009).   

Based on participants’ reported experiences, jokes or humorous comments related to 

sexual violence and sexism were a common way sexual violence appears in everyday 

interactions. While showing disapproval for a joke may not be classified as prevention, it does 

begin to push back against normalized and accepted use of humour to communicate harmful 

messages, especially in light of extant research which has demonstrated a connection between 

men’s making and enjoying sexist humour and higher levels of violence supportive attitudes 

(Ryan & Kanjorski, 1998; Kochersberger et al. 2014; Mallett, Ford, & Woodzicka, 2016).  

Therefore, men in the current study who showed disapproval for sexist humour are taking a step 

toward decreasing acceptance of violence-supportive attitudes.  

In sum, engaging in violence-prevention enacted through challenging and showing 

disapproval to peers’ inappropriate and sexually violent expressions in everyday interactions are 

important ways in which men can interrupt and address ‘mundane’ or micro enactments of 
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violence. As members of a privileged or dominant group, men can begin to interrupt the 

enactment of abuses that are often micro manifestations of power and control (Katz 2018). This 

is a central underlying tenet in why it is critical for men to take up issues of violence prevention, 

and in engaging men to prevent sexual violence more generally. It shows the potential positive 

contribution that men can make to harm reduction and prevention of sexual violence, because 

they are part of the problem and hold male privilege that they can also help to resolve it, 

particularly amongst other men (Brod 1998). Overall, everyday practices all play a small, yet 

important, role in countering the normalization and acceptance of sexual violence, breaking the 

silence, and challenging norms which are all important in the wider aim of preventing and 

reducing sexual violence. Therefore, my participants’ practices reflect an acknowledged need to 

challenge subtle and normalized expressions of violence among men (Flood 2011; Rozee and 

Koss 2001; Burn 2009; Katz 2018). 

3.2.2 Indirect and Aggressive Responses 

Several participants also described their experience in more overt situations of violence in 

which potentially violent behaviours took place. The acts described here include cat-calling, non-

consensual touching or groping, and unwanted and repeated advances. Here, the perpetrator was 

an acquaintance or stranger, who targeted a woman known to the participant such as a friend or 

partner. In these reported situations, participants’ responses differed from the above-mentioned 

direct but verbal responses which they used with their friends. Instead, these situations are 

marked by men’s use of indirect and low-confrontation responses, and direct physical or 

aggressive responses. Additionally, analysis of these findings shows some embodiment of 
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idealized masculine characteristics in how participants respond, despite what appear to be efforts 

to help and challenge other men’s problematic behaviour.   

Prior to elaborating on these findings in the following subsections, it is also necessary to 

outline what idealized masculinity means in the context of responding to situations of sexual 

violence. When taking action in situations of violence, research suggests that socialization of 

masculine gender roles relating to an idealized masculinity may shape what options men 

perceive to be acceptable and thus, available, for them to use (Katz 2004; Carlson 2008; Flood 

2011).  Two prominent roles include the punisher, and the protector, both of which suggest 

themselves because they fit neatly with traditional constructions of masculinity (Flood 2011). 

The punisher refers to a violent or revenge-seeking man who punishes men who assault or harm 

women, while the protector is a chivalric hero who rescues women or sees the role of men to 

protect women (Flood 2011). Both are based in problematic notions of men as dominant, 

aggressive, and superior to women.   

3.2.3 Indirect and low-confrontation responses 

Several participants provided examples of indirect responses they have used, which avoid 

confrontation with other men while still orienting towards prevention or harm reduction vis a vis 

sexual violence.  Here, this often meant addressing the woman in the situation who was 

subjected to another man’s violence or inappropriate behaviour, as opposed to the perpetrator 

himself.  The first example provided pertains to environments of a club or a bar, where a few 

(n=4) participants discussed a non-confrontational response they use with their women friends in 

response to non-consensual touching, dancing, or unwanted and repeated advances from another 

man (LN18; SS19; MO22; JG24). Often referred to as “playing boyfriend” (LN18; SS19;MO22), 
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where the participant will switch places with women who express or signal discomfort because 

another man is dancing and touching her without her consent. It could be that she has already 

indicated she does not want to dance through verbal or non-verbal cues, has tried to move away 

but was unable to, or was apprehensive and felt uncomfortable when trying to do so. Despite 

using this response, participants also told me they find this response to be problematic, even if 

helpful at the time. For instance, they took issue with the need for men to intervene in order for 

women to be left alone or feel safe:  

It’s like apparently you’re only available until you see another man there. And they 

fear men more than like they respect a woman’s no. (MO22) 

 I know when my friends have been out and I see it and they tell me that if a guy 

comes up to them or touches them they’ll say like oh he’s  [the participant] my 

boyfriend and then he’ll back off. But the fact that they even have to do that is kind 

of gross to me. (LN18)  

Here, participants touched upon issues of masculine dominance and lack of respect for women 

through which the ‘boyfriend’ tactic operates.  Their reflections also reflect a reality that some 

men feel entitled to women’s bodies or sexual attention, and also an awareness of the gendered 

dynamics and power differentials in such situations. Other indirect responses described include 

threatening or actually contacting authorities in a way that is visible to the man (LN18; CO20) 

and making an effort to position themselves as someone women can come to if they feel 

uncomfortable or at risk (LN18; WS7; AM5). For instance, one participant told me about a time 

when he saw two men calling out and following a woman home at night, and what he did in 

response:  

These two guys who were very clearly intoxicated…they were like ‘hey 

sweetheart come back here’. So, I readjusted my route to be trailing them… I 

eventually got close to them so they noticed me, and I pulled my phone out and 

put it up to my ear… they go ‘hey what are you doing?’ and then they took off, 
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because I made it look like I was calling the cops. Then, she waved at me and 

went inside and I went home. (LN18) 

 

Another participant explained how he regularly approaches and addresses women in situations if 

he perceives a risk for potential sexual violence, with the intention of positioning himself as 

someone who is willing to help intervene if she feels uncomfortable. He describes one such 

experience, saying:   

There was a guy who was very out front personality so to say, shooting his shot with 

a girl. She's sitting down, he had his arm around her. He was getting fairly touchy 

and I didn't necessarily see the reciprocation of it. So what I did I just leaned in to the 

girl and said hey if it gets too much let me know and I'll do something about it…But 

if I recognize it I always make sure that the girl in that situation has that option that I 

can be somebody she comes to…For me, I think that’s what men’s role is, to do 

something and feel better as a man knowing you’ve helped.  (WS7)  

In part, positioning oneself as willing and ready to help may help diffuse the situation and could  

facilitate a later opportunity for men to address the other man in question. At the same time, it is 

important to note how this response, as well as the ‘boyfriend’ scenarios articulated above, 

embody some problematic aspects relating to hegemonic masculinity and men’s dominance. 

While the intention may be to help, there are elements of such interventions which play into men 

as protectors of women.  Men’s attempts to help women in potentially harmful or unwanted 

situations can simultaneously re-entrench gendered roles rooted in men’s dominance and 

women’s dependence on men for protection (Brownmiller 1975). An emphasis on protectionism 

can reinforce male dominance (Brownmiller 1975; Flood 2011) and may encourage rigid gender 

role attitudes that have been demonstrated to increase men’s proclivity to rape (Osland et al. 

1996), thus negatively impacting wider efforts for gender equality and violence prevention. 
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3.2.4 Physical or Aggressive Responses 

While direct, physical confrontation is rarely the most appropriate option to address 

instances of actual or potential violence, men may still respond through physical intervention 

(Katz 2004). Although not a prominent theme15 in the current study, a few participants 

mentioned their own use of physical or verbal aggression when responding to situations where 

other men enacted sexual violence. One example is physically fighting. Only one participant 

explicitly mentioned physical fighting in response to other men’s inappropriate actions. While 

also reflecting on the inappropriate nature of his actions using violence to address sexism, he 

explained his experiences saying “I tend to get in to fights like physical altercations with other 

men for being sexist disgusting pigs when they're drunk. And, when I'm drunk that leads to me 

being violent as opposed to not violent…that’s happened a couple of times that I'm super not 

proud about” (AM5). The same participant followed up by explaining how fighting often 

escalates the situation and deflects from the inappropriate comment that spurred the physical 

response. 

Another way aggression showed up in participants’ responses was in situations where 

they witnessed another man sexually assault or grope a woman in their friend group and they 

addressed the perpetrator. One participant reflected on an experience where a physical fight 

nearly broke out after confronting a mutual acquaintance [man] who groped a friend [woman], 

and wanting to make a spectacle of his response, to be aggressive and to visibly shame the 

 

15 The minority of physical responses may be in part due to the reported lack of experience in high risk and physical situations of 

sexual violence, which may be more apt to men physically intervening.  
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perpetrator “equally as bad” (MM8). Another participant explained that “if someone gropes my 

friend, in that moment I am not going to [say] ‘that’s not okay to do’, no I am confrontational 

and maybe a little hostile about it and probably get in their face. I don’t try to teach them” 

(SS19). In addition to the threat or near use of physical violence, these situations show signs of 

idealized masculine behaviour of the vengeful punisher and heroic protector, which are two 

examples of idealized masculine behaviour (Flood 2011).   

