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ABSTRACT 

Domestic Violence Against Men: Their Report Decision Making Process 

by 

Ngozi Tracy Aleke 

Little or nothing is really known about a man’s victimization in a domestic violence situation. 

Generally domestic violence is viewed from the lens of a women with the typical idea that 

women are the victim while men, the perpetrators of violence. Overtime, this societal perception 

is beginning to subside as researchers have proven that men are also victims of domestic 

violence (Straus, Gelles, & Steinmetz, 1980). Despite this revelation, not much is known about 

male victimization as most men prefer not to report their victimization. This study seeks to 

examine the reasons for not reporting victimization and the effect of this decision on men. The 

study does so by employing a cross sectional research carried out in 1994-1996, that was 

designed to assess the prevalence and impact of violence and threat of violence on women and 

men across the United States.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction  

The image of domestic violence (DV) or intimate partner violence (IPV) portrayed in the 

minds of many would ordinarily involve violence committed against a woman; few people 

understand domestic violence from the perspective of male victims. What is not often understood 

by the public is that men are casualties of DV and IPV at approximately equal rates as women 

(Adebayo, 2014; NIJ, 2007). However, the reporting figures for each gender differs greatly 

(Straus, 2010). Generally, under reporting of DV is almost universal across age groups, gender, 

and social economic status (Concannon, 2013; Strong et al., 2010; Watts & Zimmermann, 2002). 

Nevertheless, this becomes more significant if a man is the victim of abuse (Brown, 2004; Stets 

and Straus, 1992). According to the United States National Coalition Against Domestic Violence 

(2014), one in four men has experienced some forms of physical violence by an intimate partner 

at one point in their lifetime through behaviors ranging from slapping, shoving, or pushing. 

Often these behaviors may not even be termed domestic violence by both the victim and the 

perpetrator (Morgan & Wells, 2016). Additionally, one in nine men undergo a severe physical 

violence or injury caused by an intimate partner (CDC, 2010).  

In this study, factors associated with reporting domestic violence carried out against men 

would be explored, why this type of violence is often not reported and, if reported, to whom the 

victim would report the offence, a law enforcement agent, psychologist, or a family member. The 

topic of underreporting domestic violence against a man has received limited to no research 

interest. A preliminary analysis of prior literature related to the topic reveals that male victims of 

domestic abuse deemed their experience of IPV as unmanly (Morgan & Wells, 2016), and as 

such, would rather remain in the abusive relationship in a bid to uphold the stereotypical 

masculinity with which they are associated (Eckstein, 2010). The different attributes and 
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qualities of each gender, such as the stereotypical submissive nature of women and the 

domineering nature of men, also impact the willingness of a victim to report abuse that has been 

carried out against them (Smith, 2011). Also, the threat, or stigma, that accompanies 

victimization in IPV (Dutton, 1992) that causes fear and shame decreases the willingness of 

victims to seek help. However, no study has quantitatively looked at the actual reason(s) victims 

give for not reporting their victimization to either law enforcement, a mental health practitioner, 

or even family. This void has created a research gap in the knowledge of the system surrounding 

the decision-making process of a male victim of IPV. The premise of this thesis is focused on the 

reasons a male IPV victim would not report their victimization despite the impact of the 

perpetrator’s actions to their physical, emotional, and mental health. 

The broad aim of this research is to shift attention to an aspect of IPV that is often either 

neglected or assumed by many to not exist. Domestic violence perpetrated against men is one of 

the most controversial issues in family violence as the magnitude and the extent to which a 

significant assault committed against a male victim is usually unknown (Muelleman & Patricia, 

1998). This is mostly because the majority of the evidence of male victimization often comes 

from self-report surveys or homicide data (Muelleman & Patricia, 1998). Despite the statistics 

presented in these data the whole picture is not perceptible, as many male victims do not prefer 

to reveal or discuss their victimization and it is only exposed after their death and at times not 

even then.  

As earlier noted, the issue of masculinity also plays a significant role in society’s 

perception of male DV victims. In this study, the researcher argues that DV against male victims 

does exist and that the known statistical data that portray the contrary cannot be relied on; men 

do not report their victimization because most would rather endure on grounds that society will 



12 
 

not believe them when a report is made. Some believe that they could get in trouble because it is 

often assumed that a man is always the perpetrator of an IPV case and the woman may have 

acted based on self-defense, or that they should be able to handle their victimizer by themselves. 

For others, it is mostly the stigma that comes with being a victim that worries them the most 

(Arnocky & Vaillancourt, 2014). These reasons relate to the ideology behind male masculinity 

and how most men tend to uphold this idea of masculinity even in the face of adversity. 

What Is Domestic Violence Viz – a - Viz Intimate Partner Violence 

This study focuses mainly on the tolerance of domestic abuse by male victims, a full 

understanding of the study cannot be reached if the clear meaning of domestic violence and 

intimate partner violence is not explained. According to the World Health Organization (2005), 

DV is defined as a pattern of behavior a perpetrator exhibits to maintain control and exact power 

over an intimate partner with whom they are in a dating or family relationship. These behaviors 

can be mental, physical, economical, or sexual in nature.  On the other hand, The Centers for 

Disease Control and Prevention (CDC, 2020) similarly describes Intimate Partner Violence, IPV, 

as physical or sexual violence, or psychological harm carried out by a current or former partner. 

Taken at face value, there is an overlap between the two concepts; however, they are 

distinguishable.  

 Cronholm et al. (2011) define domestic violence as an assaultive and coercive pattern of 

behaviors that may include physical injury, psychological abuse, sexual assault, enforced social 

isolation, stalking, deprivation, intimidation, and threats. Additionally, the authors further 

defined Intimate Partner Violence (IPV) to be a form of domestic violence. According to them, 

IPV is a type of domestic violence where the perpetrator of the violence is, was, or wishes to be 

in an intimate or dating relationship with the adult or adolescent victim (Cronholm et al., 2011). 
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From this latter definition, it is safe to say that DV and IPV are similar in nature as both are 

forms of willful violence against another person (known). DV, however, covers a border scope. 

While IPV can only be carried out between intimate partners (spouse and dating partners), DV 

extends to family relations. 

Despite the difference in both concepts of DV and IPV, the central theme in both is 

intimacy and abuse that is evident in the pattern of behaviors exhibited by the perpetrator 

(Adebayo, 2014). Therefore, DV and IPV are both a mix of physical and coercive behavior that 

is designed to manipulate and subdue the behavior of another competent adult or an adolescent in 

a bid for them to behave in a way prescribed by the abuser (Kerr et al., 2007). Victims 

experience consequences including physical bodily injuries, and sometimes even mental health 

problems. Aside from the immediate impact experienced by victims of DV and IPV, there are 

lifelong effects, such as depression and low self-esteem, a victim undergoes even when their 

attackers are no longer with them (Breiding et al., 2015). Beyond the consequence of injury and 

possible death that a victim may face, studies have also shown that victims of DV/IPV are more 

likely to report a variety of negative mental and psychological health challenges that are both 

chronic and acute in nature. These diseases sometimes include hypertension, alcohol and 

substance abuse, and even sexually transmitted diseases like HIV and AIDS (Black, 2011; 

Breiding et al., 2005).   

Gender Symmetry 

Until the 1970s, IPV was primarily viewed as an abuse committed by men against 

women. The acknowledgment of male abuse by women (Straus, 1976), or abuse by same sex 

partners in a marital or cohabiting relationship (Cruz, 2003) did not emerge until recently.   

Empirical investigation into the symmetry of offenders and victims of intimate partner violence 
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gained prominence following the 1975 National Family Violence Survey, carried out by Murray 

A. Straus and Richard J. Gelles on a nationally representative sample of 2,146 intact families, 

that subsequently revealed that the perpetration rate of assault committed by men against their 

female partners was 12% and those committed by women against their male partners to be 

11.6%. Despite the similarity in these two rates, with only an 0.4% difference, society 

customarily only sympathizes with a battered woman while disregarding abuse committed 

against a man. The study also showed that the rate of serious physical assault such as kicking, 

punching, choking, and attacks with objects was also committed about the same rate for men and 

women: 3.8% by men and 4.6% by women respectively. This revelation has been met with great 

criticism from various groups.  

The acceptance of male victimization was not beneficial for those who wanted to use the 

perpetration of domestic violence by men as a lever to reduce patriarchal power or terrorism in 

the society. Patriarchal terrorism, according to Johnson (1995), is a product of patriarchal 

tradition of men’s right to control women through the systematic use of violent force, threats, 

isolations, and other control techniques. This view is lacking validity as gender in marriages or 

domestic relationships is no longer restrictive to the traditional female and male pairing. A 

broader definition of marriage or dating relationship would include partners within both 

heterosexual and non-heterosexual relationship. Therefore, the power and control attributed to 

men would not apply in a homosexual or non-traditional relationship. On the other hand, men 

who wanted to uphold the patriarchal power also frown at the findings of the 1975 survey, as 

society see an abused man as a weakling and a shame to manhood. Accepting an occurrence of 

male victimization for this set of men would mean relinquishing their masculinity.  
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Steinmetz (1978), in her famous “The battered husband syndrome,” concluded that men’s 

abuse is not an unknown or uncommon phenomenon, but an example of a selective inattention. 

According to Steinmetz, this type of domestic violence is a shared experience among most men, 

yet it is a social custom that is strictly prohibited or forbidden from being discussed. Upon 

speaking up about domestic violence, a man is often stigmatized and shamed for allowing 

himself to be a victim. For example, in ancient France, a charivari parade was staged against any 

man who allows his wife to beat him. Such a man was made to wear an outlandish outfit, and 

ride backwards on a donkey while holding its tail around the village. Similar customs played out 

in Britain, where battered husbands were strapped to carts and marched disgracefully through a 

booing crowed. Even though the husband beater was also punished in an almost similar way, the 

shame and stigma associated for a man admitting victimization made this type of offense 

unpopular (Steinmetz, 1978).  

Straus (2010) established claims against many feminist movements, stating that domestic 

violence was not an instrument of patriarchal control nor was it a gender-based crime, as stated 

in the Violence Against Women’s Act, but that it is a crime that a disturbed man or woman can 

commit against their partner at a roughly equal rate. Straus further opined that injuries against a 

woman are only more visible because of the physical strength and energy of men. In other words, 

a woman may conduct and initiate violence as often as a man; however, a man would do more 

physical damage than a woman.   

Forms of Domestic Violence 

According to the Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC, 2014), domestic 

violence and intimate partner violence can be carried out in various forms. Behaviors including 

physical violence, stalking, sexual violence, psychological aggression, or manipulation are 
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classified as forms of DV and IPV. Physical assault, conceivably the most distinguished form of 

intimate partner violence, is when a person hurts or tries to hurt a partner by hitting, kicking, 

strangulation, refusing medical care to the victim, controlling their medication, or by using any 

other means of physical force to compel the victim to submission. Another form of IPV is sexual 

violence. For a perpetrator, it is not necessarily about the sexual pleasure they derive from the 

victim, but the power and control they have over the victim. This violence can occur by the 

perpetrator forcing or attempting to force a partner to take part in a sexual act or behavior 

without their consent. Acts such as forcing a partner to have sex with either the perpetrator or 

other people, hurting their partner physically during sex, sabotaging birth control or coercing a 

partner to have sex without protection, sexual touching without the partner’s consent, or even 

known physical events such as sexting when the partner does not consent to it (CDC, 2014). 

Intimate partner violence can also take the form of stalking. The relationship between 

stalking and IPV cannot be overemphasized, as the lion share of the total number of stalking 

cases are perpetrated by intimate partners (Mohandie et al., 2006; Roberts & Dziegielewski, 

2006; Tjaden, & Thoennes, 1998). Stalking is often an indicator or prelude to other forms of 

violence and perpetrators use it to control and intimidate their victims (Roberts, & 

Dziegielewski, 2006). Stalking includes behaviors such as unwanted contacts or attention that 

causes fear or concerns for the safety of the victim or someone close to them. Stalking can 

sometime result to psychological abuse which is another form of IPV that is often difficult to 

identify because of its unique nature.  When in use, the perpetrator uses verbal and/or non-verbal 

communication with the intention to hurt their victim mentally, emotionally, and ultimately to 

exercise control over the victim. Behaviors such as name calling, insult, blames, humiliation, and 

isolation are some of the characteristics a perpetrator would exhibit. 
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Physical and sexual assault or threat of such victimization against a person, are often the 

most common forms of domestic violence. These forms of violence are also usually the actions 

that makes others aware of the problems. However, a larger system of abuse is created and 

maintained when a constant use of other abusive behaviors that may not be physical or visible by 

the abuser is reinforced by an act of physical violence. The fear of future occurrence of a violent 

attack often brings the victim to conformity and this allows an abuser to take control of the 

victim’s life. The power and control wheel is a tool that provide an in-depth understanding of the 

overall pattern on how the abuser carry out their violent and abusive behavior in order to instill 

and maintain control over their victim see below.  

 

 

Figure 1  

Power and Control Wheel 

   Domestic Abuse Intervention Programs, 2017. Retrieved from Home Page - Wheel Gallery - Domestic Abuse Intervention Programs 
(theduluthmodel.org) 

https://www.theduluthmodel.org/wheel-gallery/
https://www.theduluthmodel.org/wheel-gallery/
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Statement of the Problem 

The danger of intimate partner violence against men is a phenomenon that occurs 

globally in both developed and underdeveloped societies. This problem is strengthened by both 

law and cultural values that encourage men to always be the bigger person in relationships. 

Phrases such as “suck it up”, “men don’t cry”, and “you are a man” have allowed most men to 

remain in abusive relationships with some even ending in death. While resources, such as 

psychological help and shelters, are available to women who face violence, men are rarely or 

never availed such resources (Tsui et al., 2010). For example, the New York Post on October 29, 

2017, reported that a Dallas group had opened what was believed to be the second shelter in the 

United States exclusively for men with the first being Valley Oasis in Lancaster California which 

was opened in 2015. 

Though this development may have created a sense of relief for some men, the fact that 

this progress came four decades after the report showing that rates of abuse towards men are 

comparable to that against women (Steinmetz, 1978) is quite disturbing. This study does not 

discredit the fact that there were and still are shelters that accommodate both genders. However, 

when questions on why men do not report victimizations are raised, these are some of the 

mediating factors to look out for, such as the fact that a man likely does not want to be 

considered a coward for allowing his wife or partner beat or abuse him and therefore, he may not 

allow himself seek solace in a facility that houses both genders.  

Goal of the Study 

The primary aim of this study is to identify and explain the factors that affect the 

decision-making process of an abused man in disclosing his victimization in order create a safe 
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place for male victims to report their abuse, create programs that support male victims, and to 

educate society about male victims of DV/IPV. 

Identifying these factors would expand the scope of the literature on the underreporting 

of abuse directed at male victims of IPVs. The researcher’s intention for this study is to 

contribute to the existing knowledge on the impact of the trauma male victims of domestic 

violence face and how they are resilient in their plight by displaying a façade that is different 

from what they feel or what they have been through because of their victimization.  

Chapter Summary 

This chapter sought to give a basic understanding of domestic violence against men by 

defining the offense in general, narrowing it down to its peculiarity with regards to men, the 

stigma associated with male victimization, as well as how it impacts reporting.  

The following chapter will discuss the relevant literature relating to the stigmatization of male 

victims of IPV as well as the decision to report an abuse or not. The chapter will also review how 

men perceive crime in general and what they term to be violent crime. The chapter will also 

discuss the various forms of domestic violence. This is necessary to give a better understanding 

of why most abused men tolerate their abuses. Chapter three will discuss the methodology of the 

current study, including the discussion of data sources and statistical analysis. Chapter four will 

summarize the results of the analysis while chapter five will provide a discussion of the findings 

as they relate to the hypotheses. 
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Chapter 2. Review of Literature 

As stated in the previous chapter, the literature about DV/IPV against men is particularly 

underdeveloped (Corbally, 2015; Chynoweth et al., 2017; Steinmetz 1977-1978; Thobejane & 

Luthada, 2019). Meanwhile, issues concerning domestic violence in the United States and across 

the world are often meet with various quotes of statistics given by the World Health 

Organization and National Coalition Against Domestic Violence among other agencies. These 

figures tend to have the central focus on women as the primary victims and men as the abusers 

(Ruth, 2012). However, various surveys and literatures on the subject has shown that men are 

almost as abused as women (Allen-Collinson, 2009; Douglas & Hines, 2011; Fiebert, 2014; 

Straus & Gelles 1975), and in some cases even more (Archer, 2002; Cook, 1997; Dutton, 2007; 

Morse, 1995; Straus, 2006; Straus, 1997). This later finding however, have been strongly 

criticized by researchers such as Pagelow (1985) and Kimmel (2002). Continuous disregards of 

domestic violence perpetrated against men may result to an irreversible breakdown in the 

society. This chapter would look at the various theories that have been used to explain domestic 

violence as well as review literature findings from various researchers on the prevalence of the 

forms of domestic violence against men, and what influences male victim’s reporting decision 

making.  