Though only a few examples of more direct and aggressive responses were reported by 

participants, they all took place with men outside of participants’ close social circles.  This 

suggests that men’s enactment of idealized hegemonic masculinity may be more noticeable in 

their responses to unknown men.  It also raises the possibility that men likely share similar 

values to their closer friends, and thus are reportedly not engaging in more extreme behaviour. 

Another common element was the environment and the nature of the situation where violence 

occurs. For instance, all but one participant showed a clear perpetrator-victim dynamic prior to 

participants’ engaging. These findings are consistent with studies where men report and endorse 

public, physical, and sometimes violent interventions with men outside of their social groups 

(Wamboldt et al. 2019) and a propensity for men to use direct physical interventions in crisis 

situations (Carlson 2008).   

In the context where interactions are marked by physical aggression, men’s responses are 

in adherence with “appropriate masculine performances” (Migliaccio 2009, 228), and thus, said 

physical or aggressive responses may be counter-productive in terms of actually helping to 

mitigate harm.  For instance, they may not have the desired impact or effect on the man and his 

behaviour in terms of communicating wrongdoing. It also perpetuates the idea that violence and 
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aggression is acceptable. Ultimately, even if oriented towards doing the “right thing”, the 

aggression and physical force enacted in these responses are nonetheless rooted in, and 

perpetuate, hegemonic masculine norms which underpin wider societal sexual violence (Connell 

1995; Bird 1996; Migliaccio 2009).  

In regard to both more indirect and physical responses, these findings connect to research 

with American college men regarding men’s role in sexual violence prevention (Rich et al. 2008; 

Rich et al. 2010). Here, the men that were interviewed reported a range of examples of what 

men’s roles should be, most of which relied on stereotypical masculine roles such as to act 

chivalrous, physically intervene as a bystander in an assault, or violently retaliate against 

perpetrators (Rich et al. 2010, 278). Further, findings demonstrate that many men believe that 

enacting such hypermasculine roles fulfill their duties and support women (Rich et al. 2008; Rich 

et al. 2010). This finding was echoed in the sentiments of some of my participants who expressed 

a genuine intent to help or support women despite embodying hypermasculinity in their own 

responses.  

Overall, the experiences articulated above highlight a tension in how men engage with 

sexual violence prevention. On the one hand, by virtue of taking action within a given situation 

of violence or violence-supportive comments, this type of engagement deviates from hegemonic 

masculine norms which traditionally suggest men should not address issues of sexual violence. 

On the other hand, some attempts to engage with sexual violence prevention were aggressive and 

protectionist in nature, thus embodying harmful aspects of traditional masculinity. Yet, men still 

show a willingness to take some action as opposed to remaining silent or doing nothing.  In the 
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section that follows, I transition to briefly discuss instances where participants reported not 

having experience responding to situations of sexual violence or related expressions.      

3.2.5 Reported Lack of Responses 

In total, seven of the 25 participants reported not having any experience responding to 

their peers’ inappropriate behaviour or comments regarding sexual violence. Although these 

participants’ lacked experience to directly answer the research question of how men engage, their 

responses provide valuable insight and are briefly discussed here.   

First, two participants openly discussed that although they have been in situations where 

an expression of sexual violence occurs amongst male peers and friends, they did not address the 

perpetrator or his behaviour (NJ3; CC9). For instance, one participant said that even when he 

recognizes the behaviour and comments as wrong and may disagree, he still does not interject. 

He explained, saying “Have I thought about saying something? Yes. I have definitely been in 

scenarios, seen something, kind of thought to myself what could happen. I put myself in their 

shoes, and I have thought about it a lot but never openly discuss with friends” (CC9).16  

 In contrast, the other participant said that at times he has difficulty discerning what 

comments or stories are “crossing the line” and because of this, explains that for him, “my 

solution is I just don't talk about it at all, myself. And also don’t say anything [to others]. I’m 

ashamed to say that part but it’s true” (NJ3). This participant’s (NJ3) experience suggests that in 

part, that men may not engage because they lack an understanding of what constitutes sexual 

 

16 It is worth noting that at a later point in the interview, this respondent (CC9) explained that he feels 

uncomfortable and outnumbered speaking out in large groups of men about issues of sexual violence, a theme 

further explored in Chapter 4. 
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violence or inappropriate behaviour. However, as the first participant (CC9) demonstrated, even 

understanding and identifying comments as inappropriate does not necessarily always lead to 

taking action.  It is also important to consider the likelihood that other participants have also 

been in similar scenarios in which they did not respond to the situation or perpetrator despite 

personal disagreement with what inappropriate expression occurred. Such experiences show that 

there is not a direct connection between men’s attitudes, values, and one’s behaviours or 

practices (Flood and Pease 2009). This is to say that a man may, for instance, disagree with the 

sentiment behind a sexist or rape joke made by another man, but does not speak up to indicate 

so, thus showing a disconnect between his attitude and the behaviour of remaining silent.  This 

insight is substantiated in bystander and social norms research which indicate that men may feel 

discomfort with some other men’s attitudes and behaviours yet rarely express this publicly 

(Fabiano et al. 2003; Katz 2018). 

Finally, a few participants (n=5) reported that they have not been in situations with their 

peers that warranted a response, regarding any sexual-violence related behaviour including 

comments or jokes. Most often, this reported absence was attributed to the self-reported 

character of and types of people in the participants’ peer and friend groups. For instance, 

reporting that they “don’t associate with people who would say these inappropriate things” 

(CS17), or that “it's not really a problem that I have to encounter with my group of friends” and 

further because his friends are “generally extremely respecting of everyone” (KS25). Notably, 

these same men reported feeling sure that they would address their peers’ transgressions if 

needed, offering suggestions at how they might respond.  There are several reasons they may 

have reported this, including the wording of the question and the setting of the interview which 
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may make it uncomfortable or difficult to recall experiences on the spot. Further, it is 

understandably uncomfortable to suggest oneself and one’s friends as part of the problem. 

Nonetheless, by suggesting that their friends are outside of the problem, these participants 

engage in ‘othering’. Othering reflects a pattern in work with men and sexual violence 

prevention whereby men disassociate themselves from other men who perpetrate violence, and is 

understood as a process of identity work whereby men protect and present themselves as ‘good’ 

and distance themselves from other ‘bad’ men or perpetrators (Carline et al. 2018). This can lead 

to “seeing only other men as the problem” (Flood 2011) and reflects the line of thinking where 

the perpetrators of sexual violence are communicated as being “someone else, somewhere out 

there” (Messner 2015, 63). These participants reflect the pervasiveness of the idea that sexual 

violence is an individualized and deviant issue, rather than a culturally normalized phenomenon. 

Even if inadvertent, this is one way that men distance themselves from the problem and shirk 

responsibility for reflecting on their own role and responsibility to address other men, as they are 

not necessarily looking at their role in a wider social issue of men’s perpetuation of and 

complicity in violence. 

3.3 Conclusion 

This chapter largely explored how my participants discussed sexual violence in 

conversation with other men, and how they respond to instances of problematic and 

inappropriate behaviour of other men, with a focus on male peers. Many participants 

demonstrated a willingness to talk to their male friends about issues of sexual violence and to 

disrupt or call attention to inappropriate and violence-supportive expressions. Indeed, the 

majority of participants describe their engagement responses using anecdotes of their friends 
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who spoke or acted inappropriately. Considering these findings in the context of literature which 

highlights how men’s silence in these situations contributes to further normalizing and 

perpetuating such violence, these conversations and responses prove to have important 

implications for prevention (Pease 2008; Katz 2006; 2018). In many cases, participants’ practices 

partially resist or deviate from culturally sanctioned and socialized expectations of masculinity.  

In doing so, men’s day to day interactions are understood as spaces wherein they can begin to 

deconstruct and challenge sexual violence and the cultural norms which uphold it. At the same 

time, participants’ engagement with issues of sexual violence still occurs within the context of a 

larger patriarchal society (Flood 2015). This is evident in instances where participants attempts 

to address an infraction embodied idealized masculinity through use of violence, aggression, or 

protectionism, all of which risk further re-entrenching patriarchal ideologies of men’s dominance 

and violence (Brownmiller 1975; Murphy 2009; Fleming et al 2014; Messner 2015; Flood 2015; 

Salter 2016). Further, some participants refrained from discussing or challenging situations of 

violence for reasons ranging from discomfort, general ambivalence, or a reported lack of skill or 

know-how in a given situation (Crooks et al. 2007; Rich et al 2008; 2010; Scheel et al 2001).  