Theoretical Framework 

Researchers have tried to explain the concept of the commission of DV/IPV by theorizing 

why the offenses are committed. For example, some researchers believe that DV/IPV happen 

because of the socioeconomic inequality within the society (Hogan, 2016; Jekwe, 2002), others 

believe that DV/IPV is the channel men use to subdue the behavior of others while they exhibit 

power and control over that person (Straton, 1994). This chapter is dedicated to looking at 
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previous literatures that have analyzed the prevalence and reporting decisions of male DV/IPV 

victims. However, before delving further into this, it is imperative to first discuss some theories 

that would better help understand the concept of DV/IPV. With the admission of DV/IPV being a 

gender-neutral violence (Eckstein 2010; Johnson, 2005; Morgan & Wells,2016; Straus 1990), 

that is, both genders are almost as equally abused (Straus & Gelles, 1975; Steinmetz,1978; Tsui 

et al., 2010), different theories have been used to explain the cause(s) of family violence. 

Theories such as socioeconomics, feminism, individual and background/situational theories have 

been applied by various researchers in order to give a good understanding on its prevalence and 

ways to mitigate or even eradicate the offense. Gaining knowledge on the sociological theories 

of domestic violence would help victims, law enforcement agency and ultimately the public 

know when to intervene in a brewing violent situation. For instance, creating more jobs and 

opportunities for victims might help them advance their socioeconomic status, sensitizing the 

society on the need to jettison gendered prescribed roles but to carry on their duties based on 

what both parties have agreed upon, might also help curb the power and control theory as 

proscribed by the feminist groups. 

 Furthermore, information from the individual theories would create an enlightenment on 

when as individual ought to remove themselves from a situation for it not to degenerate into 

becoming a DV/IPV case. For example, the theory of social learning would aid parent to become 

informed with regards to the impact of their actions on their children, armed with this 

information, most parents may be wary before becoming violent when children are around and 

even if that is the case, the Criminal Justice System may become more proactive in removing 

children from violent environments. Finally, the behavioral and situational theory would give an 

in-depth knowledge on how people can involve themselves in DV/IPV based on their 
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background and the situation they find themselves. This information would encourage victims to 

make informed decisions when they find themselves in such situations. 

Sociological Theories of Domestic Violence / Intimate Partner Violence 

This theory seeks to explain DV/IPV as a function of the social structure of the society rather 

than from an individual perspective. For example, the socioeconomic theory explains DV/IPV as 

a manifestation of dispute and conflicts within the family that can only be explained by 

examining the subcultures that contribute to violence (Wolfgang and Farracuti, 1967) within the 

society. This theory also believe that the occurrence of violence is sparsely distributed among 

groups within the social structure, that is, violence is more concentrated in poor urban areas than 

in area where there are more economic resources. This goes to explain that violence is majorly 

associated with an individual’s standing in the society. 

Feminist group theorize, gender to be the primary component of family violence. 

Proponent of this theory are of the opinion that DV/IPV is an expression of power and control by 

men over women in order to dominate the female gender (Lawson, 2013) 

Socioeconomic Theories 

An individual’s standing in the society is often measured by their economic and 

sociological achievement. These accomplishments could include their work experience, the 

social or economic position they hold in the society. This sometimes, is due to the kind of 

influence they have on others based on their income, occupation, or popularity, among other 

things. Beside the influence and economic standing possessed by these individuals, they are less 

at risk of victimization in the society (Hogan, 2016). The socioeconomic status of an individual 

greatly influences their risk of victimization, as those with lesser status are more prone to 

becoming victims (Hogan, 2016).  This assertion supports Hoffman, Demo, & Edwards, (1994) 
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and Hotaling & Sugarman (1986) arguments that lower economic status is significantly linked to 

a high risk of victimization. For example, abusers are more inclined to target a victim who they 

know are less likely to report their victimization, victims with low socioeconomic status are 

probably not going to report a crime committed against them because of their access to fewer 

resources and the fact that they already face a social and economic hardship, this makes the risk 

of victimization and repeat victimization and/or multi victimization very high for those sets of 

individuals.  While DV/IPV can be perpetrated against anyone, not minding their socioeconomic 

status, many studies have shown that both perpetrators of IPV and their victims are more likely 

to come from a disadvantaged background (Breiding et al., 2008; Coker & Davis, 2002; Gunradi 

et al., 2002) making socioeconomic status a high-risk factor for domestic violence (Kyriacou et 

al., 1999). In like manner, Centerwall (1995) in trying to see if there was a relationship between 

race, socioeconomic status and DV, conducted a study involving families who had experience 

DV in New Orleans. The researcher aimed to replicating or not to replicate as the case may be an 

earlier study carried out in Atlanta Georgia that sought to understand the effect of race (Whites 

and Blacks) and socioeconomic status on the rate of domestic homicide among families in the 

city, at the end of the study, findings revealed that race and cultural differences did not play a 

role in domestic homicides in both cities, however, the socioeconomic difference among the 

families was the major predictor of these homicides.  

According to Jewkes (2002), poverty and low financial income often drive family 

members to fight over the family’s income and how it should be distributed, this conflict may 

sometimes lead to a violent outcome, which results to domestic abuse. This type of family 

conflict sometimes can be both physical, emotional, and psychological. Behaviors such as 
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resentments, name calling, or refusal of sex may develop into emotional abuse, psychological 

abuse, or even sexual abuse.  

 Antai (2011) argued that financial freedom or independence does not provide protection 

from violence. This later claim was based on a study the author conducted on Nigerian women 

who were victims of domestic violence. It was found that women who were more financially 

independent than their partner were more likely to be physically and sexually abused. Similar 

result was found by Burazeri et al. (2005), where they found that more empowered women were 

at a higher risk of victimization depending on their setting. This means that the environment and 

setting the parties live in (victim and perpetrator) plays a crucial role on whether violence and 

abuse will occur. For example, a couple that live in an environment where the act of family 

violence is acceptable may be involved in the act whether or not they are financially 

independent. 

Feminism  

The argument of this perspective is that domestic violence is closely related to gender and 

power inequality between opposite sexes in a relationship. The theory is based on the societal 

messages that supports a man’s use of violence and force throughout their lifespan, and the 

required roles such as the man’s exhibition of control over his family and the woman’s 

unequivocal submission to the man which is expected from both gender when in an intimate 

relationship (Pence & Paymar, 1993). Dutton et al. (2010) argued that there is a gender paradigm 

in relation to the commission of IPV. A paradigm is a set of guiding beliefs or a worldview that 

is usually shared within a group, with a belief that all other contrary data that does not follow the 

group’s views should not be recognized (Dutton, 2006). This paradigm describes IPV as an 

offense only perpetrated by men against women.  Following this definition, Dutton et al. (2010) 
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stated that the feminist theory sees IPV as a crime against women only and that when a woman is 

the perpetrator it is only because a man made her violent. Researchers who support this view 

have argued that violence in general, whether domestic or not, is usually perpetrated by men 

(Straton, 1994). Relying on the 1973-81 US National Crime Survey, only three to four percent of 

marital assault involved a female attacker, Straton (1994) opined that the society should not be 

side-tracked by the relatively tiny problem of male victimization, but that society should focus 

more on eradicating victimization against women. Straton (1994) called male victimization a 

false issue that seeks to derail the society from the main issue. 

Supporting the above notion, Thobejane & Luthada (2019), argued that feminists see the 

commission of IPV and DV against women as society’s way of accepting aggressive behaviors 

perpetrated by men, while reassuring women to be compassionate and non-violent. Radical 

feminist does not believe that a woman can be violent, consequently, women who exhibit violent 

behaviors against their spouses do this as a response to an earlier abuse perpetrated by the man. 

The theory does not believe that violence can originate solely from the women and as such, 

violence committed by women against men should not be put on the same scale as violence 

committed by men (kwaramba, 2000). The goal of radical feminism is for society to be changed 

at its core in order to break the patriarchy (Thobejane & Luthada, 2019), and doing otherwise, 

such as blaming women for their violence is deviating from what society should be doing and 

further reinforcing the patriarchy. Additionally, Burelomova et al. (2018) added that women’s 

violence against men should be considered as self-defense, preemption of a violence to be 

perpetrated by a man, or retaliation for a violence already perpetrated. They further agreed with 

the assertion that female violence against men is a special type of violence that should be viewed 

as a unique case different from other forms of violence (Dobash & Dobash, 2004) and concluded 
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that the only treatment for female violence against men would depend on the manner of 

education addressing patriarchy a man receives and the way women are being treated by men. 

This conclusion once again reiterates the fact that the true and only goal is to overturn the 

structure of patriarchal which will in turn prevent, reduce, and eliminate violence directed at 

women by men (Dutton, 2011), once again blaming men for violence committed against them.  

One of the major criticisms of the feminist theory has been with the samples used 

whenever researches on DV/IPV are conducted. Recruitments of most participants in DV/IPV 

research have widely been carried out in shelters, refuges, or emergency care departments that 

house female DV/IPV victims (Dutton, 2011) thereby eliminating any research on male victims. 

Usually, only women who have been victimized or are currently undergoing DV/IPV 

victimization make use of these shelters. Having to rely on data from research conducted with 

these samples for the general population (Dixon & Graham-Kevan, 2011) may greatly affect the 

validity of the finding.  Another major criticism is the argument that the feminist theory does not 

consider the emergence of violence within same sex marriages (Lawson, 2003). Though the 

man’s exhibition of power and control is said to be one of the major concerns associated with the 

commission of IPV against women, the theory is however silent as to what causes dispute in a 

same sex relationship. 

Finally, researchers have criticized the feminist’s movement on grounds that their 

principles are focused on the wellbeing of women alone even when these principles are clearly 

detrimental to men.  For example, Adebayo (2014) sees the feminist theory of IPV as 

discriminatory against men and their victimization. For Adebayo, most female perpetrators of 

DV/IPV hide under the guise of self-defense, however, self-defense by a male is likely to be 

highly stigmatized and this knowledge tends to play a role in female perpetrated abuse (Allen-
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Collinson, 2009). Most women knowing the effect of the law on a man who has been convicted 

of DV/IPV, also armed with the knowledge that abuse against men is rarely believed, would 

provoke the man to violence. The theory that DV/IPV relates to power and control, with regards 

to societal views on patriarchy can sometimes create an opportunity for female abusers to goad 

their victims into retaliation (Gadd et al., 2003; Hines et al., 2014) or when abuse has not 

occurred allow false accusations to uphold the narrative in order to involve the legal system 

(Tilbrook et al., 2010). Adebayo concluded that this discrimination against men from feminists 

hinders most male victims from getting the help they need when facing their victimization. 

Individual Theories of Domestic Violence / Intimate Partner Violence 

The individual theories seek to explain DV/IPV from an individual’s view. Most research 

that subscribes to this theory are of the opinion that DV/IPV commission or acceptance is 

peculiar to individual experience. This means that people make decisions to be either victims or 

perpetrators base on their prior person experience. Some of the theories that will be described 

would talk more on how an individual situation can influence their involvement in DV/IPV, the 

background and childhood also play a big role on how they view DV/IPV. 

Social Learning Theory 

The Social Learning theory posit that new behavior are learned or acquired by observing 

and imitating others carry out those behaviors (Bandura, 1971). Akers (1973) who is one of the 

major proponents of Social Learning Theory, stated that criminal behaviors are generally 

learned. When the reward of delinquent behavior is stronger than the influence of normative 

behavior, a person maybe more inclined to take on the delinquent behaviors. This theory 

suggests that family violence in general is learned behavior from observing one’s parent(s) or 

peers during childhood (Bandura, 1973; Mihalicet et al., 2005). The decisive factors that impact 
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the delinquent behaviors are the reinforcing mechanisms available, the effectiveness of these 

factors, and the frequency at which they occur. Researchers of this theory opined that victims as 

well as perpetrators of DV/ IPV have either witnessed DV/IPV being perpetrated against 

someone or have experienced abuse themselves during childhood (Gulina, et al., 2018), which 

results in the ability to accept or tolerate violence within the family both as perpetrator and as 

victim (Jin et al., 2007; Lewis & Fremouw, 2001; Vung & Krantz, 2009). Following the National 

Survey of 1975, Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz (1980) found that boys were more likely to be 

abusive towards their wives in adulthood if they were raised in an abusive home, in addition, 

children who were physically abused growing up were more likely to be abusive later in life. 

In addition to the above, children who have experienced violence both as victims or as 

witness are often susceptible to long term adverse impacts to both their health and the way they 

relate with other people.  A United States, Department of Justice 2009 study on children and 

violence in the United States, shows that over 60% of the children were either directly or 

indirectly exposed to violence in the previous year (Finkelhor et al., 2009). The study further 

found that exposure of children to violence, whether as witnesses or as victims, is often 

associated with long term, negative physical, emotional, and psychological effect. This may 

include a higher risk of child abuse and neglect, depression, as well as other trauma, such as 

having parents with substance abuse, have been incarcerated, or experienced mental illness 

(Dube et al., 2002), and even suicide (Ireland & Smith, 2009). Some physical health outcomes 

may include lack of sleep, social withdrawal and even delinquency (Bensley et al., 2003; Ireland 

& Smith, 2009; Martin, 2002). Additionally, children are at a higher risk of engaging in deviant 

behavior if exposed to violence at a young age (NIJ, 2009). Meanwhile, Dargis and Koenigs 

(2018) in a bid to understand the effect of exposure of domestic violence on a child even as a 
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witness and not the victim, and whether such experience, would influence subsequent 

psychopathic traits in adulthood, examined a sample of 127 male prison inmates, ranging from 

18 to 55 years of age, from a medium-security prison in Wisconsin. Results from the study 

showed that witnessing domestic violence was significantly correlated with an overall level of 

psychopathy.  

As a way of testing the principle of social learning and involvement in DV/IPV, 

Wareham et al. (2009) conducted a study on men participating in a family violence program in 

an urban community. The researchers hypothesized that perpetrators of DV/IPV associated more 

frequently with others who approve of and engage in the perpetration of DV/IPV. The 

researchers found support for the influence of primary and secondary association, specifically 

establishing that the more perpetrators observed people around them engage in IPV, the more 

likely it was for them to engage in IPV/DV. Several studies have also reported that experiencing 

abuse during childhood may be associated with future involvement in DV/IPV whether as a 

perpetrator or a victim in adulthood (Berzenski & Yates, 2010; Parks et al., 2018; Whitfield et 

al., 2003). However, the continuation of violence into adulthood greatly depends on the 

associated influence of peers and dating relationships during youth (Daigneault et al., 2009). 

Another study that has examined the relationship between learned childhood behavior 

and involvement in DV/IPV and the subsequent impact on the child, is the research done by 

Forke et al., (2018). The researchers, as a way of testing the involvement of learned behavior at 

early childhood with regards to DV/IPV experienced as adults, administered a survey to 907 

undergraduate students from three different colleges in the U.S. They screened for associations 

between witnessing violence, being a victim of violence, and a perpetrator of violence in addition 

to the common types of adolescent relationship violence such as physical, sexual, and emotional 
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violence. The researchers also assessed if students experienced multiple outcomes, such as being 

a victim as well as a perpetrator. The results showed that nearly one in four respondents reported 

witnessing adult violence as children and almost 50 percent of the participants reported being 

involved in an adolescent relationship that included violence, either as perpetrators or victims. 

The researchers also found a strong relationship between witnessing violence and subsequent 

adolescent relationship violence. This finding gives credence to the fact that the environment in 

which a child is raised will impact the child’s involvement in DV/IPV. 

Background/Situational Theories 

This theory was originally developed by Riggs and O’Leary (1996). They sought to 

expand the social learning theory to include the “model of courtship aggression” in terms of 

explaining DV/IPV. The model suggests that the background and the situational barriers faced by 

an individual is the major predictor of involvement in a DV/IPV (Gulina et al., 2018). The 

background component of the theory refers to an individual’s history, characteristics, and the 

society they reside, as this sometimes might influence involvement in violent behaviors. The 

situational component of the theory looks at the factors and circumstances that set the stage for 

aggression to occur. This can include interpersonal conflict, substance use and abuse, lack of 

emotional intelligence, lack of problem-solving skills, and level of intimacy between the 

perpetrator and the victim. The congruency of these factors might affect the intensity of a 

conflict between the parties involve and this might determine whether violence will occur or not 

(Riggs & O’Leary, 1996). For example, the perpetrator’s inability to diffuse an interpersonal 

conflict with a victim who abuses drugs and alcohol may led to violence and this could occur 

both ways. 
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 In conclusion, the various theories discussed have created a broader understanding of 

DV/IPV and why it is perpetrated against a victim, and by the perpetrator. For example, the 

theories showed that DV/IPV is often carried out by the perpetrator to gain power and control as 

theorized by the Feminist group, to influence the behavior of another because of the social and 

economic resources wield by the perpetrator in the society, because the behavior to perpetrate 

violence or condole it has been learned from peers and role models as children. Finally, the 

discussions in this section also explained that family violence can occur due to some situational 

and background influences that may be beyond the control of a perpetrator/victim.  

Forms of Domestic Violence/ Intimate Partner Violence 

Rape 

The word rape is derived from the Latin word rapere, which refers to the act of seizing or 

taking by force (Alston & Goodman, 2013). Rape is usually defined as a form of sexual 

intercourse or other form of sexual penetration committed by a perpetrator against the will of the 

victim (Smith, 2004). The definition of rape has varied through jurisdictions, professions (Maier, 

2008), and both historically and culturally (Maier, 2008; Smith, 2004).  According to the World 

Health Organization (2002), rape is the penetration of the vulva or anus, through the means of 

force or coercion, using a penis, any other body parts, or an object, notwithstanding how slight 

the penetration may be (Krug et al., 2002). The CDC, however, does not have an expressly 

defined meaning for rape and simply explained rape to be a form of sexual violence. However, 

the Center in explaining forms of sexual violence, further listed other coercive, non-consensual 

activities such as being pinned or held down violently by the perpetrator, or engaging in 

aggressive sexual acts, that may or may not include penetration as what constitute rape. In terms 

of penetration, the CDC has a broader scope of what it contains.   Penetration could involve 
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physical insertion of the penis into the vulva; contact between the mouth and the penis, vulva, or 

anus; or physical insertion of a finger, hand, or any object into the anal or any form of genital 

opening of another (Basile et al., 2014; CDC, 2014; Markovchick, 2016) without the consent of 

the victim.  

Until January 2012, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) considered rape to be an 

offense carried out against women alone. Prior to 2012, forcible rape had been defined by the 

FBI’s Uniform Crime Report to mean the carnal knowledge of a female, by a man against her 

will. This definition of rape has been in use since 1927. However, the definition changed in 2012 

to include the penetration of the virginal/vulva or anus no matter how slight, with any body part 

or other objects or oral penetration of a victim by another person/perpetrator, without the consent 

of the victim. This updated definition of rape by the FBI, recognized both genders as victims and 

perpetrators (Savage, 2018).   

Generally, sexual offenses are the least reported offenses in the United States (DOJ, 

2020; FBI 2017), among the offenses that constitute sexual offenses, rape has the lowest 

reporting rate (FBI, 2020). Even though most sexual crime is believed to be committed by male 

perpetrators against female victims, a proportion of sexual offenses committed are carried out 

against men (Turchik & Edward, 2012). About 3% to 8% of the total male American population 

have reported experiencing an adulthood incidence of sexual victimization in their lifetime 

(Coxell et al., 1999; Elliott et al., 2004; Sorenson et al., 1987; U.S. Department of Justice, 2000). 

Meanwhile about 5% to 10% of the total rapes recorded in the US are perpetrated against men 

(U.S. Department of Justice, 2000). Despite the above statistics, most researchers have failed to 

capture the full range of sexual violence by ignoring violence against men due to the assertion 

that rape and other sexual violence cannot be carried out against a man (Robertson, 2010; 
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Struckman-Johnson & Anderson, 1998). This notion and perception greatly undermine the 

magnitude of the problem of male rape, given that most men are unwilling to report their 

victimization and sexual assault experience (Turchik & Edward, 2012; Walker, Archer, & 

Davies, 2005). Coxell et al., (1999) in a bid to assess the prevalence of rape among male victims 

and their reporting rate, conducted research on 2,474 men, and found that 3% of the sample had 

experienced non-consensual sex as adults and 5% had also experienced non-consensual sex as 

children. Upon analysis, only two of the 40 men who reported having a non-consensual sex 

reported their victimization to law enforcement. 

On why rape against a man does not meet the same research interest and societal input as 

a rape committed against a woman, Turchik & Edward (2012), argued that the prevalence of 

male rape is often downplayed because of the various myths associated with it.  These beliefs not 

only trivialize the offense itself, but also silences the victims from discussing their experiences 

and seeking the needed help. While the vast majority of rape myths have been directed towards 

female victims; because females have always been believed to be the only victims of rape, more 

recent myths are rooted in expressions such as “men cannot be raped”, “only gay men can be 

victims of rape”, “real men would defend themselves against rape”, “rape does not affect men as 

it does women,”  male rape can only be carried out in a prison”, “homosexual and bisexual males 

deserve to be raped”, “victims of rape asked for it”, and “sexual assault by one’s sex causes 

homosexuality”  (Anderson, 2007; Donnelly & Kenyon, 1996; Garnets et al., 1990; Kassing & 

Prieto, 2003; Sarrel & Masters, 1982; Struckman-Johnson & Struckman-Johnson, 1992; Yeager 

& Fogel, 2006).  Turchik & Edward (2012) further argued that these rape myths against the male 

gender are prevalent because of gender stereotypes and societal norms regarding masculinity and 

the sexuality of a man. Complicating matters further, many states and countries do not consider 
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male sexual victimization by females to be a prosecutable offense (Turchik & Edward (2012). 

This societal perception, according to Fisher & Pina (2013), aim to trivialize the severity of 

sexual violence against men, which in turn impacts the reporting rates of rape and/or 

victimization by male victims (Hammond et al., 2016). 

Two studies have examined the rate of male rape myth acceptance; the first being a study 

conducted by Struckman-Johnson and Struckman-Johnson (1992). The researchers conducted a 

study on 315 college students who were asked to rate their agreement to three general rape myth 

beliefs: (a) that male rape does not happen; (b) that rape is the victim’s fault; and (c) that men 

would not be traumatized by rape victimization. The researchers found that a good number of the 

respondents disagreed with the stated beliefs. Respondents disagreed most strongly with the 

myth surrounding traumatization. On one hand, the study found that female respondents had a 

considerably greater degree of disagreement across the said beliefs than men. It also showed that 

the respondents were most likely to accept a myth if the rape perpetrator was a female and the 

victim male. This is linked to the fact that most men would rather protect the idea of masculinity 

rather than accept the fact that they have been victimized by a woman. 

The second study examined the rate at which rape myth(s) are accepted by the public 

(Chapleau et al., 2008). In other to achieve this, the researchers conducted research on 423 

college students, presenting them with a range of male rape myths, and asking the respondents to 

identify the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the presented myths. Chapleau et al. 

(2008) found that male respondents were considerably in agreement with the male rape myth 

than the female respondents. Specifically, male respondents were more supportive of the myths 

that reflected the ideas that male rape victims are responsible for their victimization. The lowest 

level of agreement was observed with the statement, “Men cannot be raped”. Statistically, the 
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findings from this study correlate with the study done by Struckman-Johnson and Struckman-

Johnson in 1992. It is quite surprising to see that people disagree with these myths considering 

the usual stereotypical views about male rape victims the public have and the lax attitude the 

media and educational forums (Struckman-Johnson & Struckman-Johnson, 1992) have towards 

sensitizing the public. Additionally, Chapleau et al. (2008) shared that male rape myths are 

embodied in our everyday society. The researcher suggested that even though these myths are 

untrue, if not challenged, they could escalate and hinder men from reporting their victimization 

and seeking help. This barrier, according to Chapleau et al. (2008), can manifest two-fold. First 

being that the male victim may not perceive their victimization as a sexual violation. Some may 

deem it not important or serious enough to report to law enforcement. Also, they may fear that 

they might not be believed by the society or may be judged as weak or not masculine enough. 

An empirical study supporting the first fold of Chapleau et al. (2008) reasons for men’s 

refusal to report their victimization, was conducted by Artime et al. (2014) where 323 men were 

made to complete an online survey in which they were asked questions relating to their 

victimization, Artime et al. (2014) found that only 24% of rape victims used the term or labels of 

sexual abuse and rape when referring to their experience. Much of the respondents did not view 

or consider their experiences as a serious sexual violation that warranted reporting and/or 

investigative legal action against the perpetrator.  

With regards to the above set back mentioned by Chapleau et al. (2008), Davis et al. 

(2009) argued extensively that the male victim’s fear of not being believed coupled with 

society’s perception about his masculinity haves been the major reason why men do not report or 

speak about their victimization.  Fisher and Pina (2013) argued that a biased legal definition of 

sexual violence, the various myths associated with rape, various feminist theories, and 
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stereotypical societal perception of masculinity or unfounded negative beliefs are what create 

problematic social environments for male victims of sexual assault to report their victimization. 

The above argument is mostly correct when the rape act was carried out by a woman against a 

man (Hammond et al., 2016). Also, in line with the above argument, Davis et al. (2009) opined 

that many male rape victims avoid reporting offenses committed against them as they mostly 

consider their assault as ‘not being serious enough’ to warrant law enforcement intervention.  

This proposition by Davis et al. (2009) is corroborated by the outcomes of studies that 

have indicated that men are more inclined to report their sexual victimization when they can 

show that despite trying their best, there was no way they would have been able to protect 

themselves against the perpetrator (Ellis 2002; Hammond et al., 2016). For example, sexual 

assault victims, both male and female, have been found to be motivated to report victimization 

when there is physical proof of the offence. For example, the evidence of use of force such as 

scratches on the body of the victim, and DNA sample of the assailant, found in the body of the 

victim would help corroborate the victim’s claim (Pino & Meier, 1999; Tewksbury 2007). Also, 

the attitude of society and, most especially, law enforcement can also impact on whether a man 

will report his victimization. 

Rape against men is not often discussed by the public not because it is not prevalent, but 

because it is seldom reported. King and Woollett (1997) were one of the foremost researchers to 

directly study the reason(s) why male victims do not report their sexual victimization. In their 

study, the researchers examined the cases of 115 male victims of sexual violence, including rape 

and sexual assault. Their findings indicated that only 17 victims reported their victimizations to 

law enforcement. Of the 17 that reported, eight of them noted that the police were helpful. 

However, five of them viewed their interactions with law enforcement as negative and not 
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helpful in any way. Another study done by Walker et al. (2005) had similar findings. Of the 40 

male rape victims that were studied, only five reported their victimization to law enforcement. Of 

the five, only one of the victims found his interaction with the police to be helpful; the other four 

victims who reported the offenses noted that the police behavior towards them was homophobic, 

uninterested, and unsympathetic, and that their complaints were never taken seriously. These 

studies all point to the fact that the Criminal Justice System play a great role in a man’s decision 

to report their sexual victimization, as the fear of not be believed or even being embarrassed and 

shamed by law enforcement limits a limits willingness to report their victimization. 

Accordingly, Hammond et al. (2016), argued that men may not report sexual offenses 

carried out against them because they do not believe that the Criminal Justice System will take 

their case(s) seriously and as such, the offender may not be prosecuted and/or convicted. In cases 

such as these, the victims become more vulnerable to shame and stigmatization. Some of these 

victims believe that their disgrace can be avoided if they overlook their victimization. The lack 

of confidence in the Criminal Justice System by victims can sometimes be linked to the 

prevalence of the various rape myths against male victims (Jamel et al., 2008), most victims 

believe that the prejudicial believes most agents of law enforcement and the general Criminal 

Justice System actors has towards them is what influences the decisions most of these law 

enforcement agents make, when reports and evaluations are made regarding a male victims and 

not the facts of the case (Conaghan & Russell, 2014). On the contrary, Flowe et al. (2009), 

argued that the personal beliefs of law enforcement agents do not play a role as to whether an 

agent will prosecute a case or not but that the media’s representation of rape and other associated 

public beliefs is what influences prosecution on multiple levels, as these potentially determine 
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whether law enforcement would find the victim believable and the accused perpetrator culpable 

for the offense. 

The lack of appropriate support services directed at male victims (Scarce, 1997), and the 

lack of information on male sexual assault is another possible factor impacting reporting rates for 

male sexual offences. Chapleau et al. (2008) opined that these societal gaps, are likely to have a 

notable impact on the decision of whether to go to the police, seek help for victimization or to 

remain quiet even in the face of adversity. In conclusion, it is obvious that the offense of rape 

perpetrated against male victim is not a myth but a fact that ought to be addressed with caution 

by both the Criminal Justice System and the general public. It is imperative that agents saddled 

with the responsibility of protecting the citizens of the state, base their reasoning on scientific 

facts both physiologically and phenomenologically (Bullock & Beckson, 2011) and not on mere 

myths. Otherwise, male victims would continue to remain silent about their victimization, if they 

think that those whom they depend on for protection already have false assumption about their 

predicament. 

Physical Assault 

The prevalence of physical assault against men cannot be over emphasized. Before now, 

just like rape and other forms of domestic violence, even though society has always chosen to 

believe otherwise (Fleming et al., 2015), various empirical studies have proven that domestic 

violence is not only restricted to male perpetrators and female victims, but can be an offense 

against both genders, perpetrated by both genders (Adebayo, 2014; Concannon, 2013; Perryman 

& Appleton, 2016; Watts & Zimmermann 2002). Saunders (2002) mentioned that the question 

should not be whether domestic violence is perpetrated by women against men, but major 

emphasis should be placed on the extent to which a violent act by a woman would affect the 
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man. Saunders (2002) further argued that sometimes, the act of physical assault carried out by 

both a man and a woman may be the same, however, the physical evidence showing the extent of 

the abuse may differ. As an example, because of the biological strength a man possesses, the 

impact of a blow to the body of another will differ from the impact of a blow from a woman to 

the body of another (Straus, 2010). 

Bates (2020) however seems to disagree with the general notion that the impact of a 

woman’s physical assault on men does not commensurate with that of a man against women. In 

his 2019 study, the researcher found that the men in the sample reported, apart from the usual 

slapping and punching they experienced in the hands of the perpetrator, weapons were also used 

during the act of assault against them. Bates (2020) further argue that women’s lack of physical 

strength is compensated for by the use weapons to attack their victims or target them in their 

most vulnerable areas. For example, while women are more likely than men to be injured during 

a domestic violence situation (Archer, 2000), men are at a higher risk of being injured by a 

weapon (Bates, 2020). 

 Savall et al. (2016), in a retrospective monocentric study in the forensic unit of Toulouse 

in France, examined all the medico-legal reports filed by male victims of IPV for over 18 years. 

These reports were filed by victims who consulted the forensic unit for physical violence 

between the years 2005 through 2014. The researchers also randomly choose women who also 

consulted for physical violence during the same period. Findings from the research indicated that 

on one hand, violence against women was more frequent than violence against men as more 

women reported physical assaulted perpetrated against them. However, the findings also 

indicated that men when involved in a physical assault violence, are more likely to sustain a 
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severe injury. This conclusion was based on the result relating to the kind of injuries that were 

reported by both male, such as vascular injuries, and female (lower limb injuries) in the sample.  

The CDC (2010) defines physical assault/violence to mean when a person hurts or tries to 

hurt a partner by hitting, kicking, or using another type of physical force. This definition is 

consistent with the WHO’s (2010) definition of physical assault. According to the National 

Coalition Against Domestic Violence (NCADV, 2020), at every given time, about one in four 

men in the United States experiences physical assault: that is about 29 million men, or 25.7% of 

the general male population, that have experienced some form of physical violence by an 

intimate partner. Physical violence, according to NCADV, may include but is not limited to 

slapping, shoving, pushing, hitting, pulling of one’s hair or any other part, strangling, beating, 

burning etc.  

Physical violence is the most common form of violence experienced by male victims 

(CDC, 2010). The 2010 summary report of the National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence 

survey showed that among all men who experienced stalking, rape, and physical violence, about 

92% of the victims experience physical violence alone. In a qualitative study carried out by 

Walker et al. (2020), participants described undergoing physical violence caused by their 

spouses. For example, one of the interview respondents in the study explained that his wife 

punched him in the face, kicked him, and drove a car towards him. Another respondent noted 

that the perpetrator grabbed his groins and testicles inappropriately (Walker et al., 2020). 

Findings from the above study correlates with the views that men also experience abuses and 

reiterate the severity of these abuses (Savall et al., 2016) committed against men. 

 As with other DV/IPV offenses carried out against men, even though male victimization 

has been established, the extent to which these victimizations are being carried out and the actual 
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prevalence rate cannot fully be ascertained. The statistics above is based on self-reports made by 

victims. However, various research has shown that most men are unwilling to talk about the 

verbal, physical, emotional, psychological, and sexual abuse they face in the hands of the 

perpetrator (Deshpande, 2019; Huntley et al., 2019; Joseph-Edwards et al., 2020; Wright, 2016).  

Due to the limited research concentrating on male victimization, and the fact that many men do 

not identify with the term victimization and abuse (Walker et al., 2020), society does not fully 

understand how men conceptualize and perceive an offensive act that has been carried out 

against them (McHugh et al., 2013), and until men begin to see themselves as victims, little or 

nothing can be done by the Criminal Justice System.    

Machado et al. (2016) conducted a study focusing on what men think about their 

victimization and why they do not report it by distributing an online questionnaire to 89 male 

IPV victims in Portugal. Results from the study showed that 76% of the respondents did not seek 

help after their victimization. Responses such as “I did not notice that I was a victim” were the 

most reason the respondents gave for not reporting their victimization. Additionally, Morgan and 

Wells, in their 2016 qualitative study of seven men who were victims of DV/IPV, found that 

male victims of DV/IPV tend to describe the actual event that took place during their 

victimization rather than the emotional impact the victimization has on them. This indicates that 

a man would rather recount the series of event leading to their victimization and the event that 

took place during their victimization rather than name or admit that they have been victimized 

(Morgan & Well, 2016). 