Therefore, findings presented in this chapter highlight the complexity of men’s 

engagement within the broader context of masculine culture in which men can both have the 

intention to address or help in a situation, and also reinforce or embody traditional constructions 

of masculinity. This also speaks to the contradictory nature of men’s engagement with issues of 

sexual violence and violence prevention, within a society that privileges a certain idea of how to 

perform an idealized masculinity (Connell 1995; 2005).  Considering these contradictions within 

the context of my participants, as university educated men in Canadian society, men may be 
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socialized to both maintain acceptable masculine performances rooted in maintaining patriarchal 

power relations which privilege men, yet also to reject more overt expressions of sexual violence 

(Korobov 2005; Connell 2005; Katz 2006; Burrell and Flood 2019). 

Notably, who men engage with and the social dynamics of their interactions also proved 

important. As such, the next chapter, expands upon these findings to further understand what 

social factors particular to the everyday context influence men’s engagement with each other. In 

doing so, I focus more pointedly on men’s relationships with their male peers, the social setting, 

and masculine social norms. 
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4 Chapter Four: Exploring the Social Dynamics of Men’s 

Engagement 

This chapter explores how social factors embedded within the context of men’s everyday 

lives influence their engagement with issues of sexual violence and violence prevention, namely 

how they navigate discussing and addressing expressions of sexual violence amongst other men.  

In order to understand what mechanisms shape participants’ engagement practices with other 

men, I focus primarily on three major themes identified in the data: 1) Who men are with and the 

nature of those relationships; 2) The social setting, including the number of individuals present; 

and 3) Perception of masculine social norms. I begin by providing an overview of who and in 

what social settings participants engage, focusing on their relationship to those men, and the 

number of individuals involved. Then, based on a propensity for engaging with men in their 

close friend groups, I delve more specifically into what factors specific to friendship encourage 

men’s engagement and prevention-oriented practices. I also note some of the tensions and 

challenges that homosocial, or same-sex male peer groups can pose when it comes to sexual 

violence prevention and my participants’ own sexual violence prevention-oriented practices. 

Lastly, I discuss how perceptions of shared masculine social norms are understood to hinder 

men’s investment in issues of sexual violence.  

4.1 Outlining the Social Setting and with Whom Men Engage 

There is considerable literature that discuss men’s peers, their friend groups, and groups 

of men in general as being spaces for reproduction of hegemonic norms and pressure for 

adherence to associated masculine expectations, including aggression and sexual objectification 

(For instance, Bird 1996; DeKeseredy, Schwartz, and Alvi 2000; Messner 2001; Kiesling 2005; 
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Kimmel 2008; Pease 2006; Flood 2008; 2011). A central premise contends that interactions in 

the context of men’s peer groups may be characterized by routinized sexism, misogyny, and 

objectification of women—all of which can normalize, and even excuse men’s use of sexual 

violence (DeKeseredy, Schwartz, and Alvi 2000). Furthermore, men’s friendships in same-sex 

social groups are primarily discussed by scholars as spaces where hegemonic masculine 

ideologies are upheld, and inherently constrain ‘feminine’ behaviours, interests, and values 

among men in such groups (Bird 1996; Flood 2008; 2011). In turn, men’s peer groups may often 

be understood as spaces not conducive for men engaging to prevent sexual violence. This idea is 

reflected in research discussing the social consequences and questioning of their masculine 

identity—one which is measured against a hegemonic ideal—as well as negative and 

homophobic reactions from male peers for speaking up to challenge other men’s sexist or violent 

attitudes and behaviours (Berkowitz 2002; Katz 2006; Crooks et al. 2007). At the same time, 

there is research which points to the positive potential of peer support in discouraging violence 

amongst men (Stein 2007; Piccigallo, Lilley, and Miller 2012; Katz 2018). For instance, 

Piccigallo, Lilley, and Miller (2012) concluded that men’s peers who confront and openly 

oppose sexist attitudes and behaviour may help discourage and possibly prevent sexual violence.  

Further, Stein (2007) found that men’s own reported willingness to intervene in the disrespectful 

behavior of other men was related to their perception of their male friends’ willingness to do the 

same. Considering both perspectives on peer influence, when exploring my participants’ 

engagement with their peers, I attempt to instead understand how men navigate the seemingly 

contradictory influences of masculine peer culture in the context of everyday interactions and 

addressing sexual violence.  
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I found that my participants’ experiences suggest a more amicable and encouraging 

picture of engaging with sexual violence and violence prevention amongst their male peers, 

specifically their friends. In fact, I found that participants converse with and address their 

friends’ more often and more readily than with anyone else, and the majority of experiences they 

described took place with their friends within established social circles. Further, nearly half of 

participants’ (n=12) indicated that being amongst close friends would increase the likelihood that 

they discuss or respond to situations involving sexual violence. This preference for engagement 

with friends also emerged in the previous chapter where men’s experiences in responding to 

inappropriate speech and behaviour were nearly all amongst their friends. Conversely, the 

majority of my participants agreed that in situations involving strangers, they feel they are less 

likely to take steps to address the perpetrator and his behaviour. This may be because the 

perpetrator is a stranger, or that there are many other strangers present at the time.  Notably, a 

few (n=4) participants expressed an exception to their otherwise typical restraint from addressing 

strangers’ transgressions. These participants said that they would intervene to address a situation 

with a stranger if there were “an obvious immediate risk of physical assault or danger” (MO22). 

Discomfort and restraint in addressing strangers, when compared to peers or friends, is one 

obvious example of how the relationship to the man who perpetrates or enacts violence can 

dictate if and how participants take action.  

In addition to their relationships to who is present, the group dynamics and social setting 

were also influential factors for my participants. Most participants who described experiences 

addressing and discussing sexual violence indicated that these occur in smaller groups or in one- 

on-one interactions. Moreover, the number of others present was reported to influence if and 
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how they engage. Half of participants (n=13) suggested that a smaller group increases their 

likelihood of taking action or speaking up to address expressions of sexual violence. 

Unsurprisingly, being in larger groups was found to make it more difficult or unlikely for 

participants to do so. Accordingly, nearly half of participants (n=11) reported that they have not 

and would not feel comfortable addressing situations or perpetrators of sexual violence in larger 

groups.  In this vein, one participant said “I feel ashamed saying this, but if it were in a big group 

I probably wouldn’t say anything…even when I personally don’t agree with it. If it were one- 

on- one I would likely say something” (KS25). Similarly, other participants pointed out how 

larger group settings may be ineffective or difficult to navigate, and advocated for seeking out a 

more private setting to talk to the man in question individually: 

I would say I am more likely to say something or intervene in a small group in the 

sense that I wouldn’t want to make a broad pronouncement. If something happened 

in a large group and I wanted to deal with it… I would deal with it more one on 

one. (12CA) 

 

In terms of the group dynamics, I think you need to talk individually... you need to 

squash the pressure of the atmosphere first. They won't accept what you're saying 

right now in a group. So it may well be the case that if you can single out person, 

give a nudge like ‘man, that's not good’. (AS2) 

 

The relationship to ‘who’ and the group size and setting are highly interconnected, as both 

are integral components in the social context of men’s day to day lives. For example, one 

participant indicated that “a bar would be the last place or least likely because like other than my 

little group of friends it’s like a bunch of strangers” (RP21).  Here, close friends were often 

associated with smaller or private settings, and larger groups with lesser known men or strangers. 

Moreover, many participants made comparisons between their friends and strangers when 

explaining their decision whether or not to intervene when they see or hear an inappropriate 
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expression. For instance, one participant said that “friendship is a huge factor…with friends it 

usually is easier most of the time because they’ll forgive you. Like if you go up to a stranger and 

you tell them something they may take it the wrong way or they may think that you’re butting 

into something that is none of your business” (MI14). Similarly, another said that “If it’s people I 

am friends with I would say ‘hey that’s rude, dumb, don’t say that’. But if it’s people I don’t 

know, then honestly, I would just hope that someone who does know them would be like ‘hey 

what and why are you saying that?’ (SS19). One noticeable facet demonstrated across these 

insights is participants not only felt personally more comfortable and capable engaging amongst 

fewer people, but that they feel it is more impactful and will be better received by the man they 

address when it is not amongst many others or in a public space.   

4.2 The Influence of Friendship in Men’s Engagement  

In outlining who participants engage with, there is a clear propensity for most to address 

their friends. Considering such findings in the context of literature which, as noted earlier, 

highlights men’s male peer groups as spaces where hegemonic masculinity is reproduced and 

expectations to adhere are high, the current research shows some clear differences (Bird 1996; 

DeKeseredy, Schwartz, and Alvi 2000 Messner 2001; Kiesling 2005; Pease 2006; Flood 2008; 

2011). In the following subsection I more pointedly explore the influence of men’s relationships 

and being amongst their male friends, when it comes to how they navigate and discuss issues of 

sexual violence. 