Similarly, Durfee (2011) in a narrative analysis of domestic violence protective order 

cases filed by 48 men showed that men explained their abuses in ways and manners that are 

consistent with hegemonic masculinity by concentrating on their resistance and display of power 
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rather than the actual victimization they faced. For example, most men when asked to describe 

their abuse try to minimize or trivialize the injuries sustained during their assault. This they do to 

portray themselves as self-reliant and masculine (Eckstein 2009; Migliaccio 2001) This resonates 

with the fact that a man’s masculinity and the expectation to be powerful and in control both at 

home and in public are of more importance to him than any form of abuse he faces (Migliaccio, 

2001). To accept being victimized would be to be labeled as a female, and for a man this takes 

away any form of masculinity that he may attempt to claim (Migliaccio, 2001). 

With regards to reporting physical violence perpetrated against men, evidence suggest 

that the male distrust of the legal system highly impacts their decision to report or not (Tsui, 

2014). Also, some studies revealed that some female victims capitalize on society’s favoritism of 

a female victim and a male perpetrator ideology, there by perpetrating secondary abuse by 

threatening to report the man as the perpetrator of violence because the women know the society 

is generally sympathetic towards women, when in actual fact, they are the perpetrators (Corbally, 

2015; Machado et al., 2017; Morgan & Wells, 2016; Tilbrook et al., 2010).  

Because the context of male DV/IPV victimization is still unclear, little is known with 

regards to how men cope with their victimization.  However, Hines & Douglas, (2010) 

mentioned that as a way of coping, male victims of physical assault usually step away from the 

partner, yell, curse or sometimes call a friend or family member to alleviate the situation. Other 

qualitative studies show that some men isolate themselves or engage in physical exercise, while 

others seek support from third parties (Gadd et al., 2002).  Allen-Collinson (2009) in his study 

mentioned that some of the victims stay away from their partners by remaining in their cars for 

hours, or even staying at work in order to not have to face their perpetrator when they are being 
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abused. Conclusively, one can only quantify the physical assault against men when these 

offenses are reported by the victims. 

Stalking and Harassment/Threat of Harassment 

 The offense of stalking did not become prominent until 1980 following the media frenzy 

associated with the murder of John Lennon, a former member of a music band, The Beatles by 

Mark David Chapman coupled with the assassination attempt on President Ronald Reagan by 

John Hinckley, Jr’s following an obsession he had with actress Jodie Foster (Hall, 1998). Even 

though the offense of stalking became known after these two events, the term stalking only 

became a household American terminology in 1989 upon the death of Rebecca Schaeffer, an 

upcoming actress who was murdered by an obsessed fan who had been stalking her. According 

to the U.S NIJ (1998), stalking generally refers to harassing or threating behavior that an 

individual engages in repeatedly.  This literarily means a continuous harassing behavior 

occasioned against someone (Heckels & Roberts, 2010). Harassment, according to Heckels & 

Roberts (2010), is defined as causing anguish or alarm to someone. Anguish or distress in this 

case is subject to a reasonable man’s test which refers to how the quantum of fear a reasonable 

man would experience if in such a situation. What may cause distress to one person may not do 

same to another. There is a fine line between an over-zealous pursuer who carries on his daily 

routine and a stalker who is out to instill fear or distress on its victim. 

In the United States, Acts that constitutes stalking have been subject to major debate by 

states. This is so because of the ideology that most actions that are classified as activities that 

constitute stalking could also be considered harmless or even within the stalker’s day to day 

routine activity (Cupach & Spitzberg, 2000; Sheridan & Davies 2001). For an act to be 

considered stalking, it must meet three legal elements (NIJ, 1994). Nevertheless, the construction 
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of these three elements differs among states within the United States. For example, stalking must 

have the element of Course of Conduct, this connotes the perpetrator’s involvement in a series of 

acts, that when viewed collectively presents as a pattern of behavior. Almost all states within the 

United States requires that the defendant engage in a course of conduct, however, while some 

states stipulate the number of times a behavior or an act ought to have occurred before it can be 

tagged as stalking, others designate a variety of different acts as stalking (NIJ, 1994). The second 

element is Threat Requirement. Most states require that the stalker pose a threat or act in a way 

that would make a reasonable person to be fearful of the acts experienced by the stalked victim 

before the act can be termed stalking (VAWA, 1994). The last element is the Intent of the 

Stalker. To be convicted of stalking, the stalker must have displayed criminal intent to cause fear 

in the victim. 

Most acts of stalking are usually committed by perpetrators known to the victims, such as 

an ex-partner, current partner, acquaintance, a family member, etc. (CDC, 2014).  Ex-partner(s) 

seems to be the most common perpetrators of stalking (Robert, 2002), and often than not, being 

stalked by an ex-spouse is more likely to result in violence against the victim than being stalked 

by a stranger or an acquittance (Bjerregaard, 2000). This notion correlates with the CDC (2014) 

report which found that women who have been stalked in America reported that 60% of their 

stalkers are current or former partners, while 44% of people who stalk men are also current or 

former partners. Meanwhile, while it is often believed that females are more likely to be victims 

of stalking (Spitzberg & Cupach 2003), men however, have been found to also become victims 

of stalking aw well (Heckels & Roberts, 2010). According to Coleman (1997), stalking plays a 

role in the cycle of violence that takes place in a DV/IPV situation. Cycle of violence was 
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defined by Trimpey (1989) as a three-stage process used to explain DV/IPV, it includes the 

tension stage, explosion stage, and the honeymoon stage (Coleman, 1997).  

Despite various statistics that support the view that stalking can happen to anyone, 

research on the perception of stalking has revealed that male stalking victimization is considered 

less dangerous and far less concerning than female victimization (Matos et al., 2019). The 

majority of studies performed on stalking and harassment have mainly focused on the portrayal 

of men as perpetrators and women as victims (Sheridan et al., 2001a; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998, 

Coleman, 1997; Meloy, 1999; Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999). However, men also suffer 

victimizations that are both dangerous and traumatizing (Wigman, 2009). Nonetheless, the public 

has a limited knowledge about the distress most men face because of their stalking experience as 

most men prefer not to speak about their victimization. Kernsmith et al. (2005) argued that even 

though there is evidence of post-traumatic stress disorder, depression, and other anxiety related 

symptoms and/or conditions experienced by victims, not considering their gender, women 

however, are more likely to report their symptoms and seek help from mental health 

professionals than men. 

The prevailing stereotypes that relate to male commission of crime and in fact DV/IPV, 

impacts on how some offenses are viewed, especially when a man is a victim. For example, with 

stalking, a real stalker is always a man while a real victim is usually a female ex-partner (Meloy, 

1999), therefore a contrary arrangement may be viewed as untrue. A man is more likely to 

perceive himself as less victimized when stalked compared to a woman (Sheridan et al., 2002). 

Corroborating this argument on stereotypes, studies revealed that some men who are stalked by 

females are relatively unbothered by the behaviors of the women as they see them posing little or 

no risk (Emerson et al., 1998; Hall, 1998) to them. 
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Based on the CDC (2014) statistics, about one in 17 men in the United States at some 

point in their lifetime were victims of stalking. Forty-six percent of the male victims reported 

being stalked by only female, 43% reported being stalked by male stalkers, while 8% reported 

being stalked by both genders. Fremouw et al. (1997), in one of the first research on the 

prevalence of stalking in the United States, found that 34 percent of female and 17 percent of 

males reported stalking victimization. Because stalking does not have a one acceptable definition 

in all states, the researchers used the acceptable definition of stalking in the state where the study 

was carried out. Questions asked included, “Have you ever been stalked, which was defined as 

having someone knowingly and repeatedly following, harassing or threatening you?” Results 

showed that male victims who reported haven being stalked were often stalked by a friend or 

someone known.  They further suggested that an increased prevalence rate of stalking may be 

found in a study where the term “stalking” is not used in the question(s) being asked. They noted 

that this may carry a negative connotation for respondents. 

Recently with the advent of global technological advancements, stalking has transcended 

the usual traditional methods, such as following, harassing or unwanted phone calls to 

harassment in a cyberspace. Cyberstalking has become as prominent as traditional stalking.  This 

form of stalking is characterized by repeated and fear inducing actions that take place in cyber 

space, such as in social medial, chat rooms or via emails (Alexy et al., 2005). Alexy et al. (2005), 

in an empirical study assessing the rate of cyberstalking in college undergraduates, found that 

cyberstalking perpetrators were most often former intimate partners of the victims. The research 

also found that men were more likely to be victims of cyberstalking than females. Earlier 

research by Novel1 (1999) found that most males have undergone more harassment online than 

females. The reason for this however may be because more men are active online than women. 
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This research will not deny that stalking is predominantly carried out against women with 

a higher proportion of the stalkers being men, as plethora of research carried out on the subject 

has proved this assertion to be true. However, the male population should also be given the same 

attention both by law enforcement and researchers as given to women for this might invariably 

affect how men perceive their victimization. One thing that has been made clear in all the 

reviewed literature is the fact that though stalking does not have a generally acceptable 

definition, its impact on its victim’s life is destructive. One constant fact among male victims 

notwithstanding the state or country where the offense is being carried out, is their determination 

to uphold their masculinity, not minding the adverse effect of their decision to both their mental 

and physical health. 

The role society and media play when men report their victimization should be revisited. 

The attitude of the Criminal Justice System towards male victims of DV/IPV which is perceived 

as lack of empathy and seriousness as well as researchers lack interest in exploring victimization 

against men, greatly impact what the public think about victimization against a man. And 

invariably the man’s perception and definition of their experience. Until male victimization is 

seen as a problem in the society, the criminal justice system may not be able to proffer solutions 

to help accommodate male victims. 

Current Study 

As already discussed in the preceding sections, male victimization in DV/IPV cases is a 

phenomenon that is overlooked by society in general. A vast majority of the literature details 

only the prevalence of male victimization through various forms of domestic violence and 

intimate partner abuses or the role stereotypes and masculinity play with regards to a male 

victim’s decision to report their victimization. However, this research focuses on establishing 



48 
 

that male victimization, even though not as prevalent as female victimization, is a problem that 

should be address by the society beyond simply the reasons men refuse to report their 

victimization. The studies that have focused on reporting of male victimization were only done 

in relation to one form of DV/IPV at a time (e.g., rape) (Sable et al., 2006). This limits the scope 

of society’s overall understanding of DV/IPV as a man may be eager to report physical assault 

but may not feel the need to do same when they are raped or stalked. 

 The question thus remains do men have a particular reason why they do not report their 

victimization in general or is it safe to assume that their silence is because of the society’s 

expectation of a man’s role. This research seeks to add to the previous literature in this field by 

attempting to answer this question and hope to determine if there is a circle of victimization 

among male victims. For example, is experiencing one form of abuse with lead to another as well 

as the effects of DV/IPV theories on the male victims. The research hypotheses for the current 

study are as follows: 

Hypotheses 1: Men do not report some of their victimization in order to protect their 

Masculinity. 

Contained in this research is the emphasis previous literature has placed on the influence 

of masculinity on male victimization. Previous research is silent as to whether the decision not to 

report their victimization is based on their masculinity or is related to some specific offense or all 

forms of domestic violence. 

Hypotheses 2: Upon deciding to report, a male victim would rather report to someone known or 

a family member rather than reporting to law enforcement. 

This hypothesis has become imperative due to the perceptions most male victims of 

DV/IPV have of police officers. Drijber et al (2013) found that the most important reason for 
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men not to report the abuse is the belief that law enforcement personnel would not take them 

seriously.  

Hypotheses 3: Men will not report their victimization if it happens just once. 

 Psychologists consider reporting a crime as a type of help-seeking behavior. Two of 

three individuals who are sexually victimized will be revictimized at some point again (Classen, 

2005) it is unclear if their revictimization is because of men’s not reporting. The researcher in 

this study is asserting that there is a circle of victimization where one form of victimization can 

lead to another, however, men would not want to report their victimization until they have been 

victimized multiple times.  

Hypotheses 4: The rate of reporting differs with the type of victimization experienced by male 

victim.  

Using Greenberg and Ruback (1992) reporting model, victims of crime must label an 

event to be a crime and conclude that it is serious enough to report before they decide to report 

the event to the police. Until an offense is considered serious, and the individual sees himself as 

a victim, they may likely not report the crime. Because of the stigma associated with domestic 

violence, most men may want to report some specific offenses, but not others. 

Hypotheses 5: Men would report their victimization if it first occurred as adults. 

It is often believed that an individual who first witnesses victimization as a child is most 

likely going to be abused during their adult years (Bjornholt, 2019). This research question is 

based on this finding. The researcher argues that childhood victimization correlates with non-

reporting of victimization. A man would likely not report his victimization if he first experienced 

victimization as a child. 
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Hypotheses 6: There are significant predictors regarding decision to report among men who 

experienced victimization. 

 The researcher believes that the decision to report victimization by a man is usually 

backed by various predictors. For example, the age of the victim, marital status, educational 

background, employment status, type of victimization experienced, and number of times such 

victimization has been experienced. A regression model would be carried out to determine if this 

hypothesis is true. 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter served as a review of the literature on male DV/IPV victims. A summary of 

the theories used in explaining the commission of DV/IPV was discussed as well as the 

prevalence of various forms of victimization against men. Next, the reporting decisions of male 

victims as it relates to the forms earlier noted were covered. Even though researchers are seeing 

the need to direct their DV/IPV research focus towards both genders, the gap in the literature 

concerning male victimization cannot be overemphasized. The current study seeks to gain an in-

depth understanding of the topic through the six hypotheses. The next chapter will discuss the 

methodology of the study, including the characteristics of the data used and the statistical 

analytical plan.  The final two chapters will show findings derived from the study as well as also 

discuss the potential effects and limitation of the study’s outcome.  
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Chapter 3. Data and Methodology 

This chapter will describe the data that will be employed in the current study. Next, it will 

explain in detail the various measures that will be utilized to analyze the dependent variable, 

decision to report, and the independent variables, which include forms of victimization and time 

of occurrence, whether as a child or as an adult. Finally, the chapter will also serve as an 

introduction of the methods of statistical analysis carried out in the study and will discuss the 

various models that will be used in testing the established hypotheses. 

Data Source 

Data used for this research was sourced from the Violence and Threats of Violence 

Against Women and Men in The United States of 1994-1996 dataset. The survey originally 

sampled both men and women who were 18 years of age or older across households in the 

United States. Interview responses were obtained from 8,000 women and 8,005 men across states 

within the country during the period under analysis (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1996). During the 

interview, the researchers asked questions about: (1) the perception of the respondents general 

fear of violence and the various ways they managed their fears; (2) any emotional abuse 

respondents had experienced from their marital and cohabitating partners; (3) any the physical 

assault respondents had experienced as children by adult caretakers; (4) any physical assault 

respondents experienced as adults by any type of perpetrator; (5) any forcible rape or stalking 

experienced by any type of perpetrator; and (6) any incidents of threatened violence they had 

experienced by any type of perpetrator (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1996). 

The respondents who disclosed victimization were asked questions about their 

victimization experiences such as the type of victimization, how the victimization was carried 

out, and the consequences of the victimization including any injuries sustained. Data were 
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gathered from male to female partner victimization, female to male partner victimization, and 

same-sex partner victimization (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1996). Respondents were also asked 

demographic questions as were their spouses, in addition to their perception of violent crimes, 

power, control and emotional abuses by their spouses and/or partner as well as their help seeking 

decision making process (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1996). 

The sample selection was a national, random digit dialing sample of households with 

telephones in the United States to reduce the cost of the survey. The sample was stratified by the 

United States Census regions. For households that had multiple eligible respondents (more than 

one person above 18 years of age), the most recent birthday method was used, that is, recruiting 

an individual whose birthday was the most recent before the survey was commenced, were used 

to select a designated respondent. 

As earlier discussed, this study seeks to extend the research on male DV/IPV 

victimization and their report making decisions, therefore the Violence and Threats of Violence 

Against Women and Men in The United States of 1994-1996 survey would be filtered to reflect 

only responses from men. The four themes of rape, stalking, physical assault, and threat of 

assault/ harassment would be sectioned accordingly. However, two or more sections relating to 

one theme would be joined to provide a better understanding of the topic. For example, for the 

theme of rape, Section F – Rape Victimization would be combined with Section J – Detailed 

Rape Report. This would help the researcher to get a detailed understanding of the respondent’s 

response on rape as a whole 
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Definition of Variables 

Dependent Variable 

 The dependent variable to be examined will be decision to report, which is 

operationalized as the reason men give as to why they remain in abusive relationships. 