When reflecting on their experiences with friends, participants most often foregrounded the 

comfort and connections present in their relationship with their male friends.  Many also 

discussed elements of friendship as factors that may increase the potential for a man to be willing 
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to listen, or be receptive, when being addressed for his inappropriate behaviour.  One common 

element centered shared values amongst friends. Some participants expressed that their friend 

groups often already share similar values and opinions, as well as an expectation for mutual 

respect and concern amongst their friends that does not exist with unknown men or strangers. 

For instance, two participants explained:  

With my friends or guys I actually know, they are more likely to listen to me and 

respect my opinion. (JG24) 

 

Because they’re my friend and I know them and that we share kind of similar 

values… if I tell a random dude ‘hey, don’t do this’, they’re gonna say ‘yeah 

whatever’ and leave. I won’t really have any effect on them. (SS19) 

 

Further, several participants emphasized the ability to tailor their response when addressing a 

friend to make it specific, appropriate, and relevant. For instance, one participant emphasized the 

need for relevant and specific delivery, to have an impact saying that “it's important for you to 

know what audience you are going to address. And, how are you going to address them. It's not a 

medicine that you can give one to all, you have to have like a customized ‘treatment’ to a given 

person” (AS2). Similarly, another participant noted that with his best friend, he can be more open 

or upfront because he knows “what he is like and how he will take it if I call him out” (SB13). 

Thus, it is possible that men can approach friends with a more relevant, personal approach 

through tailored individual conversation (Casey and Smith 2010), the relationship may also 

increase how effective the interaction is and allows a response specific to the friend’s needs and 

personality. 

Some participants felt they are more able to have an open conversation with a friend 

regarding problematic behaviour, or opinions that support sexual violence, in ways they cannot 

with others. To illustrate how he has had an open and constructive conversation, one participant 
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described a conversation with a good friend: “I was talking to my one friend, and he basically 

asked is it sexual assault if you were sober and you had sex with a girl who was drunk? And I 

agreed that it was, but my friend [said] uh no it’s not!” (RP21) Reflecting on this and similar 

experiences, this participant went on to explain: 

It’s an open conversation. If he disagrees, then I can provide some insight to sort 

of debate…It’s not vitriolic or anything and if we disagree we don’t like attack 

each other or anything. So it’s good it’s a rational discussion and we usually will 

settle on an agreement. My friend did end up seeing where I came from and 

agreeing with me.  We usually come to a mutual agreement when it comes to that. 

(RP21) 

 

The above-mentioned excerpts regarding men’s engagement with their friends demonstrate how 

in many cases, participants center positive experiences addressing and discussing issues of 

sexual violence with their friends. Participants also highlighted characteristics specific to 

friendship, suggesting that the dynamics in these relationships can encourage and contribute to 

more effective and meaningful engagement. As such, having the support of one’s friends is an 

important factor (Berkowitz 2002; Stein 2007; Piccigallo, Lilley, and Miller 2012). However, 

this is not to suggest that friendship in and of itself is a vector for meaningful engagement in 

conversations and challenging sexual violence. Although less prominent, I found several 

instances where being amongst friends was not conducive or encouraging for participants’ 

engagement. For instance, one participant noted that it may still be uncomfortable to address a 

friend, saying that “there is a fine line with friendship it could either make you much more 

comfortable to talk to someone or less comfortable given that they are your friend and you don’t 

want to get in the way of what they want” (JG24). Additionally, the data suggests that men’s 

friends may not always share values or opinions, or necessarily be willing to have an open 

dialogue around issues of sexual violence. 
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Additionally, two participants suggested that being amongst friends and in smaller groups 

may also enable problematic behaviour or comments, as opposed to disrupting or expressing 

disapproval. This is important to note, as it shows the duality of friendship and men’s social 

circles. Here, the social dynamic of men’s close friend groups may not only influence comfort or 

willingness to address’ inappropriate behaviour, but also to partake in it. For instance, one 

participant described how a male friend only makes inappropriate comments with closer friends, 

and in private:  

He gets a little inappropriate, but he wouldn’t say it around women. He says it in 

confidence but never in a public setting. He’s smarter than that. So usually it’s 

just me saying ‘man come on that’s not right’. (HG15) 

 

While this participant indicated that he will address his friend to point out the problematic nature 

of his comments, it also highlights how for the friend in question being amongst his close friends 

and in private settings created conditions where he felt comfortable to express offside comments 

to begin with.  Another participant acknowledged that generally, when it comes to sexism and 

sexual violence, “on the face of it…we all condemn it”, yet also admitted that  “amongst more 

known people, I may cut a joke…dynamics vary, depending on who you are with” (AS2).  This 

example illustrates how one’s behaviour and reaction to inappropriate comments changes 

depending on social circumstances. Although limited, these insights point to the potential issues 

amongst men’s close friend groups, and the ways in which more subtle expressions of sexual 

violence and supportive behaviour may be normalized or condoned, to a degree.  

When discussing participants’ peer social circles and both positive and negative 

influences that being amongst male friends can have, it is necessary to revisit a central finding 

from Chapter 3 where the majority of participants (n=18) describe their engagement responses 
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using anecdotes of friends who spoke or acted inappropriately. Considering these experiences, 

the data show that for most participants it is amongst friends that inappropriate actions or 

comments relating to sexual violence take place. Therefore, seeing and hearing expressions of 

sexual violence appears to be privy to comfort amongst closer friends, in smaller groups. 

Moreover, this suggests men may be more likely to be candid and say things that are problematic 

in front of their friends, in the same social contexts are also where participants describe they feel 

most apt to engage and call out such problematic behaviour. Therefore, men’s access to 

inappropriate behaviour amongst friends simultaneously underscores opportunities and a need 

for men’s role in sexual violence prevention in everyday situations amongst their male friends 

and should be considered in existing programs and initiatives when trying to make men’s 

prevention more relatable and applicable. This is interesting as it points to a sort of paradox, or 

tension within how men’s friend groups can simultaneously be spaces where sexual violence is 

enacted and normalized through more subtle expressions, while also showing evidence that 

participants’ may routinely address and challenge these same expressions in an effort to disrupt 

said violence.  Arguably, these insights on men’s close friend group dynamics emphasize the 

importance and potential for men to be the ones to address their peers, model behaviour, and 

make it uncomfortable and unacceptable to express these ideas moving forward. This insight is 

similar to existing research which flags the potential instrumental aspects of close bonds in 

men’s peer cultures in order to further push men’s responsibility to address other men’s violence 

(Kaufman 2012; Piccigallo, Lilley, and Miller 2012; Casey and Ohler 2012; Pease 2006; Flood 

2005). Notably, Piccigallo, Lilley, and Miller’s (2012) study on men’s anti-violence and rape 

prevention groups in an American college campus observed the roles of peer outreach in these 
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spaces. Here, while acknowledging the aforementioned issues posed by men’s male peer 

relationships, the authors also argue that “we must also see the homosocial nature of men’s 

relationships as an entry way, or starting point, for reconstructing masculinity toward 

nonviolence” (2012, 522). Other research has also highlighted the importance of men’s peers, 

where they have greater access to and influence over the norms and behaviours of male peers, 

and simultaneously, contend this constitutes men’s critical role as allies to confront and reduce 

violence (Casey and Ohler 2012; Pease 2006). 

4.3 Perceptions of Masculine Norm Influence 

In addition to the above-mentioned factors found to influence how my participants engage, 

a final theme speaks more specifically to why men may not take up or address issues of sexual 

violence, particularly amongst male peers. While I did not ask my participants a specific question 

about why men may not be interested or involved in sexual violence prevention, many men I 

spoke with organically arrived on the topic of why they think men avoid or hesitate to take up 

issues of sexual violence.  Overall, the influence of masculine social norms is a common 

denominator. Here, participants provide some interesting insight into how they understand 

masculinity and gendered expectations to influence how men interact with other men in the 

context of sexual violence prevention and discussion of related issues. It is important to note that 

participants who reported such ideas speculated on what they perceive to be true for men in 

general, as opposed to solely reflecting on their own personal experience.  Yet, while participants 

may verbally reject these norms in an interview setting, articulating them more broadly 

illuminates a relationship with and proximity to hegemonic masculinity and men’s socialization 

as impediment to engaging with sexual violence prevention on a wider societal level.  
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One common sentiment expressed by participants was that generally, sexual violence is 

understood to be a topic of conversation that men should not or do not speak about. These men 

acknowledged that expectations to adhere to shared masculine norms exist amongst groups of 

men, and that this social pressure can discourage men from talking about or showing concern for 

issues of sexual violence in an attempt to perform sanctioned masculinity. For instance, one 

participant said that “a lot of guys aren’t comfortable talking about [sexual violence] because 

they wanna seem more masculine. That’s it” (SB13). Similarly, another participant felt that men 

do not take up or discuss sexual violence as readily as women (TA1). He went on to suggest that 

sexual violence may be coded as feminine, and thus not a men’s issue to discuss: 

I kind of have a feeling it also has to do with a masculinity thing. Maybe 

because some guys feel like or have that mindset where it’s not their issue, it is a 

feminine thing? That’s the biggest thing that I think of…and it’s a traditional 

and outdated idea that is always passed down, even if it is now starting to 

change. (TA1) 

 

Similarly, several participants described how sexual violence may be associated with other 

feminine, or not-masculine, topics such as feelings, emotions, or even mental health, all of which 

may be understood as outside of acceptable conversation topics or domains for men. They 

explained:  

With masculinity there’s the idea, or that stereotype it prevents men from talking 

about so much stuff. It prevents other avenues for men to talk about these other 

topics in their groups like mental health or emotions. Because oh you know men 

shouldn’t be sensitive. (AM16) 

 

I think that toxic masculinity sort of makes it hard for men to talk about feelings 

and sexual violence and a lot of men sit around and talk about anything else 

really. (MM8) 

 

I think for men there’s this idea that we shouldn’t be talking about feelings and 

relationships. Instead we should be talking about what you did, how far you got… all that 
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stuff. So I think that’s where a big part of the roadblock with conversations with men is. 

(MO22) 

 

Another participant felt strongly that the social norms for men are rigid, and generalized to all 

men when saying:  

[sexual violence] is not something guys talk about. Just like, I think guys don't 

talk about feelings. Sadly, that is a social norm. I definitely understand what 

you're saying. It would be nice sometimes if something happened and you can 

just share it. It's just not accepted. (CC9) 

 

Across these excerpts, participants articulated similar examples of masculine tendencies—what it 

means to be masculine, and what it is outside of these normative practices. Such insights reflect 

dominant discourses in critical masculinity scholarship on what masculinity is and how men can 

be socialized to act accordingly. Namely, the belief that masculinity is the rejection of femininity 

or women-like things wherein “being a man means not being like women” (Kimmel 1994, 126). 

Here, men may internalize the idea that it is outside of the norms or “codes” of masculinity for 

men to share emotional difficulties, to communicate with or seek support from other men, and 

that of most emotions aside from anger are emasculating (Kauffman 1987). As such, 

participants’ responses also suggest that many men do not want to be seen acting in a non-

masculine manner, and as such avoid traits adhering to traditional femininity (Carlson 2008).  

Additionally, when speaking about masculinity as a barrier to engagement, a few 

participants also spoke to the potential risk of negative consequences that men may encounter 

when they speak about or speak up against sexual violence amongst other men (LN18; SS19; 

JG24). These ranged from the mild social discomfort of feeling “awkward and uncomfortable” 

(JG24) to being excluded or jeopardizing social status or relationships.  For instance, one 

participant acknowledged the risk of social exclusion specific to a sports-team environment 
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recognizing that “it is awkward…especially in the testosterone fuelled culture of high-level 

sports. It’s hard to confront people because it’s like, a brotherhood and you don’t want to call 

them out from fear of being excluded from things” (LN18).  Hence, though social norms of 

masculinity are culturally created, there are real negative social implications and risks associated 

with deviating from said norms, because of the existing social context which rewards and 

privileges certain ways of acting depending on gendered norms and expectations. This is a well-

documented idea in existing scholarship, which shows that men may face social consequences 

and risks related to deviation from masculine norms and expected behaviour, as some men who 

are vocal about their anti-violence and speak up about the disrespectful behaviour of other men 

may encounter negative, skeptical, and even homophobic reactions from male peers (Berkowitz 

2002; Crooks et al. 2007; Katz 2018).  

Overall, it was rare for participants to articulate if or how such masculine pressure weighed 

on their own lives. As such, it is likely that these men based their perceptions on a combination 

of lived experience in addition to socialization and internalized understandings of what is 

expected of typical for men to do and not do. Nonetheless, when participants discussed the 

pressures of masculinity, they tended to speak broadly about a shared experience of men, 

suggesting that many of the men I spoke to have a similar level of awareness and perceptions of 

what idealized masculinity is and also pressure to conform to these ideas.  

My participants’ perceptions of how masculine expectations are influential for other men 

demonstrates that men have learned what these norms are commonly understood to entail, 

though they may not necessarily agree with, internalize, or adhere to them. This is a cornerstone 

of hegemonic masculinity as a pattern of practice. It is idealized and not embraced by all men, 
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but still receives dominant or privileged status as defining masculinity (Connell 1995; Connell 

and Messerschmidt 2005). The present study confirms sociological research depicting internal 

conflicts created by masculine norms wherein men report that they do not personally believe in 

many societal myths about masculinity but believe that other men do (Berkowitz 2002). 

4.4 Conclusion 

This chapter explored the ways in which factors in the everyday context influence if and 

how participants engage with other men to discuss or address issues of sexual violence. These 

include micro or interaction factors of who men are with and their relationship to these 

individuals, the social setting, and the number of others present in a given situation. 

Additionally, the macro or broad influence of masculine socialization and associated norms were 

discussed.   

Overwhelmingly, when participants’ address other men’s inappropriate behaviours or 

comments relating to sexual violence, this is with their close friends. Although some researchers 

suggest that calling out friends’ behaviours may come at the risk of social consequences 

(Berkowitz 2002; Katz 2006; Crooks et al 2007; Carlson 2008), my findings illustrate an 

increased comfort and likelihood to do so with friends above any other men, pointing to the 

positive potential of men’s peer support and influence when it comes to challenging sexual 

violence amongst friends (Fabiano et al. 2003; Stein 2007; Piccigallo, Lilley, and Miller 2012). 

Further, while there is considerable focus in the literature on the negative aspects of men’s male-

only peer groups as spaces where hegemonic masculinity is reproduced and rigidly enforced 

(Bird 1996; DeKeseredy, Schwartz, and Alvi 2000; Messner 2001; Kiesling 2005; Kimmel 2008; 

Pease 2006; Flood 2008; 2011), the current research offered examples of resistance and variety 



 

 

80 

 

in how men begin to push back and negotiate issues of sexual violence prevention with their 

male friends.  At the same time, findings showed the complexity and diverse influence of men’s 

friend groups. As such, the social dynamics of men’s close social circles shows a duality—these 

are where most mundane, problematic instances of violent actions and violence-supportive 

speech occur and are also where my participants are most comfortable and likely to disrupt or 

challenge these same expressions.  

Overall, it appears that in my participants’ close friendships with other men, discussing 

and addressing issues of sexual violence is more accepted and routine, especially in comparison 

with unknown men and those outside of their close friend group. This in part suggests contrary to 

existing research, that in close relationships, men may feel less pressure to perform a hegemonic 

masculinity. Therefore, men’s homosocial peer cultures should not be discussed only as a 

singular monolithic entity that suppresses or rejects engagement among men. 
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5 Chapter Five: Concluding Remarks and Reflections 

In this Chapter I begin by detailing the key findings and takeaways from my research. 

Next, I briefly outline insights and suggestions from my participants regarding men’s role in 

violence prevention moving forward, as well as my own insights regarding implications for 

violence prevention programming and education.  Following this, I outline some central 

limitations of this study. Next, drawing from key takeaways and limitations, I provide 

considerations for future research of men’s engagement in sexual violence prevention in the 

context of their day to day lives. Lastly, I provide concluding remarks. 

5.1 Key Takeaways  

Based on qualitative data derived from interviews with male university students, this 

research sought to understand how men, in the everyday context, engage with other men to 

discuss, address, and prevent, sexual violence. Within this everyday context, the influential 

factors of men’s friend groups, social dynamics, and the wider influence of a Western hegemonic 

masculinity were also highlighted as important in shaping participants’ engagement in sexual 

violence prevention. In doing so, the current research findings highlight some of the prevention-

oriented practices and mundane discussions of sexual violence that are already happening 

amongst men.  

Overall, this research found that amongst their male peers in day to day interactions, men 

engage with issues of sexual violence in two key ways. The first is through conversation, 

typically catalyzed by media presentations of relevant topics including high-profile cases during 

the height of the #MeToo movement. In contrast, more personal and intimate discussions 

pertaining to sexual violence were less commonly reported, and at times expressed as being 
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uncomfortable to breach with other men. It seemed that if such personal topics were raised, it 

was both by and with women in my participants’ lives, such as romantic partners and friends.  