Respondents’ decisions to report their abuse were gathered from responses to the question “why 

did you not report?” which was asked in relation to the various topics of rape, physical assault, 

stalking and harassment/ threat of violence. It should be noted that the question why did you not 

report? was only answered by respondents who had acknowledged that they had experienced 

abuse and said abuse was not reported. As such, reported abuse will be transformed into a binary 

variable whereas (1) indicates that the respondent reported their victimization to law enforcement 

while (0) equated that the respondent did not report their victimization to anyone. This research 

will focus on the population that answered (0) as only these people were asked the why did you 

not report question. 

Independent Variables 

 The first independent variable that will be discussed in the study would be masculinity. 

The concept of masculinity is usually associated to the set of attributes, behaviors, roles and 

expectations assigned to men in the society. No one definition has been given to the concept. As 

a way of attempting to gain a true insight on what masculinity is, Spence & Sawin (1984) argued 

that the concept is vague and had been left undefined and unanalyzed. Nevertheless, they further 

mentioned that the concept is rich in connotation (Spence & Sawin, 1984). Because of the 

inability to find a comprehensive definition for masculinity, the researcher would rely on 

answers provided by respondents when the question “why did you not report” is asked.  A man 

who acts contrary to the definition accorded to masculinity by the Merriam Webster’s dictionary 
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(2022) and the stereotypical definition of masculinity, may be tagged non masculine. Armed 

with these ideas, when asked why reports of victimization committed against a man was not 

made, answers such as I did not report because - the offence was too minor, I wanted to keep the 

incident private, I was ashamed, would not be believed, or do not want anyone to know. (Morgan 

& Wells, 2016) would be considered. 

Adult victimization will be defined as victimization that the victim experienced after 

attaining the legal age of adulthood and within twelve months prior to when the NVAW survey 

was carried out. This will be assessed by measuring victimization using appropriate variables 

such as “when did this incidence first occurred”, “who was the perpetrator when this incidence 

occurred”, “was the perpetrator a spouse”, in the 1994-1996 survey.  

 The forms of victimization chosen for this research are not expressly defined in the data 

source. However, the researcher was able to distinguish these forms by first identifying their 

components as used in the 1994-1996 survey and then using the various definitions of the topics 

to explain what component related to a theme. See Table 1 for more details. 
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Table 1.  
Themes of Victimization Outcome Assessed Among 8000 Male Respondents 
Type of Violence Components 
Rape Man/boy ever forced respondent to have sex, 

Male/female forced respondent to have oral sex, 
Man/boy forced respondent to have anal sex, M/f 
forced objects in respondent's vagina/anus 
Male/female force sex w/r-no penetration. 
 

Physical assault Throw something at you, push, grabbed shoved 
Pulled your hair, slapped, or hit you, kicked or bit 
you, choked attempted to drown you, hit you with 
some object, beat you up threatened you with gun, 
threatened you with knife weapon, used gun on you, 
used knife or another weapon on you 
 

Stalking Followed/spied on respondent, sent unsolicited 
letters/written correspondence, made unsolicited 
phone calls, stood outside home, school or 
workplace, showed up at places had no business 
being in, left unwanted items for respondents to find, 
communicated with respondent in other ways 
against respondent’s wishes, vandalized properties, 
destroyed something 

Harassment/threat of violence Anyone threatened to harm or kill the respondent 
 

Analysis Plan 

Hypotheses 

In this chapter, the researcher will discuss the hypotheses listed in Chapter 2, and how 

they relate to the variables  

H1:    Men do not report some of their victimization in order to protect their masculinity.  

This hypothesis seeks to address the often-perceived notion of why men do not report their 

victimization. To test this hypothesis, the researcher will analyze the proportion of respondents 

who reported their victimization while for those respondents who did not report their 

victimization, the reasons for not reporting will be analyzed. 
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H2     Upon deciding to report, a male victim would rather report to someone they know or 

a family member rather than report to law enforcement 

 Among the respondent that reported, a comparison will be made between who reported to 

the police and those who reported to other people.  

H3    Men will not report their victimization if it happens just once. 

A crosstabulation between decision to report and number of victimizations will be carried 

out.  A Chi square test will be done to determine if there is a relationship between reporting and 

multiple victimization. Both the Phi and Cramer V test will determine the shared variance 

between decision to report and multiple victimization. 

H4 The rate of reporting differs with the type of victimization experienced.by male victim.  

The research will test this hypothesis by first finding the proportion of the decision to 

report in the various forms of victimization in order to determine if there is a difference in the 

rate of reporting among the forms of victimization experienced. 

H5         Men would report their victimization if it first occurred as adults 

The researcher will check for those respondents that first experienced victimization as a 

child and those that first experienced victimization as adults. Furthermore, the researcher will 

check for everybody that has experienced victimization, divided them into first experienced as a 

child and first experienced as adults. A cross tabulation would be done on the various decision 

respondent gave on why they did not report. Finally, the researcher will conduct a Chi square, 

Phi and Cramer V analysis to get the shared variance between men who got victimized at an 

early age and those who got victimized as adults.  
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H6    There are no significant predictors on decisions to report among men who 

experienced victimization 

For this hypothesis, a regression model will be done to analyze all the independent 

variables considered in the study. Demographic variables such as age, education, occupation, 

marital status type of victimization experienced, number of victimizations, and the time 

victimization was experienced, whether as a child or an adult, will be considered. Table 2 below 

shows how these variables are measured. These independent variables will be used to predict the 

decision to report using multi-variate binary logistic regression. 

Table 2.  
Independent Variables Measurement 

Variables  
Age group 
 < 20 
 ≥ 20 
Highest level of education 
Less than college degree 
College degree and over 
Racial background 
White 
Other races 
Marital status  
Married/ widowed 
Not married/divorced/separated 
Multiple Victimization 
Yes 
No 
 
 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter offers a framework of the methods that will be used in carrying out the 

current study. In total, this research is a non-experimental study that will analyze the relationship 

between male domestic violence victims, their perception of crime, experiences as a child, and 

their reporting decisions. Data used throughout the study were gathered from the National 

Violence Against Women (NVAW) survey. Results of the statistical analysis will be discussed in 

the following chapter. 
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Chapter 4. Results 

This chapter will highlight and discuss the various statistical analyses that were 

conducted during this study. These statistics included descriptive statistics which were accessed 

to provide a general overview of the data. Chi Square test was also part of the analysis carried 

out for a better test of the hypotheses. Regression was used to measure and determine the major 

predictors of the decision to report victimization within the sample. 

Descriptive Statistics: For a basic understanding of the data used, a descriptive analysis 

of the general demographics was conducted. A summary of the results can be found in Table 2 

which contains information pertaining to demographic variables such age group, highest level of 

education, racial background, marital status, and employment status.  An initial analysis of the 

data revealed the various demographics within the sample used indicated that of the 8000 survey 

participants, in terms of age, 3429 respondents where within the age group of 20 – 39, making 

the responses of this age group 42.9 percent of the total surveyed population. For the highest 

level of education attained, respondents tend to be predominantly high school graduate with 30.7 

percent. With regards to racial and marital background, 80.3 percent of the respondents were 

white, and 66.1 percent of the general sample were married. Measures associated with 

employment status revealed that 69.6 percent of the surveyed sample were in a full-time 

employment (N = 5568), while respondents that where employed part time and those who were 

students accounted for 4.3 percent respectively. 
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Table 3.  
Socio-Demographic Variables 

Variable Frequency (n = 8000) Percent (%) 
Age group   
 < 20 301 3.8 
 20 – 39 3429 42.9 
 40 – 59 2966 37.1 
 60 – 79 1108 13.9 
 ≥ 80 115 1.4 
Refused  81 1.0 
Highest level of education   
 No schooling 12 0.2 
 1st-8th grade 214 2.7 
 Some high school 576 7.2 
 HS graduate 2453 30.7 
 Some college 2122 26.5 
 4-year college degree 1659 20.7 
 Postgraduate 943 11.8 
 Refused 21 0.2 
Racial background   
 White 6424 80.3 
 Black/African American 659 8.2 
 Asian/Pacific Islander 165 2.1 
 American Indian/Alaskan Native 105 1.3 
 Mixed race 406 5.1 
 Refused 241 3 
Marital status    
 Married 5292 66.1 
 Common-law relationship 38 0.5 
 Divorced 669 8.4 
 Separated 141 1.8 
 Widowed 149 1.9 
 Single & never married 1677 21.0 
 Refused 34 0.5 
Employment status    
 Employed full-time 5568 69.6 
 Employed part-time 344 4.3 
 In the military 81 1.0 
 Unemployed/looking for work 270 3.4 
 Retired/not working 1044 13.1 
 Student 345 4.3 

  

The themes analyzed in this study were further broken down in Table 4 to determine the 

prevalence rate of victimization among men. Within the sample population of 8,000 men, 5314 

reported being physically assaulted at one point in their life. This amount accounted for 66.4 

percent of the total respondents. Six point two percent (6.2%) of the respondents reported having 

been stalked at some point, six percent (6%) reported being a victim of threat or harassment, 

while three percent (3%) reported having been raped. This analysis indicates that physical assault 
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is the most common form of victimization among men while rape is the least common form of 

reported victimization experienced by men 

Table 4. 
 Prevalence of Forms of Abuse/Victimization 

Variable Frequency 

(N= 6529) 

Percent (%) 

 Stalking 498 6.2 

 Rape 239 3.0 

 Physical assault 5314 66.4 

 Threat of victimization 478 6.0 

 

 In this study, six hypotheses were formed to test the various antecedents relating to a 

man’s decision to report victimization in a domestic violence situation Results of the testing are 

hereby discussed. 

Hypothesis 1 Men do not report some of their victimization in order to protect their masculinity. 

In this study, the researcher asserted that masculinity played a large role in a man’s 

decision to report a form of victimization carried out against him. As such, a man who thinks 

reporting would take away or reduce his masculinity may be likely not to report his victimization 

and that impacts the rate of reporting by men. To test this hypothesis, the rate of reporting each 

of the discussed forms of victimizations was analyzed in other to draw a pattern. Starting with 

physical assault, the researcher found that of the 5314 respondents who reported to have been 

victimized, only 17.7 percent (939) reported their victimization to law enforcement. Upon further 

inquiry as to why they did not report, the most common reason given was that the offense was 

too minor (29.8 percent). Other reasons given included handled it myself (4.5 percent), did not 

want involvement with the police (3.4 percent), and did not think police could do anything (3.2 

percent). Stalking was the second most reported form of victimization among the respondent 

with a total number of 498 respondents. Not surprisingly, only 12.7 percent (N = 63) of the 
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victims reported their victimization to law enforcement. Reasons for not reporting include too 

minor (15.4 percent), handle it myself (5.1 percent), or did not think the police could do anything 

(4.4 percent). Results from stalking is similar to the reasons victims gave for not reporting threat 

of victimization and harassment, specifically, too minor was the highest reason given by 

respondents (23.2 percent). Handle it myself (5.7 percent), did not want police involvement (4.0 

percent) and did not believe the police can do anything (2.7 percent) were some other significant 

reasons given. Rape was the least experienced form of victimization, with only 239 respondents. 

However, only 10.9 percent (26) reported rape as a form of victimization to law enforcement, 

and 213 did not make any report about their victimization. When asked the reason for their 

refusal, the most common reason given was that I was too young (17.8 percent), the offence was 

too minor (15.5 percent), shame (11.3 percent), fear of offender (8.9 percent), and did not want 

anyone to know (7.0 percent).  

Hypothesis 2 Upon deciding to report, a male victim would rather report to someone they know 

or a family member rather than report to law enforcement 

Across all forms of victimization analyzed, result shows that more victims would rather 

report their victimization to another person rather than reporting to law enforcement. It was 

found that out of the 5314 victims who experienced physical victimization, 4375 (82.3 percent) 

did not report to law enforcement, this indicates that only 17.7 percent of men that experienced 

this form of victimization reported. A total number of 239 respondents reported experience of 

rape, however, 213 (89 percent) did not report their victimization. For stalking, 498 respondent 

reported victimization, while 435 did not report their abuse to the police.  478 respondents 

reported that they have been either threated or harassed at one point in their life, however, only 

77 (16.1 percent) reported their abuse to a law enforcement agent. 
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Table 5. 
 Report Rate  

Reasons for not report Physical assault 
(N= 4375) 

Rape (N= 213) Stalking 
(N=435) 

Threat of 
Violence 
(N=401) 

Too minor 29.8 17.8 15.4 23.2 

Handled it myself 4.5 2.8 5.1 5.7 

Did not want involvement with police 3.4 2.8 2.5 4.0 

Did not think police could do anything 3.2 3.8 4.4 2.7 

One time incident  1.4 1.4 1.1 0.7 

Did not want anyone to know 1.2 7.0 0.5 2.2 

Would not be believed  1.1 4.7 1.6 0.5 

Did not want him or her arrested 1.0 0.5 1.1 0.7 

I would not turn in family member 0.8 1.9 0.5 0.7 

Shame  0.7 11.3 0.7 0.2 

I reported to someone else 0.6 0.9 0.5 0.2 

Military handled it  0.6 0.0 0.0 0.5 

Fear of offender 0.5 8.9 0.2 1.0 

I was too young 0.3 17.8 0.0 0.0 

Was police officer 0.3 0.0 0.2 1.2 

Distance I moved 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.0 

Assailant was my husband 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 

Wanted to keep incident private  
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other   
1.6 2.8 1.1 2.7 

 

 An analysis of other people victims would rather report their abuse to reveals that, male 

victims who experienced physical assault were more likely to report their victimization to both 

law enforcement and other people than victims who experienced the other forms of abuse 

analyzed. Apart from rape victims, male victims within the sample were more likely to report 

their victimization to a friend/neighbor (physical assault 65 percent, stalking 65.5 percent, threat 

of victimization 58.8 percent), than any other person; on the other hand, male rape victims are 

more likely to report their rape victimization to a parent or other family members (40.4percent). 

The reason for this may be associated to the various rape myths. Despite result showing that a 

victim would rather speak to someone else than to law enforcement agent, a preliminary analysis 
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revealed that a victim would rather report a victimization to people with whom they have close 

ties or associations. See Table 6 below. 

Table 6. 
Persons Reported to 

 
 
Hypothesis 3 Men will only report their victimization if they have experienced two or more forms 

of victimization.   

 Chi square test provides an initial understanding of the goodness of fit between 

observed values and those expected theoretically. In this study, the researcher tested for a 

relationship between multiple victimization and decision to report. Statistical findings indicate 

that there is an association between the decision to report and multiple victimization, the purpose 

of the Chi square analysis was to compare percentages and make an inference as to the 

significant levels of both variables. Thirty-nine percent (N = 355) of people who experienced 

multiple victimization took a decision to report compared to only 11 percent of respondents who 

did not experience multiple victimization.  

Persons talked to Physical assault 
(N= 1158) % 

Rape (N= 89) % Stalking 
(N=84) % 

Threat of Violence 
(N=114) % 

Friend/Neighbor 65.5 36 65.5 58.8 

Parents family 26.3 40.4 19.0 25.4 

Husband/ Boyfriend 14.2 31.5 14.3 16.7 

Co-worker/ Boss 8.5 3.4 11.9 13.2 

Other  2.3 3.4 2.4 1.8 

His/her family in-laws 1.8 3.4 0.0 0.9 

Minister/Clergy 1.4 2.2 0.0 0.0 

Counselor/ Therapist 1.3 5.6 2.4 1.8 

Attorney legal aide 0.9 1.1 3.6 2.6 

Doctor/ Other health professional 0.8 2.2 1.2 0.9 

Community family center 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.8 

Court officer 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Crisis center 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Homeless shelter 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Social services welfare 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Victim advocacy agency 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Table 7.  
Association Between Multiple Victimization and Decision to Report to Law Enforcement 
Agencies 

 Decision to report    

 Yes No Total χ2 p-value 

Variable N (%) N (%) N (%)   

Multiple victimization      

 Yes 355 (39.0) 556 (61.0) 911 514.949 <0.001 

 No 784 (11.1) 6305 (88.9) 7089   

Total  1139 (14.2) 6861 (85.8) 8000   

χ2: Chi square test, Phi: 0.254; p value:  <0.001 
 

Therefore, a higher proportion of those who experienced multiple victimization decided 

to report. Invariably, 2 of every 5 (39) individuals who experienced multiple victimization made 

a decision to report as compared to only a tenth of those who did not experienced victimization. 

The association between multiple victimization and decision to report shows that more people 

were likely to report victimization when they experience two or more victimizations. This 

relationship was found to be statistically significant (χ2= 514.95; P value ≤ .001).  