The second way my participants engage is by responding to expressions of inappropriate 

behaviour made by other men to disrupt and show their disapproval. Aligning with the everyday 

focus of this study, the types of situations participants cite most commonly responding were 

jokes, stories, comments, as well as slurs and epithets that are misogynistic, sexist, or sexually 

objectifying in nature—most often espoused by a male friend. As such, there was a tendency to 

use verbal means to challenge, disrupt, and show disapproval for these infractions. Across these 

experiences, it was clear that my participants will not discuss issues, challenge or disrupt 

expressions of sexual violence with just any men. In spaces with strangers or men outside of 

close friendship circles, there was a shared understanding that calling attention to inappropriate 

behaviour or raising critical discussion was too uncomfortable and likely not something they 

were going to do. Thus, a clear propensity for engaging with men’s close friends and the 

importance of an existing relationship, as well as peer support, is highlighted.   

Considering the above-mentioned central findings, a key takeaway from my research is 

that men can and do practice everyday resistance to both sexual violence and the wider 

masculine norms which uphold it, within their everyday interactions and outside of formal 

prevention contexts.  Moreover, the present study highlights the utility and potential of change 

through interactions within the everyday context, when it comes to sexual violence prevention 

and related issues amongst men. Everyday instances, such as a simple call out or a conversation 

pertaining to abusive men in the media, are largely absent from most discourse surrounding how 

prevention is done. Yet, the everyday is an important space because it is where the bulk of 
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gendered masculine socialization and cultural reproduction of hegemonic masculinity takes place 

(Connell 1995; 2005; Bourdieu 2001; Katz 2002; 2006; Garlick 2010; Adler 2011). Because 

hegemonic masculinity is subject to change and is internalized to varying degrees by men, the 

everyday context can also serve as an important site for resisting both sexual violence and the 

cultural norms of masculinity which uphold it (Connell 1995; Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; 

Flood and Pease 2006; Migliaccio 2009). By drawing attention to positive behaviours outside of 

aggression, non-emotionality, violence, and sexual objectification, this research offers instances 

of this resistance amongst some men. At the same time, it is important to note that men’s actions 

do not exist in a vacuum or in isolation—they are still embedded in, and influenced by, the wider 

social context of being a man in a culture which sanctions men’s adherence to aggression, 

dominance, strength, and violence. Thus, men’s engagement practices, particular to the everyday 

context, are best understood as existing upon a continuum ranging from a lack of action and 

perpetuation to actively challenging harmful expressions. My participants’ experiences show that 

men can and do move recursively between such roles, which is significant as it demonstrates that 

hegemonic masculinity is not static, rather it is dynamic and subject to change and contestation 

across social situations (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005) and that all men are not in accordance 

with the prevailing hegemonic norms of aggression and violence.  

5.2 Participant Insights and Suggestions  

Some participants provided their own insights and suggestions into how we can encourage 

more men to engage with sexual violence prevention. Here, a common sentiment centered the 

importance of having spaces where men can speak openly with other men about sexual violence, 

amongst other more ‘feminine’ topics, without fearing judgement or social ostracization. 
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Interestingly, some participants also expressed concern for offending or saying the wrong thing if 

they were to partake in discussions with women about sexual violence. Accordingly, some men 

expressed the need for men to be able to have critical and constructive conversations as opposed 

to resorting to silence because they worry about expressing possibly ignorant, offensive, or sexist 

remarks. In terms of how to do this, many participants suggested beginning with themselves and 

their friend groups to foster opportunities for more mundane discussions around what constitutes 

sexual violence, sharing their own thoughts and experiences, and to strive for more of these 

interactions with the men in their lives: 

Developing a call out culture with friends would be really helpful, if men were 

more on top of each other about situations of sexual violence in general, [to] 

establish that behaviour is not accepted. (LN18) 

 

 We need to encourage friends to care less about what others think and those 

social consequences. To foster that community where as soon as one person 

does it then it sets a precedent [that] its more socially accepted, and other guys 

may feel more safe and comfortable doing it. (MO22) 

 

Changing the language and the way we speak and being able to highlight words 

and phrases and actions that are not acceptable and calling that out. If each circle 

took that up, that could make a huge difference. (AM16) 

 

Overall, participants’ suggestions share a recognized need and desire for peer group-

based opportunities fostering openness, learning, and unlearning ideas that are supportive of 

sexual violence where men can feel welcome to speak up; and to share and foster commitment 

with peers to call attention to and show disapproval for situations of sexual violence. Both aim to 

establish community, or foster communities within everyday spaces, friend groups that are more 

conducive and accepting of critical conversation and shared commitment. This recommendation 

is complemented in existing work where scholars emphasize the importance of creating a space 



 

 

85 

 

where men can express their fears, are challenged on inappropriate behavior, and can learn to get 

past their discomfort of expressing pro-women and ‘feminine’ statements in front of other men 

(Scheel et al. 2001; Berkowitz 2002; 2004).   

5.3 Implications for Sexual Violence Prevention Programming and 

Education 

While my research did not focus specifically on implementation of programming, the 

advancement of effective violence prevention education efforts and programming is still a crucial 

area necessitating greater and novel research. The current research findings also provide some 

insight which can be used to inform academic institutions, such as the U of G, in the ongoing 

work to address sexual violence on university campuses.  In line with recommendations outlined 

in a recent report detailing the response to sexual violence at Ontario universities (Buss et al. 

2016), where researchers advocate for the development of audience-specific programs (i.e. 

students by year of study, faculty, and staff) for sexual violence prevention and education, the 

current research points to the utility of creating such initiatives and programs specifically geared 

to men students. This would also provide spaces for men in the context of a formal setting to 

have more open conversations amongst themselves and may allow for similar opportunities in 

their peer groups. Moreover, such programming and education necessitates rejecting a gender-

neutral and individualized approach to prevention and should work to center the critique and 

questioning of masculinity, gender roles, and that all men have a role in sexual violence 

prevention (Pease 2006; Jewkes et al 2015; Messner 2015; Katz 2018). Having men-specific 

programming allows for these principles to be centered.  
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The centrality of my participants’ male friends in their experiences of engagement, and 

insight suggesting that seeing and hearing expressions of sexual violence appears to be privy to 

comfort amongst closer friends, should also be considered in prevention education. Drawing 

from my research and supported by existing research (Crooks et al. 2007; Flood 2011; Casey and 

Ohler 2012), men would benefit from receiving tangible skills and tactics that are useful for them 

to implement in situations where their friends are behaving inappropriately, vis-à-vis sexual 

violence. It is especially important that men are equipped with varied tools, strategies, and 

phrases that they can actually use with their peers, which could be accomplished if researchers 

and program developers consult with men to inform new educational materials.  

Still, there is a tension highlighted by these insights that requires further inquiry. Namely, in how 

to navigate providing such desired transferable and relevant skills and resources to men that is 

truly in the context of their everyday lives, rather than relying solely on navigating existing 

avenues of formally organized prevention programs and campaigns to do so. What is clear, is 

that there is a need for a larger effort to mainstream the knowledge and ideas supporting men’s 

active role in sexual violence prevention, ensuring multifaceted sources of information to 

normalize exposure amongst men.  

5.4 Limitations and Considerations for Future Research 

The current study has several method-related limitations. My sample is fairly 

homogenous as participants are mostly heterosexual, white, and Canadian born and raised. 

Furthermore, drawing from a population of university students, the data reflects a privileged 

sample of men as class and education is inherent in university student status. Additionally, as 

men voluntarily agreed to speak about their experiences and men’s role in sexual violence 
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prevention, meant that the majority of my participants had at least some interest in issues 

surrounding sexual violence. Therefore, the results of my study are best understood within the 

context of men who have access and exposure to education and knowledge of sexual violence 

prevention. An area that requires further research is the ways in which men’s experiences differ 

as a result of their relations to systems of power and inequality beyond gender, such as race, 

sexuality, class and education, and ability. This would require a focus on research with different 

groups and categories of men across intersections of race, sexual orientation, class, education, 

and occupation, and pay attention to the differences and inequalities amongst men in relation to 

their experiences engaging with issues of sexual violence (see Peretz 2017).  

Additionally, to conduct research on sensitive topics, best practice necessitates data 

collection at more than one point and through varied methods. This was not possible for the 

current research, given the scope of a Master’s level project. Thus, it would be valuable for 

future research to collect data across multiple interactions and spread over time, such as through 

longitudinal, multigenerational, and life-course methods and perspectives (Berridge et al. 2009; 

Zinzow and Thompson 2014). Moreover, conducting further research on men’s sexual violence 

prevention should consider having male researchers conducting participant observation as well 

as focus group discussions, as these methods and the insider status (i.e. ease access by virtue of 

being a male researcher conducting research with male participants) may provide valuable 

insight into men’s social interactions, conversations, and intergroup dynamics within masculine 

or men-only spaces (Kosygina 2005; The Men’s Project & Flood 2018; Wamboldt et al. 2019). 