Hypothesis 4 The rate of reporting differs with the type of victimization experienced.by male 

victim 

The rate of reporting for each form of victimization among respondents was found to be 

different. More respondents reported physical assault (17.7 percent) than any other form. The 

least type of victimization to have been reported to law enforcement was rape, with only 10.9 

percent of victims reporting their victimization to either law enforcement or other people. For 

threat of victimization and stalking, only 16.1 percent and 12.7% report their victimization to law 

enforcement.  
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Figure 2. 
Rate of Response 
 

                                                    
 

Hypothesis 5 Men would report their victimization if it first occurred as adults 

This hypothesis was tested using a Chi square, the researcher found a statistically 

significant relationship between decision to report and experiencing victimization first as an 

adult. As already noted, male victimization is rarely reported, but when reported, analysis shows 

that 28.5 percent of male who experience victimization first as an adult would report as opposed 

to 15.1 percent of men who experienced victimization first as a child. This relationship between 

decision to report and when the victimization was first experienced was found to be Statistically 

significant (χ2=100.17; p<.001).  
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Table 8.  
Time of Victimization 

 Physical assault report    

 Yes No Total χ2 p value 

Variable N (%) N (%) N (%)   

First experience      

 As a child 652 (15.1) 3655 (84.9) 4307 100.172 <0.001 

 As an adult  287 (28.5) 720 (71.5) 1007   

Total  939 (17.7) 4375 (82.3) 5314   

χ2: Chi square test 

Phi: -0.137; p value:  <0.001 
 

Hypothesis 6 There are no significant predictors on decisions to report among men who 

experienced victimization 

For this hypothesis, a binary logistic regression was utilized to support the argument that 

none of the demographic variables tested impacted a man’s decision to report their victimization. 

For this to be fully understood, a test was carried out to determine these impacts by looking at 

the various outcomes each independent variable would have on the general decision to report. 

This method allows for accurate estimation of the impact of the different variables on reporting.  

The independent variables utilized in the regression model includes age, education, employment, 

marital status, race, and multiple victimization. Findings showed that education was statistically 

significant and positive (Exp(B)1.234; Sig.003) indicating that individuals who had a college 

education were 1.23 times more likely to report their victimization. This variable disproves the 

hypothesis that asserts that there are no significant predictors of decision to report. 
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Table 9.  
Regression Table 

Variables B S.E EXP(B) SIG 

Age -.036 .063 .964 .562 

Education .211 .070 1.234 .003 

Employment .349 .084 1.418 .000 

Marital status -.165 .075 .848 .027 

Race -.095 .085 .910 .268 

Multiple victimization 1.604 .079 4.973 .000 

 
   Employment was also a predictor of decision to report that was statistically significant 

and positive (Exp(B)1.418; p value .000). This indicates that employed individuals were 1.41 

times more likely to report their victimization. Another significant variable that largely impacts 

the decision to report is the number of times the victim was victimized. This variable was 

statistically significant and positive (Exp(B)4.97; p value.000). The result of the analysis 

revealed that victims with multiple victimization were 497% chance more likely to report their 

experience to law enforcement. 

 In conclusion, the findings for this hypothesis cannot be said to be entirely true as results 

indicates that more variables disproved the hypothesis, the implication of this being that there are 

significant predictors of a man decision to report, with the number of victimizations experience 

playing a statistically significant role in the decision. 

Chapter Summary 

Carrying out the statistical analysis in this section was important as it has given a true 

picture of the earlier hypotheses postulated. The descriptive analysis allowed for an in-depth 

knowledge of the dataset. Since analysis was only carried out on respondents who did not report 

their victimization, getting the proportion and percentage of the rate of non-reporting by 

respondent was beneficial to the study. The regression model revealed a few significant 
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associations between the dependent measure, decision to report and the independent measures. 

The model showed that there were independent variables (education, employment, and multiple 

victimization) that had a significant positive relationship with the dependent variable (decision to 

report). Having given an overview of the analysis that were computed, the next chapter will 

provide a more detailed discussion on the findings. This discussion will include both the 

implication of these finding on theory and policy initiatives, and as an extension, it will also give 

a layout of the limitations of the study as well as propose a guideline for future research on this 

topic. 
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Chapter 5. Discussion 

The aim of this study was to explore domestic violence from the lens of a man. The study 

sought to delve into a man’s decision to report victimization carried out against him. The 

framework included two prominent perceptions that have often been believed to be the cause of 

low reporting rate among men, Masculinity and distrust in the criminal justice system which is 

occasioned by the societal narrative that men are strong and cannot be victimized. To theorize 

the various hypotheses being tested in the study, male victimization and threat of victimization 

data was gathered from the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS).  In this chapter, 

further explanation and discussion will be carried out on the findings gathered in the preceding 

chapter. In addition, the chapter will also discuss the limitation faced during the study, outline 

the implications of the study as well as offer recommendations for future research on male 

domestic violence victimization. 

Generally, there is a lacuna in the exploration of men’s experiences of violence (Stanko 

& Hobdell, 1993), which is often attributed to a man’s reluctancy to report their victimization. 

This reluctancy as seen in the literature is often because of the man’s hesitation in disclosing his 

vulnerability (Deshpande, 2019; Huntley et al., 2019; Joseph-Edwards & Wallace, 2021; 

Ranapurwala et al., 2016). For example, in victimology, while more women report being afraid 

that a crime will be committed against them, findings indicate that men are the more likely to be 

victims of crime even though they did not report an increased fear of crime (Lagrange & Ferraro, 

1989).   

Originally conceptualized by Connell (1995), masculinity, mostly hegemonic 

masculinity, seeks to explain why and how a dominant social role over women is maintained by 

men in society. Most western countries have tried to refine the meaning to not portray an 
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acceptance of male dominance; however, the generally perceived definition of masculinity does 

not differ. In modern societies, hegemonic masculinity is synonymous with qualities that are 

usually considered “Macho;” (Mcvittie et al., 2017) specifically being assertive, aggressive, and 

invulnerable (Maxfield, 1984), not minding the circumstances, they must always exhibit 

firmness, steadfastness, and brevity in the face of adversity. The hegemonic masculinity is a 

concept that closely relates to exhibition of behaviors that display courage, strength, rejection of 

the admission of weakness. The idea also discourages the expression of wanting help from others 

or the showing of emotion no matter how slight. This attribute, when placed side by side, with a 

man’s decision to report plays a big role in the decision-making process.  

For the most part, the findings in this study were supportive of the concept of masculinity 

being a reason why men do not report their victimization. Hypothesis one stated that men do not 

report some of their victimization because they seek to protect their masculinity. Here, 

masculinity was measured using NCVS data to capture responses to the question “why did you 

not report.” Most men responded to this question with answers such as that; the offense was too 

minor, they handled it themselves, they would not be believed, and shame. These findings 

correlate with society’s perceptions on what an ideal man should be and how they should behave. 

So much pressure is put on men to behave in a specific way, and these pressures can sometime 

translate into normalizing power and control as perpetrators and when victims, ignoring or not 

recognizing their victimization as an abuse (Machado et al., 2016). The reason for this may be 

that at an early age, society teaches men to believe that they could handle emotional and physical 

abuse themselves. This is not far from the reason for not reporting victimization given by men in 

the study.  
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The male distrust of the criminal justice system (Anderson, 1999; Baumer, 2002) also 

plays a key role in a man’s decision to report. In this study, the researcher hypothesized that a 

male victim would rather report to someone they know or a family member rather than report to 

law enforcement. The result showed that more people reported their victimizations to persons 

known to them rather than reporting to the police. For example, while only 939 men who had 

experienced physical assault reported their assault to the police, 1158 reported their victimization 

to other persons instead. This difference cuts across all forms of victimization examined, as more 

people were willing to talk to persons known to them, mostly family members, neighbors, 

friends, and others about their abuse. Galdas et al. in 2005 found that men who seek help 

overcome both internal and external obstacles to do so. These external and internal obstacles 

(Addis & Mahalik, 2003) are the result of the fact that men in general are less likely to seek help 

for problems that their larger communities deem abnormal for a man, or that the man should be 

able to handle. A plethora of studies have shown how men have been ridiculed, blatantly told 

that there is no help for them, or they are accused of being instigators of the violence against 

them or even arrested as the aggressor when they report victimization (Cook, 2009, Douglas & 

Hines, 2011, King and Woollett 1997). This may be the reason for the distrust against the justice 

system. 

Furthermore, with regards to reporting and multiple victimization, results showed that 

men who had faced multiple victimizations were more willing to report subsequent abuses than 

men who had only one victimization. As earlier noted, men in general are expected to behave in 

a specific way within the society, specifically though, aggressive, assertive, and brave. These 

attributes of men may hinder a man from reporting a victimization that has been carried out 

against him if it only occurs once, however, this may not be the case if the victimization or other 
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forms of offenses are continuously carried out against the victim. Previous research had focused 

on the impact of reporting on repeat victimization, Ranapurwala et al. (2016), found in their 

study that there is an association between reporting victimization to police and fewer future 

victimizations. It is unclear if non reporting played a role in the victims in the current study, 

however, having multiple victimization did play a role in the victim’s willingness to report. 

The fourth hypothesis tested the rate of reporting in each of the forms of victimization. 

findings indicated that even though the general rate of reporting was low among all the offenses, 

there is a difference in the rate at which each offense are reported, which could be related to the 

uniqueness of each offense. For example, physical assault had the highest rate of reporting even 

though it could be argued that the offense had a higher report rate because it was the most 

perpetrated form of violence against a man. The findings from this study correlate with previous 

research that has found that physical assault, in terms of personal victimization, is usually the 

most reported form of violence (CDC, 2010; Machado et al., 2016; Morgan & Wells, 2016), as 

this form of violence most times leave proof of victimization on the body of the victim and, as 

such, the victim has less burden of proof as to whether the offense has actually occurred. This is 

readily true in the case of a male victim that has the fear of not being believed as they could 

show proof of their victimization (Fisher et al., 2021). Rape on the other hand had the least 

reporting rate in this study. This finding also correlates with other findings on rape victimization. 

Rape usually is the least reported sexual offenses (Pino & Meier, 1999). Most men in the current 

study noted that the reason they did not report their rape victimization was because, they were 

too young when they experienced the victimization, they thought the victimization was too minor 

to report, they were ashamed, did not want anyone to know, would not be believed and the fear 

of the offender. These answers lead to the conclusion that a potential reason for a low rate of 
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report of male rape has to do with the offender’s perception of crime and the fear of how the 

society would react when meeting with news of a male rape. 

Adult victimization was another concept tested. It was hypothesized that victims were 

more likely to report victimization if it was first experienced as an adult. This hypothesis was 

correct and in line with the findings of an earlier report by the United States Department of 

Justice in 2020 which stated that violent victimization of juveniles was less likely to be reported 

to law enforcement or someone else than violence against adults. Findings from this study 

revealed that victims of the various forms of victimization examined gave “too young” as the 

reason for their non reporting of a victimization experienced. 

 The last hypothesis tested the likely predictors in the decision to report. Multiple 

victimizations were found to be the most statistically significant factor that influences a man’s 

decision to report. Findings from the analysis indicate that a man was 497% more likely to report 

their victimization to police if they had experienced the victimization or other forms of 

victimization more than once. Societal expectation of men and their perception of crime may be 

why men do not report their first victimization because they think they will not be believed, it is 

too minor, or fear of what the society would say about them. However, this may become 

different if they experience victimization more than once or if they realize the implication of not 

reporting victimization to their health, the people around them, and the society in general. Other 

predictors of men reporting their victimization from the current study are education, specifically 

victims who had a college education or more were more likely to report their victimization. Also, 

men who were employed, whether full or part time were likely going to report their 

victimization. However, married men were 15.2% less likely to report, age and race were not 

statistically significant in the model.  
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In conclusion, findings from this study were able to shed light on the reasons why men 

rarely report their victimization and the predicting factor that would impact reporting when they 

chose to reply. The next section would outline the various limitations of the current study and 

possible recommendation for future study. 

Limitations and Implication of the Study 

The study contained various limitations which are important to look at when analyzing 

the findings and their implications. The first limitation is that this study was carried out on a 

secondary data with the researcher not being a part of the original collection team. Due to this 

fallback, great reliance cannot be placed on the accuracy of the methodology that was used in 

sourcing and coding the data. Another major limitation which is also common with this type of 

study relates to the type of data used, domestic violence is one of the most underreported crimes 

globally and reliance on data gotten is often an issue (Adebayo, 2014). The study’s use of the 

NCVS makes it even less reliable as some of the claims made by respondents could not be 

verified by law enforcement because of the NCVS dependence on self-reported data. The use of 

the single dialing code method to source for respondents and the use of birthdays to determine 

which household and who within the household, respectively, could take part in the study could 

have greatly skewed findings to limit responses from households who do not have a house 

telephone and households who either have more than one male in the house or males who are 

below the 18 years benchmark but have been victimized.  The age of the data is also a big flaw to 

this type of research as a lot has changed in the past 28 years, and people’s perception of crime 

and reporting could have also changed within this period. The implication of this is that the 

findings from this research should not be used to suggest that the results can be applied to all 

men in America, instead, these results should be used in the context of analysis. 
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Future Research and Conclusion 

The current research’s primary aim was to try and understand why men did not report 

their victimization when in a domestic violence situation. Findings indicated that the 

preservation of their masculinity, distrust of the criminal justice system, and society’s perception 

of what an ideal man should be, were the most useful reasons. Nevertheless, the findings had 

many limitations. Future research that analyzes male’s victims’ decision to report in a domestic 

violence situation may achieve contrary findings with different methodologies and statistical 

approaches. 

Researchers should consider collecting primary data so that variables can be isolated and 

questions that are offense specific can be asked. Future research could also include younger 

victims as some offenses such as rape, are mostly carried out against the younger populations 

(Miller, 2013). Excluding this population because of their age may have an implication on the 

type of findings reached.  

In conclusion, the major motivation of this study was to highlight the little or no attention 

that scholars and law enforcement had given to male victims of domestic violence, despite the 

known implications of domestic violence on victims. Notwithstanding the discussed limitations, 

the distinct nature of this study and its results may serve to advance our understanding of why 

male victims refuse to report domestic violence victimizations. Furthermore, this will provide a 

framework for further research into male victims of domestic violence and ways to get them the 

help that they need. Research like these would also give this kind of victim’s reassurance that the 

society is aware of their plight and that by speaking up, they are doing the right thing. 

 

 



76 
 

References 

Adebayo, A. A. (2014). Domestic violence against men: Balancing the gender issues in 

Nigeria. American Journal of Sociological Research, 4(1), 14-19. 

Addis, M. E., & Mahalik, J. R. (2003). Men, masculinity, and the contexts of help 

seeking. American psychologist, 58(1), 5. 

Akers, R. L. (1973). Deviant behavior: A social learning approach. 24-41 

Akers, R. L. (1977). Deviant behavior: a social learning approach. Belmont, CA. Department of 

Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime 

Victimization Survey, 2015-2019 (2020). 

Alexy, E. M., Burgess, A. W., Baker, T., & Smoyak, S. A. (2005). Perceptions of cyberstalking 

among college students. Brief treatment and crisis intervention, 5(3), 279. 

Allen-Collinson, J. (2009). A marked man: A case of female-perpetrated intimate partner 

abuse. International Journal of Men’s Health, 8(1), 22-40. 

Anderson, E. (1999). Code of the street: Decency, violence, and the moral life of the inner city. 

New York: W.W. Norton and Company. 

Anderson, I. (2007). What is a typical rape? Effects of victim and participant gender in female 

and male rape perception. British Journal of Social Psychology, 46, 225-245. 

Antai, D. (2011). Controlling behavior, power relations within intimate relationships and 

intimate partner physical and sexual violence against women in Nigeria. BMC Public 

Health, 11(1), 511. doi: 10.1186/1471-2458-11-511 

Archer, J. (2000). Sex differences in aggression between heterosexual partners: A meta-analytic 

review. Psychological Bulletin, 126, 651-680 

Archer, J. (2002). Sex differences in physically aggressive acts between heterosexual partners: A 

meta-analytical review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 7, 313-351 



77 
 

Arnocky, S., & Vaillancourt, T. (2014). Sex differences in response to victimization by an 

intimate partner: More stigmatization and less help-seeking among males. Journal of 

Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 23(7), 705-724. 

Bandura, A. (1973). Aggression: A social learning analysis. prentice hall. 

Bandura, A. (1971). "Social Learning Theory" (PDF). General Learning Corporation 

Basile, K.C., Smith, S.G., Breiding, M.J., Black, M.C., Mahendra, R.R. (2014). "Sexual 

Violence Surveillance: Uniform Definitions and Recommended Data Elements, 

Bates, E. A. (2020). “Walking on eggshells”: A qualitative examination of men’s experiences of 

intimate partner violence. Psychology of Men & Masculinities, 21(1), 13. 

Baumer, E. (2002). Neighborhood disadvantage and police notification by victims of violence. 

Criminology, 40, 579–616 

Bensley, L., Eenwyk, V. J., & Simmons, K. W. (2003). Childhood family violence history and 

women’s risk for intimate partner violence and poor health. American journal of 

preventive medicine, 25(1), 38-44. 

Berzenski, S. R., & Yates, T. M. (2010). A developmental process analysis of the contribution of 

childhood emotional abuse to relationship violence. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment 

& Trauma, 19(2), 180-203. 

Bjerregaard, B. (2000). An empirical study of stalking victimization. Violence and 

Victims;15(4):389–407. 

Black, M. C. (2011). Intimate partner violence and adverse health consequences: implications for 

clinicians. American journal of lifestyle medicine, 5(5), 428-439. 

Black, M.C., Basile, K.C., Breiding, M.J., Smith, S.G., Walters, M.L., Merrick, M.T., Chen, J., 

& Stevens, M.R. (2011). The National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey 

https://web.archive.org/web/20131024214846/http:/www.jku.at/org/content/e54521/e54528/e54529/e178059/Bandura_SocialLearningTheory_ger.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/pdf/sv_surveillance_definitionsl-2009-a.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/pdf/sv_surveillance_definitionsl-2009-a.pdf


78 
 

(NISVS): 2010 Summary Report. Atlanta, GA: National Center for Injury Prevention and 

Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 

Breiding, M. J., Black, M. C., & Ryan, G. W. (2008). Chronic disease and health risk behaviors 

associated with intimate partner violence—18 US states/territories, 2005. Annals of 

epidemiology, 18(7), 538-544. 

Breiding, M. J., Black, M. C., & Ryan, G. W. (2008). Prevalence and risk factors of intimate 

partner violence in eighteen US states/territories, 2005. American journal of preventive 

medicine, 34(2), 112-118. 

Burazeri G., Roshi E., Jewkes R., Jordan S., Bjegovic V., Laaser U. (2005) Factors associated 

with spousal physical violence in Albania: cross sectional study. BMJ 331(7510):197–

201 

Burelomova, A. S., Gulina, M. A., & Tikhomandritskaya, O. A. (2018). Intimate partner 

violence: An overview of the existing theories, conceptual frameworks, and 

definitions. Psychology in Russia: State of the art, 11(3), 128-144. 

Butchart, A., Garcia-Moreno, C., & Mikton, C. (2010). Preventing intimate partner and sexual 

violence against women: taking action and generating evidence. Geneva: World Health 

Organization, 301-57. 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Intimate partner violence. 

https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/intimatepartnerviolence/index.html   

Centerwall, B. S. (1995). Race, socioeconomic status, and domestic homicide. JAMA, 273(22), 

1755-1758. 

Chan, K. L. (2011). "Gender Differences in Self-Reports of Intimate Partner Violence: A 

Review". Aggression and Violent Behavior (Elsevier) 16 (2): 167–175.  

https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/intimatepartnerviolence/index.html


79 
 

Chapleau, K. M., Oswald, D. L., & Russell, B. L. (2008). Male rape myths: The role of gender, 

violence, and sexism. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 23(5), 600-615. 

Chynoweth, S. K., Freccero, J., & Touquet, H. (2017). Sexual violence against men and boys in 

conflict and forced displacement: implications for the health sector. Reproductive health 

matters, 25(51), 90-94. 

Classen, C. C., Palesh, O. G., & Aggarwal, R. (2005). Sexual revictimization: A review of the 

empirical literature. Trauma, violence, & abuse, 6(2), 103-129. 

Clayton, M. B. & Mace, B. (2011) Journal of the American Academy of Psychiatry and the Law 

Online April 2011, 39 (2) 197-205. 

Coker A. L., Davis K. E., Arias I. (2002) Physical and mental health effects of intimate partner 

violence for men and women. Am J Prev Med. 2002;23(4):260–268 [PubMed] [Google 

Scholar] 

Coleman, F. L. (1997) ‘Stalking behavior and the cycle of domestic violence’, Journal of 

Interpersonal Violence, 12: 420–32. 

Conaghan, J. & Russell, Y. (2014) Rape myths, law, and feminist research: myths about 

myths? Feminist Legal Studies 22(1): 25–48 

Concannon, D. (2013). Kidnapping: An Investigator's Guide. Newnes. p. 30. ISBN 978-

0123740311. Archived from the original on January 10, 2017. 

Concannon, L. (2021). Protecting difference: A discussion on transphobic and homophobic hate 

crime in the Irish context. Critical Social Policy, 02610183211063402. 

Connell, R. W. (1995). Politics of changing men. Radical Society, 25(1), 135. 

Cook, P. W. (2009). Abused men: The hidden side of domestic violence. ABC-CLIO. 

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/12406480
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?journal=Am+J+Prev+Med&title=Physical+and+mental+health+effects+of+intimate+partner+violence+for+men+and+women&author=AL+Coker&author=KE+Davis&author=I+Arias&volume=23&issue=4&publication_year=2002&pages=260-268&pmid=12406480&
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?journal=Am+J+Prev+Med&title=Physical+and+mental+health+effects+of+intimate+partner+violence+for+men+and+women&author=AL+Coker&author=KE+Davis&author=I+Arias&volume=23&issue=4&publication_year=2002&pages=260-268&pmid=12406480&


80 
 

Corbally, M. (2015). Accounting for intimate partner violence: A biographical analysis of 

narrative strategies used by men experiencing IPV from their female partners. Journal of 

interpersonal violence, 30(17), 3112-3132. 

Coxell, A., King, M., Mezey, G., & Gordon, D. (1999). Lifetime prevalence, characteristics, and 

associated problems of non-consensual sex in men: cross sectional 

survey. Bmj, 318(7187), 846-850. 

Cronholm, P. F., Fogarty, C. T., Ambuel, B., & Harrison, S. L. (2011). Intimate partner 

violence. American family physician, 83(10), 1165-1172.Cruz, J. M. (2003). “Why 

doesn't he just leave?”: Gay male domestic violence and the reasons victims stay. The 

Journal of Men’s Studies, 11(3), 309-323. 

Cunradi C. B., Caetano R., Schafer J. (2002) Socioeconomic predictors of intimate partner 

violence among White, Black, and Hispanic couples in the United States. J Fam 

Violence. 17(4):377–389 [Google Scholar]  

Cupach, W. R. & Spitzberg, B. H. (2000) ‘Obsessive relational intrusion’, Violence and Victims, 

15 (4): 357–73 

Daigneault, I., Hébert, M., & McDuff, P. (2009). Men's and women's childhood sexual abuse and 

victimization in adult partner relationships: A study of risk factors. Child abuse & 

neglect, 33(9), 638-647 

Dargis, M. & Koenigs, M. (2018) Two subtypes of psychopathic criminals differ in negative 

affect and history of childhood abuse. Psychol Trauma. 10(4):444-451. doi: 

10.1037/tra0000328. Epub 2017 Oct 16. PMID: 29035064; PMCID: PMC5902659. 

https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?journal=J+Fam+Violence&title=Socioeconomic+predictors+of+intimate+partner+violence+among+White,+Black,+and+Hispanic+couples+in+the+United+States&author=CB+Cunradi&author=R+Caetano&author=J+Schafer&volume=17&issue=4&publication_year=2002&pages=377-389&


81 
 

Dargis, M. & Koenigs, M. (2017). Witnessing domestic violence during childhood is associated 

with psychopathic traits in adult male criminal offenders. Law and Human Behavior, 

41(2), 173–179. https://www.doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000226 

Gaquin, D. A. (1977). Spouse abuse: Data from the national crime survey. Victimology. 

Deshpande, S. (2019). Sociocultural and legal aspects of violence against men. Journal of 

Psychosexual Health, 1(3-4), 246-249. 

Dixon, L., & Graham‐Kevan, N. (2020). Assessing the risk and treatment needs of people who 

perpetrate intimate partner violence. The Wiley handbook of what works in violence risk 

management: Theory, research, and practice, 297-314. 

Dobash, R. P. & Dobash, R. E. (2004). Women's violence to men in intimate relationships: 

Working on a puzzle. British journal of criminology, 44(3), 324-349. 

Domestic Abuse Intervention Programs (2017) Developed by Domestic Abuse Intervention Project, 

Duluth, MN http://www.theduluthmodel.org  

Donnelly, D. A. & Kenyon, S. (1996). “Honey, We Don't Do Men” Gender Stereotypes and the 

Provision of Services to Sexually Assaulted Males. Journal of Interpersonal 

Violence, 11(3), 441-448. 

Douglas, E. M., & Hines, D. A. (2011). The help seeking experiences of men who sustain 

intimate partner violence: An overlooked population and implications for 

practice. Journal of family violence, 26(6), 473-485. 

Drijber, B. C., Reijnders, U. J., & Ceelen, M. (2013). Male victims of domestic violence. Journal 

of family violence, 28(2), 173-178. 

Dube, S. R., Anda, R. F., Felitti, V. J., Edwards, V. J., Williamson, D. F. (2002). Exposure to 

abuse, neglect, and household dysfunction among adults who witnessed intimate partner 

https://www.doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000226
http://www.theduluthmodel.org/


82 
 

violence as children: Implications for health and social services. Violence and Victims, 

17, 3-17. doi:10.1891/vivi.17.1.3.33635 

Durfee, A. (2011). “I’m Not a Victim, She’s an Abuser” Masculinity, Victimization, and 

Protection Orders. Gender & Society, 25(3), 316-334. 

Dutton, D. G. (2006). The abusive personality: Violence and control in intimate relationships. 

Guilford Press. 

Dutton, D. G. (2007). Female intimate partner violence and developmental trajectories of abusive 

females.  International Journal of Men’s Health, 6 (1), 54-70. 

Dutton, D. G. (2011). Rethinking domestic violence. Ubc Press. 

Dutton, D. G., Hamel, J., & Aaronson, J. (2010). The gender paradigm in family court processes: 

Re-balancing the scales of justice from biased social science. Journal of Child 

Custody, 7(1), 1-31. 

Dutton, M. A. (1992). Understanding women's responses to domestic violence: A redefinition of 

battered woman syndrome. Hofstra L. Rev., 21, 1191. 

Eckstein, J. (2010). Masculinity of men communicating abuse victimization. Culture, Society, 

and Masculinities, 2(1), 62-74. 

Eckstein, J. 2009. Exploring the communication of men revealing abuse from female intimate 

partners. In Family violence: communication processes, edited by D. D. Cahn. Albany: 

State University of New York Press. 

Elliott, D. M., Mok, D. S., & Briere, J. (2004). Adult sexual assault: Prevalence, 

symptomatology, and sex differences in the general population. Journal of Traumatic 

Stress: Official Publication of The International Society for Traumatic Stress 

Studies, 17(3), 203-211. 

https://doi.org/10.1891/vivi.17.1.3.33635


83 
 

Emerson, R. M., Ferris, K. O., & Gardner, C. B. (1998). On being stalked. Social 

Problems, 45(3), 289-314. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation, National Incident-Based Reporting System, 2012-2016 (2017); 

Fiebert, M. S. (2014). References examining assaults by women on their spouses or male 

partners: An updated annotated bibliography. Sexuality & Culture, 18(2), 405-467. 

Finkelhor, D., Turner, H., Ormrod, R., Hamby, S., & Kracke, K. (2009). National Survey of 

Children's Exposure to Violence. Juvenile Justice Bulletin. Office of juvenile justice and 

delinquency prevention. 

Fisher, N. L., & Pina, A. (2013). An overview of the literature on female-perpetrated adult male 

sexual victimization. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 18(1), 54-61. 

Fisher, R. P., Powell, M. B., & Dawson, H. R. (2021). Inconsistency, Omissions, and Confidence 

as Indicators of the Accuracy of Sexual Assault Victim’s Recollections. In Criminal 

Investigations of Sexual Offenses (pp. 133-145). Springer, Cham. 

Fleming, P. J., Gruskin, S., Rojo, F., & Dworkin, S. L. (2015). Men’s violence against women 

and men are inter-related: Recommendations for simultaneous intervention. Social 

Science & Medicine, 146, 249, 

256  https://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2015.10.021. 

Flowe, H. D., Shaw, S. E., Nye, E., & Jamel, J. (2009). Rape stereotyping and public 

delusion. British Journalism Review, 20(4), 21-25. 

Forke, C. M., Myers, R. K., Fein, J. A., Catallozzi, M., Localio, A. R., Wiebe, D. J., & Grisso, J. 

A. (2018). Witnessing intimate partner violence as a child: How boys and girls model 

their parents’ behaviors in adolescence. Child abuse & neglect, 84, 241-252. 

https://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2015.10.021


84 
 

Fremouw, W. J., Westrup, D., & Pennypacker, J. (1997). Stalking on campus: The prevalence 

and strategies for coping with stalking. Journal of Forensic Science, 42(4), 666-669. 

Brown, G. (2004) Gender as a factor in the response of the law-enforcement system to violence 

against partners Sexuality and Culture, 8, pp. 1-87 

Gadd, D., Farrall, S., Dallimore, D., & Lombard, N. (2003). Male victims of domestic violence. 

Galdas, P. M., Cheater, F., & Marshall, P. (2005). Men and health help‐seeking behaviour: 

literature review. Journal of advanced nursing, 49(6), 616-623. 

Garnets, L., Herek, G. M., & Levy, B. (1990). Violence and victimization of lesbians and gay 

men: Mental health consequences. Journal of interpersonal violence, 5(3), 366-383. 

Greenberg, M. S., & Ruback, R. B. (1992). After the crime: Victim decision making. New York: 

Plenum. 

Hall, D. M. (1998). The victims of stalking. In The psychology of stalking (pp. 113-137). 

Academic Press. 

Hammond, L., Ioannou, M., & Fewster, M. (2017). Perceptions of male rape and sexual assault 

in a male sample from the United Kingdom: Barriers to reporting and the impacts of 

victimization. Journal of investigative psychology and offender profiling, 14(2), 133-149. 

Heckels, V., & Roberts, K. (2010). Stalking and harassment. In Handbook on crime (pp. 366-

379). Willan. 

Hines, D. (2015). Overlooked victims of domestic violence: Men. International Journal for 

Family Research and Policy, 1(1). 

Hines, D. A., Douglas, E. M., & Berger, J. L. (2015). A self‐report measure of legal and 

administrative aggression within intimate relationships. Aggressive Behavior, 41(4), 295-

309. 



85 
 

Hoffman, K. L., Demo, D. H., & Edwards, J. N. (1994). Physical wife abuse in a non-Western 

society: an integrated theoretical approach. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 131-

146. 

Hogan, K. (2016). Men’s experiences of female-perpetrated intimate partner violence: A 

qualitative exploration (Doctoral dissertation, University of the West of England). 

Hotaling, G. T., & Sugarman, D. B. (1986). An analysis of risk markers in husband to wife 

violence: The current state of knowledge. Violence and victims, 1(2), 101-124. 

Huntley, A. L., Potter, L., Williamson, E., Malpass, A., Szilassy, E., & Feder, G. (2019). Help-

seeking by male victims of domestic violence and abuse (DVA): a systematic review and 

qualitative evidence synthesis. BMJ open, 9(6), e021960. 

Ireland, T. O., & Smith, C. A. (2009). Living in partner-violent families: Developmental links to 

antisocial behavior and relationship violence. Journal of youth and adolescence, 38(3), 

323-339. 

Stets, J. & Straus, M. (1992) Physical violence in American families, Transaction 

Publishers, New Brunswick, NJ pp. 151-166 

Jamel, J., Bull, R., & Sheridan, L. (2008). An investigation of the specialist police service 

provided to male rape survivors. International Journal of Police Science & 

Management, 10(4), 486-508. 

Jewkes, R. (2002). Intimate partner violence: Causes and prevention. Lancet, 359(9315), 1423-

1429. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(02)08357-5 Jewkes, R. (2002). Intimate partner 

violence: Causes  



86 
 

Jin, X., Eagle, M., & Yoshioka, M. (2007). Early exposure to violence in the family of origin and 

positive attitudes towards marital violence: Chinese immigrant male batterers vs. 

controls. Journal of family violence, 22(4), 211-222. 

Johnson, M. P. (1995). Patriarchal terrorism and common couple violence: Two forms of 

violence against women. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 57, 283-294.  

Johnson, M. P. (2005). Domestic Violence: It's Not about Gender: Or Is It?. Journal of Marriage 

and the Family, 1126-1130. 

Johnson, M. P., & Ferraro, K. J. (2000). Research on domestic violence in the 1990s: Making 

distinctions. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 62, 948-963 

Johnson, N. B., Hayes, L. D., Brown, K., Hoo, E. C., & Ethier, K. A. (2014). CDC National 

Health Report: leading causes of morbidity and mortality and associated behavioral risk 

and protective factors—United States, 2005–2013. 

Joseph-Edwards, A., & Wallace, W. C. (2021). Suffering in silence, shame, seclusion, and 

invisibility: Men as victims of female perpetrated domestic violence in Trinidad and 

Tobago. Journal of Family Issues, 42(8), 1805-1830. 

Kassing, L. R., & Prieto, L. R. (2003). The rape myth and blame‐based beliefs of counselors‐in‐

training toward male victims of rape. Journal of Counseling & Development, 81(4), 455-

461. 

Kaufman-Parks, A. M., DeMaris, A., Giordano, P. C., Manning, W. D., & Longmore, M. A. 

(2018). Intimate partner violence perpetration from adolescence to young adulthood: 

Trajectories and the role of familial factors. Journal of family violence, 33(1), 27-41. 



87 
 

Kernsmith, R., Wilczak, A. and Kalaian, S. (2005) Gender Differences in Response to Stalking 

Victimization. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Society of 

Criminology, Royal York, Toronto.  