Interrogating the day to day and more subtle ways men discuss and navigate sexual 

violence with their close male friends has been largely excluded in the discourse of men’s 
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engagement and violence prevention fields. While my study has revealed several important 

findings that begin to address this gap, further research is needed to continue to understand the 

various ways in which men practice sexual violence prevention amongst other men in their 

everyday interactions, in order to expand the field of men’s engagement in violence prevention 

to a wider audience of men. Future research into men’s engagement in violence prevention 

should increase the focus on average men’s experiences with prevention-oriented practices in 

everyday settings, as well as outside of emergency or high-risk situations (Crooks et al. 2007; 

Casey and Ohler 2012; Wamboldt 2019).   

5.4.1 Concluding Remarks 

The intent of this research project has been guided by a desire to bridge my own 

academic interest in critical men and masculinities studies with the ever-pressing issue of sexual 

violence prevention on university campuses, in an effort to better our understanding of how men 

navigate and engage in violence prevention amongst their male peers in everyday interactions. 

Given that critical discourse on men and masculinities are what brought me to conduct this 

research project in the first place, I believe such research is important and should continue to 

interrogate the ways in which sexual violence is perpetrated and normalized in the context of a 

patriarchal society. At the same time, what has been made clear to me over the course of my 

research, is that to work towards reducing and preventing sexual violence, the scope must be 

broadened to facilitate more research documenting and thus, understanding, what helpful, 

positive, and prevention-oriented practices men are enacting and their impact in preventing 

sexual violence (for example, Anderson 2008; Hammarén and Johansson 2014). Ultimately, this 

thesis has highlighted the reality that some men are already enacting challenges to violence, 



 

 

89 

 

embracing more nuanced and diverse ways of being a man outside of the rigid and harmful 

constructions of masculinity, and thus the potential for more men to do so. Moving forward, 

focusing on these everyday acts of resistance and prevention when engaging men in research and 

practice will be key to ending sexual violence.  
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LIST OF APPENDICES  

Appendix A: Participant Profiles 

 

Participant  Age Year and 

Program of 

Study 

Relationship 

Status  

Sexual 

Orientation 

Region17 Feminist?18 

1 TA 18 Year 1 (BSc) 

Biomedical 

Sciences  

Single Straight Ottawa Yes 

2 AS 27 2 Year (MSc) 

Food, 

Agricultural 

and Resource 

Economics 

Single Straight India Yes 

3 NJ 24 Year 2 

(MEng) 

Mechanical 

Engineering  

Single Straight India Yes 

4 HM 24 Year 4 (BSc) 

Biomedical 

Sciences  

Single Straight South 

Korea 

No 

5 AM 27 Year 4 (BA) 

Philosophy 

Partnered Bisexual Ontario Yes 

6 AK 21 Year 4 (BSc) 

Biomedical 

Sciences 

In a 

relationship 

Straight Ontario No 

7 WS 20 Year 2 (BSc) 

Biomedical 

Sciences 

Girlfriend Heterosexual Ontario Yes 

8 MM 25 Year 3 (MSc) 

Environmental 

Science 

Girlfriend Straight Guelph Feminist values 

9 CC 20 Year 2 (BA) 

Criminal 

Justice and 

Public Policy 

Single Straight Hamilton No 

10KC 24 2 Year (MSc) 

Did not 

specify 

Single Bisexual Quebec Yes  

11 JB 24 Year 1 (MA) 

French 

Partnered Heterosexual Toronto Yes 

 

17 When not in Guelph, if different, what region are you from? i.e. Ontario, rest of Canada, outside of Canada 
18 Do you self-identify as a feminist? 
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12 CA  25 Year 4 (PhD)  

Chemistry 

Single Heterosexual British 

Columbia 

Yes  

13 SB 22 Year 4 (BA) 

English 

In 

relationship 

Heterosexual Ontario No 

14 MI 21 Year 4 (B 

Comm.) 

Accounting 

Single Straight Ontario Yes 

15 HG 26 Year 2 (MSc) 

Chemistry 

Common 

law 

Straight British 

Columbia 

Equal rights 

16 AM 18 Year 1 (BSc) 

Biomedical 

Sciences 

Single Gay Toronto Yes 

17 CS 25 Year 2 (MSc) 

Environmental 

Sciences 

Common 

law 

Heterosexual Montreal Yes 

18 LN 18 Year 1 (BSc) 

Biomedical 

Sciences 

Single Straight Ontario  Yes  

19 SS 21 Year 4 (BSc) 

Biomedical 

Sciences 

Single Straight  Toronto Not really 

20 CO 26 Year 3 (PhD) 

Biomedical 

Sciences 

Married Straight Ontario Yes 

21 RP 20 Year 3 (BSc) 

Biomedical 

Sciences 

Single Straight Toronto Egalitarian' 

22 MO 19 Year 2 (BA) 

Political 

Science 

Single Straight British 

Columbia 

Yes 

23 CA 24 Year 2 (MA) 

Geography 

Relationship Straight Ontario Yes 

24 JG  22 Year 4 (BSc) 

Chemistry 

 

Single Straight Ontario No 

25 KS  23 Year 1 (MSc) 

Did not 

specify 

Single Straight Ontario Equality 
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Appendix C: Information and Consent Letter 

 

REB#18-05-016 

 

Project Title: Engaging Men to Address Sexual Violence: Interrogating the Day to Day 

 

Researchers 

Graduate Student Researcher: Hannah Hutchinson hhutch01@uoguelph.ca 

Faculty Advisor: Dr. Sharada Srinivasan sharada@uoguelph.ca 

 

Introduction: About the project 

The purpose of this research is to understand how men engage other men in preventing sexual 

violence in their day to day lives. I am a Master’s Student in the department of Sociology, 

completing this research for my MA thesis. The present research will use data gathered in focus 

group discussion and interviews with men students. You are being invited to participate in an 

interview. 

 

Participation 

To be eligible to participate, you must be a current student at the University of Guelph identify as 

male. Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. You are in no way obliged to 

participate in this research and are free to withdraw at any time. You can withdraw your 

consent to take part in this study anytime during the interview, and for two weeks afterwards. By 

stopping the interview and withdrawing consent, any data collected up to that point will be 

discarded. Your withdrawal has no consequence.  

 

Research Procedures 

Interviews will last approximately 30 minutes and will be audio recorded with your consent. 

Audio recording is strictly for research purpose, for ease of transcription. The interview will 

focus on broad themes of sexual violence prevention and experiences discussing sexual violence 

with peer groups. Please understand that you are under no obligation to answer any question you 

would prefer not to. 

 

Potential Risks and Benefits 

While there is no direct benefit to you, your participation is important because the results will 

increase the knowledge of sexual violence prevention strategies involving men on campus. There 

is a risk to your emotional and psychological well-being as a participant as the material covered 

deals with potentially upsetting subject matter regarding sexual violence.  

 

Safety and Confidentiality 

Confidentiality of your personal identifying information will be maintained to the fullest extent 

possible under the law. Pseudonyms will be used and no directly identifying information will be 

used in any research output. Only, I, the student researcher will have access to identifying 

information. The interview transcripts and audio files will be kept secure on an encrypted 

password-protected computer. Under the law, data may be subject to subpoena. 

 

 

mailto:sharada@uoguelph.ca


 

 105 

REB#18-05-016 

 

Compensation 

If you consent to participate in this interview a gift card valued at $5.00 to Guelph Campus 

Hospitality will be issued to thank you for your participation. 

 

Publication 

It is hoped that this interview, as one of fifty interviews on this topic, will greatly inform my MA 

thesis project. A copy of the completed thesis will be available in the Guelph Atrium if you wish 

to read the final product. Additionally, research findings may be published in an academic 

journal or at a conference. No personal identifiers will be used; quotes will be paraphrased so as 

not to reveal the person’s identity.  

 

Informed Consent 

By giving consent, you do not waive your right to legal recourse in the event of research- related 

harm. Should you have any further questions about this research project, you may contact 

myself, Hannah Hutchinson (hhutch01@uoguelph.ca) or the project faculty supervisor, Dr. 

Sharada Srinivasan (sharada@uoguelph.ca). This project has been reviewed by the Research 

Ethics Board for compliance with federal guidelines for research involving human participants.  

If you have questions regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in this study 

(REB#18-05-016), please contact: Director, Research Ethics; University of Guelph; 

reb@uoguelph.ca; (519) 824-4120 (ext. 56606) 

 

I __________________________________ (please print your name): 

 

1) have read and understand the above information,  

2) understand that the interview will be audio-recorded 

3) understand that my confidentiality will be respected 

4) indicate my free consent to participate by signing this form. 