Kerr, H., Levine, D., & Woolard, B. (2007). Domestic violence. Lansing, MI: Society for 

Academic Emergency Medicine.  

King, M., & Woollett, E. (1997). Sexually assaulted males: 115 men consulting a counseling 

service. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 26(6), 579-588. 

Krug, E. G., Mercy, J. A., Dahlberg, L. L., & Zwi, A. B. (2002). The world report on violence 

and health. The lancet, 360(9339), 1083-1088. 

Kwaramba, A. (2000) Working with violence Southern African News Features. Issue 24, p 200. 

Lupton, and Gillespie, T.1994. Macmillan: Hampshire. 

Kyriacou, D., Anglin, D., Taliaferro, E., Stone, S., Tubb, T., Linden, J ., Muelleman, R., Barton, 

E., & Krauss, J. (1999). Risk Factors for Injury to Women from Domestic Violence. New 

England Journal of Medicine. 341(25), 1892-1898. 

LaGrange, R. L., & Ferraro, K. F. (1989). Assessing age and gender differences in perceived risk 

and fear of crime. Criminology, 27(4), 697-720. 

Lawson, D. M. (2003). Incidence, explanations, and treatment of partner violence. Journal of 

Counseling & Development, 81(1), 19-32. 

Lawson, J. (2012). Sociological theories of intimate partner violence. Journal of Human 

Behavior in the Social Environment, 22(5), 572-590. 

Lewis, S. F., & Fremouw, W. (2001). Dating violence: A critical review of the 

literature. Clinical psychology review, 21(1), 105-127. 



88 
 

Liechty, Z., Santos-Medellín, C., Edwards, J., Nguyen, B., Mikhail, D., Eason, S., & Sundaresan, 

V. (2020). Comparative analysis of root microbiomes of rice cultivars with high and low 

methane emissions reveals differences in abundance of methanogenic archaea and 

putative upstream fermenters. Msystems, 5(1), e00897-19. 

Lorraine S., Raphael G., & Graham D. (2002) Perceptions and prevalence of stalking in a male 

sample, Psychology, Crime & Law, 8:4, 289-310, DOI: 10.1080/10683160208401821 

Machado, A., Hines, D., & Matos, M. (2016). Help-seeking and needs of male victims of 

intimate partner violence in Portugal. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 17(3), 255. 

Machado, A., Santos, A., Graham-Kevan, N., & Matos, M. (2017). Exploring help seeking 

experiences of male victims of female perpetrators of IPV. Journal of Family 

Violence, 32(5), 513-523. 

Maier, S. L. (2008). “I have heard horrible stories...” rape victim advocates' perceptions of the 

revictimization of rape victims by the police and medical system. Violence against 

women, 14(7), 786-808. 

Bjørnholt M. (2019) The social dynamics of revictimization and intimate partner violence: an 

embodied, gendered, institutional and life course perspective, Nordic Journal of 

Criminology, 20:1, 90-110, DOI: 10.1080/14043858.2019.1568103 

Sable, R., Fran, D., Denise, L. M. & Gallagher, S.K. (2006) Barriers to Reporting Sexual Assault 

for Women and Men: Perspectives of College Students, Journal of American College 

Health, 55:3, 157-162, DOI: 10.3200/JACH.55.3.157-162 

Markovchick, V. (2016). "Sexual Assault". Emergency medicine secrets. Philadelphia, PA: 

Elsevier. pp. 516 

https://doi.org/10.3200/JACH.55.3.157-162


89 
 

Marlene, M., Andreia M., & Mariana G. (2019) Male stalking victimization: prevalence, 

characteristics and impact, Annals of Medicine, 51:sup1, 188-188, DOI: 

10.1080/07853890.2018.1562758 

Martin, S. G. (2002). Children exposed to domestic violence: Psychological considerations for 

health care practitioners. Holistic nursing practice, 16(3), 7-15. 

Matos, M., Matias, A., & Gonçalves, M. (2019). Male stalking victimization: prevalence, 

characteristics and impact. Annals of Medicine, 51(sup1), 188-188. 

Maxfield, M. G. (1984). Fear of Crime in England and Wales, Home Office Research Study No. 

78, Her Majesty's Stationery Office, London. 

McHugh, M. C., Rakowski, S., & Swiderski, C. (2013). Men’s experience of psychological 

abuse: Conceptualization and measurement issues. Sex Roles, 69(3), 168-181. 

McVittie, C., Hepworth, J., & Goodall, K. (2017). Masculinities and health: Whose identities, 

whose constructions? In The psychology of gender and health (pp. 119-141). Academic 

Press. 

Meloy, J. R. (1999). Stalking: An old behavior, a new crime. Psychiatric Clinics of North 

America, 22(1), 85-99. 

Migliaccio, T. A. (2001). Marginalizing the battered male. The Journal of Men’s Studies, 9(2), 

205-226. 

Mihalic, B., Fagan, A., Irwin, K., Ballard, D., & Elliot, D. (2005). Blueprints for 

Violence. Prevention, 55. 

Miller, L. (2013). Sexual offenses against children: Patterns and motives. Aggression and Violent 

Behavior, 18(5), 506-519. 



90 
 

Mohandie, K., Meloy, J., McGowan, M., & Williams, J. (2006). The RECON typology of 

stalking: Reliability and validity based upon a large sample of north American stalkers. 

Journal of Forensic Science, 51, 1, 147-155.  

Morgan, W., & Wells, M. (2016). ‘It’s deemed unmanly’: men’s experiences of intimate partner 

violence (IPV). The Journal of Forensic Psychiatry & Psychology, 27(3), 404-418. 

Morse, B. J. (1995). Beyond the Conflict Tactics Scale: Assessing gender differences in partner 

violence.  Violence and Victims 4, 251-271. 

Muelleman, R. L., & Burgess, P. (1998). Male victims of domestic violence and their history of 

perpetrating violence. Academic Emergency Medicine, 5(9), 866-870. 

Mustaine, E. E., & Tewksbury, R. (1999). A routine activity theory explanation for women's 

stalking victimizations. Violence Against Women, 5(1), 43-62. 

National Coalition Against Domestic Violence (2020). Domestic violence. Retrieved from 

https://www.assets.speakcdn.com/assets/2497/domestic_violence-

2020080709350855.pdf?1596811079991. 

Pence, E., Paymar, M., & Ritmeester, T. (1993). Education groups for men who batter: The 

Duluth model. Springer Publishing Company. 

Perryman, S. M., & Appleton, J. (2016). Male victims of domestic abuse: Implications for health 

visiting practice. Journal of Research in Nursing, 21(5-6), 386-414. 

Philip A. & Ryan G. (2013) International Human Rights the Successor to International Human 

Rights in Context 531 (Oxford University Press, 2013). 

Pino, N. W., & Meier, R. F. (1999). Gender differences in rape reporting. Sex roles, 40(11), 979-

990. 

https://www.assets.speakcdn.com/assets/2497/domestic_violence-2020080709350855.pdf?1596811079991
https://www.assets.speakcdn.com/assets/2497/domestic_violence-2020080709350855.pdf?1596811079991


91 
 

Ranapurwala, S. I., Berg, M. T., & Casteel, C. (2016). Reporting crime victimizations to the 

police and the incidence of future victimizations: a longitudinal study. PloS one, 11(7) 

Riggs, D. S., & O'Leary, K. D. (1996). Aggression between heterosexual dating partners: An 

examination of a causal model of courtship aggression. Journal of Interpersonal 

Violence, 11(4), 519-540. 

Roberts, A., & Dziegielewski, S. (2006) Changing stalking patterns and prosecutorial decisions: 

Bridging the present to future. Victims and Offenders, 1, 47-60.  

Roberts, K. A. (2002) ‘Stalking following the break-up of romantic relationships’,Journal of 

Forensic Sciences, 47 (5): 1070–8 

Robertson, J. E. (2010). The Turning-out of Boys in a Man's Prison: Why and How We Need to 

Amend the Prison Rape Elimination Act. Ind. L. Rev., 44, 819. 

Ruth S. (2012) Men: The Overlooked Victims of Domestic Violence - Domestic Violence 

Statistics https://www.domesticviolencestatistics.org/men-the-overlooked-victims-of-

domestic-violence/ 

Sarrel, P. M., & Masters, W. H. (1982). Sexual molestation of men by women. Archives of 

sexual behavior, 11(2), 117-131. 

Saunders, D. G. (2002). Are physical assaults by wives and girlfriends a major social problem? 

A review of the literature. Violence against women, 8(12), 1424-1448. 

Savage, C. (2018). "Federal Crime Statistics to Expand Rape Definition". The New York Times – 

via NYTimes.com. 

Savall, F., Lechevalier, A., Hérin, F., Vergnault, M., Telmon, N., & Bartoli, C. (2017). A ten-

year experience of physical Intimate partner violence (IPV) in a French forensic 

unit. Journal of forensic and legal medicine, 46, 12-15. 

https://www.domesticviolencestatistics.org/men-the-overlooked-victims-of-domestic-violence/
https://www.domesticviolencestatistics.org/men-the-overlooked-victims-of-domestic-violence/
https://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/07/us/politics/federal-crime-statistics-to-expand-rape-definition.html


92 
 

Sheridan, L. and Davies, G. M. (2001) ‘Stalking: the elusive crime’, Legal and Criminological 

Psychology, 6 (2): 133–48. 

Sheridan, L., Davies, G. M., & Boon, J. C. W. (2001a). The course and nature of stalking: A 

victim perspective. Howard Journal of Criminal Justice, 40, 215-234. 

Smith, M. D. (Ed.). (2004). Encyclopedia of rape. Greenwood Publishing Group. 

Sorenson, S. B., Stein, J. A., Siegel, J. M., Golding, J. M., & Burnam, M. A. (1987). The 

prevalence of adult sexual assault: The Los Angeles epidemiologic catchment area 

project. American Journal of Epidemiology, 126(6), 1154-1164. 

Spence, J. T. (1985). Concepts of Masculinity. Psychology and gender, 32, 59. 

Spitzberg, B. H., & Cupach, W. R. (2003). What mad pursuit: Obsessive relational intrusion and 

stalking related phenomena. Aggression and violent behavior, 8(4), 345-375. 

Stanko, E. A., & Hobdell, K. (1993). Assault on Men: Masculinity and Male Victimization. The 

British Journal of Criminology, 33(3), 400–415. http://www.jstor.org/stable/23637803 

Steinmetz, S. K. (1978). The battered husband syndrome. Victimology, 2(3-4), 499–509. 

Straton, J. C. (1994). The Myth of the" Battered Husband Syndrome". Masculinities: 

Interdisciplinary Studies on Gender. 

Straus, M. A. (1997). Physical assaults by women partners: A major social problem.  In M. R. 

Walsh (Ed.), Women, men, and gender:  Ongoing debates (pp. 210-221). New Haven, 

NJ: Yale University Press. 

Straus, M. A. (2010). Thirty years of denying the evidence on gender symmetry in partner 

violence: Implications for prevention and treatment. Partner Abuse, 1(3), 332-362. 

Straus, M. A., Gelles R. J., & Steinmetz S. K. (1980) Behind Closed Doors: Violence in the 

Ameri- can Family. Garden City, New York:Double- day.  

http://www.jstor.org/stable/23637803


93 
 

Strong, B., DeVault, C., Cohen, T. (2010) The Marriage and Family Experience: Intimate 

Relationships in a Changing Society. Cengage Learning. p. 447. ISBN 978-1133597469. 

Archived from the original on January 10, 2017. 

Struckman-Johnson, C., & Struckman-Johnson, D. (1992). Acceptance of male rape myths 

among college men and women. Sex Roles, 27(3), 85-100. 

Struckman‐Johnson, C., Struckman‐Johnson, D., & Anderson, P. B. (2003). Tactics of sexual 

coercion: When men and women won't take no for an answer. Journal of sex 

research, 40(1), 76-86. 

Thobejane, T. D., & Luthada, V. (2019). An investigation into the trend of domestic violence on 

men: The case of South Africa. OIDA International Journal of Sustainable 

Development, 12(03), 11-18. 

Tilbrook, E., Allan, A., & Dear, G. (2010). Intimate partner abuse of men. 

Tjaden, P. G., & Thoennes, N. (1998). Stalking in America: Findings from the national violence 

against women survey. US Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National 

Institute of Justice. 

Tjaden, P. G., & Thoennes, N. (1999). Violence and threats of violence against women and men 

in the United States, 1994-1996. Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social 

Research 

Trimpey, M. L. (1989). Self-esteem and anxiety: Key issues in an abused woman's support 

group. Issues in mental health nursing, 10(3-4), 297-308. 

Tsui, V. (2014). Male victims of intimate partner abuse: Use and helpfulness of services. Social 

work, 59(2), 121-130. 



94 
 

Tsui, V., Cheung, M., & Leung, P. (2010). Help‐seeking among male victims of partner abuse: 

Men's hard times. Journal of community psychology, 38(6), 769-780. 

Turchik, J. A., & Edwards, K. M. (2012). Myths about male rape: A literature 

review. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 13(2), 211. 

Voce, I., & Boxall, H. (2018). Who reports domestic violence to police? A review of the 

evidence. Trends and issues in crime and criminal justice, (559), 1-16. 

Vung, N. D., & Krantz, G. (2009). Childhood experiences of interparental violence as a risk 

factor for intimate partner violence: a population-based study from northern 

Vietnam. Journal of Epidemiology & Community Health, 63(9), 708-714. 

Waksberg, J. (1978). Sampling methods for random digit dialing. Journal of the American 

Statistical Association, 73(361), 40-46. 

Walker, A., Lyall, K., Silva, D., Craigie, G., Mayshak, R., Costa, B., & Bentley, A. (2020). Male 

victims of female-perpetrated intimate partner violence, help-seeking, and reporting 

behaviors: A qualitative study. Psychology of Men & Masculinities, 21(2), 213. 

Walker, J., Archer, J., & Davies, M. (2005). Effects of male rape on psychological 

functioning. British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 44(3), 445-451. 

Wareham, J., Boots, D. P., & Chavez, J. M. (2009). A test of social learning and 

intergenerational transmission among batterers. Journal of Criminal Justice, 37(2), 163-

173. 

Watts, C., & Zimmerman, C. (2002). Violence against women: global scope and magnitude. The 

lancet, 359(9313), 1232-1237. 



95 
 

Whitfield, C. L., Anda, R. F., Dube, S. R., & Felitti, V. J. (2003). Violent childhood experiences 

and the risk of intimate partner violence in adults: Assessment in a large health 

maintenance organization. Journal of interpersonal violence, 18(2), 166-185. 

Wigman, S. A. (2009). Male victims of former-intimate stalking: A selected 

review. International Journal of Men's Health, 8(2). 

Williams, J. R., Ghandour, R. M., & Kub, J. E. (2008). Female perpetration of violence in 

heterosexual intimate relationships: Adolescence through adulthood. Trauma, Violence, 

& Abuse, 9, 227-249. doi:10.1177/1524838008324418 

Wolfgang, M. and Ferracuti, F. 1967. The subculture of violence: Towards an integrated theory 

in criminology., London, UK: Tavistock Publications 

World Health Organization. (2002). WHO multi-country study on women's health and domestic 

violence against women (No. WHO/FCH/GWH/02.2). World Health Organization. 

Wright, C. (2016). The absent voice of male domestic abuse victims: The marginalization of men 

in a system originally designed for women. 

Yeager, J. C., & Fogel, J. (2006). Male disclosure of sexual abuse and rape. Topics in Advanced 

Practice Nursing, 6(1). 

 

 

 

 

 

 



96 
 

APPENDIX: List of Tables 

Tables Descriptions 

Table 1 Themes of victimization outcome assessed among 8000 
male respondents 

Table 2 Independent variables measurement 

Table 3 Socio-demographic variables 

Table 4 Prevalence of forms of abuse/victimization 

Table 5 Report rate 

Table 6 Persons reported to 

Table 7 Association between multiple victimization and 
decision to report to law enforcement agency 

Table 8 Time of Victimization 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



97 
 

VITA 

NGOZI TRACY ALEKE 

Education:  M.A. Criminal Justice and Criminology, East Tennessee State  

University, Johnson City, Tennessee, 2022 

B.L. Law, Nigerian Law School,  

Victoria Island, Lagos, Nigeria, 2015 

 LL.B. Law, Ambrose Alli University, 

Ekpoma, Edo State, Nigeria, 2014   

 SSSCE, Ase Secondary School,  

Afuze, Edo State Nigeria, 2007 

Professional Experience:  Legal Associate, Akabogu and Associates, Lagos, Nigeria,   

2017-2019 

    Recovery Officer, Heritage Bank Nigeria PLC, Lagos, Nigeria, 

     2019-2021 

    
    Graduate Assistant, East Tennessee State University, College of         

     Arts and Sciences, 2021-2022 

Professional Affiliations:  Nigerian Bar Association 

Institute of Chartered Secretaries and Administrators 

    Criminal Justice Honor Society (Alpha Phi Sigma) 
 


	Domestic Violence Against Men: Their Report Decision Making Process
	Recommended Citation

	VITA