 

 

Signature of interviewee: ___________________________  

 

          Date: ___________________________ 

 

If more information regarding this study is required, please do not hesitate to contact: 

 

Hannah Hutchinson (hhutch01@uoguelph.ca) 

Dr. Sharada Srinivasan (sharada@uoguelph.ca). 

 

  

mailto:hhutch01@uoguelph.ca)
mailto:sharada@uoguelph.ca)
mailto:sharada@uoguelph.ca)
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Sexual Violence Resources and Services: 

 

Student Affairs Case Director:  

A central contact point for information about supports, accommodations and reporting 

relating to sexual violence on campus. 

Monday-Friday, 8:30-4:00 pm 

519-824-4120 ext 53020 

svinfo@uoguelph.ca 

Guelph Wellington Women in Crisis and Sexual Assault Centre: 

People of all genders are welcome to call for support. Confidential and anonymous. 

519-836-5710 or 1-800-265-SAFE (7233) 

 

Support Services for Male Survivors of Sexual Abuse: 

Multilingual phone line for immediate crisis and referral services. Confidential and 

anonymous. 

1-866-887-0015. 

 

Emotional and Support Services: 

 

University of Guelph Counselling Services: 

Offering individual and group counselling sessions to help support students. 

Confidential.  

Monday-Friday: 8:15am - 4:15pm 

519-824-4120 ext 53244 

 

Guelph Resource Centre for Gender Empowerment and Diversity: 

Offers support to students, staff and community members who have experienced sexual 

violence. Offering walk-in or by-appointment peer support, a safer space on campus, 

books and other resources, and referrals to other organizations and groups. Confidential. 

info@grcged.com 

519-824-4120 ext 58559 

 

The Wellness Education Centre: 

Wellness Educator at the University of Guelph. A student-driven safe space providing 

information and support about health/well-being, focusing on peer to peer education and 

drop in consultations and programming. Confidential and anonymous. 

Mon-Fri: 8:30am-4:30pm 

519-824-4120 ext 53327 

 

 

 

 

 

  

mailto:svinfo@uoguelph.ca
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Appendix D: Interview Guide 

Interview Guide 

Engaging Men to Address Sexual Violence: Interrogating the Day-to-Day 

 

Introductory Remarks  

- Graduate student researcher introduces self and their affiliation (name, position/role, 

program/department) 

- Overview of research project and aims 

- Informed Consent: go over information/consent forms, audio recording 

Opening Question(s) 

1. Can you tell me what motivated you to agree to participate today? 

Key Questions 

2. I want to hear about what ‘sexual violence’ means to you. When you hear the words 

‘sexual violence’ what comes to mind? 

o Can you give me a definition in your own words? 

- Based off response to question 2, refer to the below definition with an emphasis on these 

targeting mundane/less ‘extreme’ instances. Is the mundane acknowledged? 

o Yes: provide definition, emphasize mundane, ask for examples that they have 

seen or experienced (specifically of the mundane*) 

▪ You mentioned ___, which is a good example of a more ‘everyday’ 

instance. What are other examples you have seen or experienced of this 

nature? 

o No: provide definition (see end of guide) use opportunity to emphasize how I 

understand SV to also include the mundane/less extreme instances as also being 

SV (shift focus and emphasize these) 

▪ Can you think of other ‘everyday’ or mundane instance of SV that you 

have seen or experienced? 

▪ On a night out with friends, have you seen or heard anything falls under 

this understanding of SV?  

 

3. Can you tell me about a time where you have talked about sexual violence with your 

male friends? 

• In your daily life, would you say that sexual violence is talked about with your 

own peer group? Can you think about a time where the topic of sexual 

violence (sexual assault, harassment) has come up in conversation?  

• This could be in casual conversation about something seen on tv, in the media 

(for example the #MeToo movement or recent cases of celebrities) or about 

something someone you know saw, heard, or were directly involved in.  

4. Have you ever intervened when you saw and/or heard other male peers behaving and/or 

speaking inappropriately? Can you elaborate on the situation and how you responded? If 

you have not, why? 

• Can you walk me through what you go through when you see any of these 

instances (when thinking about it, when acting/reacting, when walking away…) 
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• What are you thinking about and take me through the steps of what you may think 

when you see this in that moment? Later on? Talking about what you’ve seen with 

friends later? (whether one reacted, was involved, or ignored.. whether these 

were encounters you heard of, experienced) How does it affect you? Do you think 

about it later?  

• When would you be more likely to say something or to intervene?  

5. If more men did actively engage in violence-rejecting ways, what do you think would be 

the outcome?  

• How would it impact the experience and frequency of sexual violence? 

• Do men have a role in sexual violence conversation and prevention? What should 

or could this role look like in addressing sexual violence?  

Closing 

1. Is there anything that you wanted to say that you didn’t have a chance to yet? 

 

Definition for Researcher’s Reference/Use 

- Sexual violence is an umbrella term that encapsulates a range of activities. It can be 

broadly defined as any act that is committed, threatened, or attempted against a person 

without the person’s consent, and includes sexual assault, sexual harassment, stalking, 

indecent exposure, voyeurism and sexual exploitation.  

- Sexual violence understood as a continuum of activities ranging from mundane everyday 

sexism (misogynistic language and jokes, slut-shaming, verbal harassment) to extreme 

forms of sexual violence (stalking, sexual coercion, rape). 

 

• Micro aggressions. Normalized, everyday sexism (subtle, intentional or unintentional)  

• Name-calling 

• Slurs and epithets 

• De humanization  

• Belittling/rape jokes 

• Non inclusive language 

• Stereotyping  

• Cat calling 

• Victim blaming 

• Unwanted and repetitive touching
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Appendix E: Demographic Questionnaire 

 

Engaging Men to Address Sexual Violence: Interrogating the Day to Day 

Demographic Questions 

These responses won’t be connected to your individual identity. 

- What is your age? ___________________________ 

 

- What is your program and year of study? ___________________________ 

 

- What is your relationship status? ___________________________ 

 

- What is your sexual orientation? ___________________________ 

 

- When not in Guelph, if different, what region are you from? (Ontario, rest of 

Canada, outside of Canada) ______________________________ 

 

- Do you self-identify as a feminist? ___________________________19 

 
 

 

 

 

 

19It is necessary to note that during data collection, I asked this question to get a sense of where men’s views on 

issues of feminism, gender inequality, and sexual violence come from. However, it is not a line of inquiry I pursued 

in the final thesis.  


	Abstract
	Acknowledgements
	Table of Contents
	List of Appendices
	1 Chapter One: Introduction and Background
	1.1 Framing the Issue
	1.2 Literature Review
	1.2.1 Engaging Men in Sexual Violence Prevention
	1.2.2 Why engage men in sexual violence prevention?
	1.2.3 A gendered approach: Interrogating masculinity when working with men
	1.2.4 Sexual Violence Prevention Programs Targeting Men
	1.2.5 Bystander Approaches to Sexual Violence Prevention with Men
	1.2.6 Social Norms Approach to Sexual Violence Prevention with Men
	1.2.7 The Role of Men’s Peers in Sexual Violence Prevention

	1.3 Thesis Outline

	2  Chapter Two: Methodological Approach
	2.1 Theoretical Approach and Key Concepts
	2.1.1 Framing the Everyday Context
	2.1.2 Feminist Framework and Critical Perspectives of Men and Masculinities

	2.2 Research Methods
	2.2.1 Research Design
	2.2.2 Research Setting, Recruitment, and Sampling of Population
	2.2.3 Data Collection: Conducting the Interviews
	2.2.4 Data Coding and Analysis
	2.2.5 Conclusion


	3 Chapter Three: Exploring Men’s Everyday Engagement
	3.1 Sexual Violence in Conversation
	3.1.1 Themes in Conversation

	3.2 Responding to Situations Involving Sexual Violence
	3.2.1 Verbal Responses
	3.2.2 Indirect and Aggressive Responses
	3.2.3 Indirect and low-confrontation responses
	3.2.4 Physical or Aggressive Responses
	3.2.5 Reported Lack of Responses

	3.3 Conclusion

	4 Chapter Four: Exploring the Social Dynamics of Men’s Engagement
	4.1 Outlining the Social Setting and with Whom Men Engage
	4.2 The Influence of Friendship in Men’s Engagement
	4.3 Perceptions of Masculine Norm Influence
	4.4 Conclusion

	5 Chapter Five: Concluding Remarks and Reflections
	5.1 Key Takeaways
	5.2 Participant Insights and Suggestions
	5.3 Implications for Sexual Violence Prevention Programming and Education
	5.4 Limitations and Considerations for Future Research
	5.4.1 Concluding Remarks


	References
	List of Appendices

