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Abstract
Interventions engaging men that challenge unequal gender norms have 
been shown to be effective in reducing violence against women (VAW). 
However, few studies have explored how to promote anti-VAW positive 
masculinity in young adults. This study aims to identify key multicountry 
strategies, as conceived by young adults and other stakeholders, for 
promoting positive masculinities to improve gender equity and prevent and 
target VAW. This study (2019–2021) involved young adults (aged 18–24 
years) and stakeholders from Ireland, Israel, Spain, and Sweden. We applied 
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concept mapping, a participatory mixed-method approach, in phases: (1) 
brainstorming, using semi-structured interviews with young adults (n = 105) 
and stakeholders (n = 60), plus focus group discussions (n = 88), to collect 
ideas for promoting anti-VAW positive masculinity; (2) development of an 
online questionnaire for sorting (n = 201) and rating ideas emerging from 
brainstorming by importance (n = 406) and applicability (n = 360); (3) based on 
sorting and rating data, creating rating maps for importance and applicability 
and clusters/strategies using multidimensional scaling and hierarchical 
cluster analysis with groupwisdom™ software; and (4) interpretation of 
results with multicountry stakeholders to reach agreement. The cluster 
map identified seven key strategies (41 actions) for promoting anti-VAW 
positive masculinities ranked from highest to lowest: Formal and informal 
education and training; Preventive education and activities in different 
settings/areas; Skills and knowledge; Empathy, reflection, and understanding; 
Media and public efforts; Policy, legislation, and the criminal justice system; 
and Organizational actions and interventions. Pattern matches indicated high 
agreement between young people and stakeholders in ranking importance 
(r = 0.96), but low agreement for applicability (r = 0.60). Agreement in the 
total sample on prioritizing statements by importance and applicability was 
also low (r = 0.20); only 14 actions were prioritized as both important and 
applicable. Young people and stakeholders suggested seven comprehensive, 
multidimensional, multi-setting strategies to facilitate promoting positive 
masculinity to reduce VAW. Discrepancy between importance and 
applicability might indicate policy and implementation obstacles.

Keywords
domestic violence, perceptions of domestic violence, prevention, sexual 
assault, intervention/treatment, youth violence

Background

Previous research has shown that hegemonic masculinity is less likely to sup-
port gender equity and more likely to be involved in the perpetration of men’s 
violence against women (VAW) and intimate partner violence (IPV), while 
positive forms of masculinity are more accepting of gender equity and less 
likely to be engaged in gender-based violence (GBV) (Fulu et  al., 2013; 
Salazar et al., 2020). Research has also shown adolescents and young adults 
are more likely to be engaged in VAW as perpetrators or victims (Edwards 
et al., 2014; Herbert, 2021; World Health Organization [WHO], 2021). For 
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example, dating violence at this age indicates that perceptions of masculinity 
and VAW are likely formed in early adulthood (Jennings et  al., 2017). 
Therefore, interventions that target early adulthood might be highly effective 
(Lundgren & Amin, 2015). However, few studies have explored how positive 
masculinity can be promoted, particularly among young people, to engage 
men in gender equity, and IPV and VAW prevention.

Ending men’s VAW is essential for achieving healthy and thriving societies; 
as such, it has been named in Goal 5 (Achieving Gender Equality) of the UN’s 
Sustainable Development Goals (Sachs, 2012). While women of all ages, 
socioeconomic status levels, and countries are affected by VAW (WHO, 2021), 
its prevalence varies by age, with recent evidence suggesting younger women 
experience higher exposure to violence. Global data from the WHO has shown 
that women’s exposure to physical/sexual violence from a current or former 
partner in the last year was higher among women aged 15 to 30 years (15–16%) 
compared to women aged 30 to 49 years (5–13%) (WHO, 2021). Recent global 
data show that past-year IPV was 16% (14–19%) and 16% (13–19%) among 
young women aged 15 to 19 years and 20 to 24 years, respectively, compared to 
13% (11–17%) among women aged 30 to 34 years, and 10% (8–13%) among 
women aged 40 to 44 years (Sardinha et al., 2022). A study based on data from 
a survey conducted by the EU Agency for Fundamental Rights (FRA) showed 
that, among young women aged 18 to 24 years, prevalence of current physical 
or sexual IPV was 7%, and lifetime psychological abuse was almost 30%, com-
pared to 5% and 26%, respectively, in women aged 25 to 29 years (Sanz-
Barbero et  al., 2018). Studies in high-income settings (Daoud et  al., 2012; 
Herbert, 2021; Jennings et al., 2017; Renner & Whitney, 2010; Sanz-Barbero 
et al., 2019) have found that IPV is pervasive among young women. Of women 
who reported ever being exposed to violence, IPV ranged from 23% in a rural 
area survey in the United States (Edwards et al., 2014) to 40% in a population-
based UK study (Herbert, 2021), and 52% in Canada (Daoud et al., 2012). This 
is an important issue of concern, given evidence showing that perpetration or 
exposure to VAW during childhood, adolescence, or early adulthood is a risk 
factor for repeated VAW exposure or perpetration later in life (Cui et al., 2013; 
Stöckl et  al., 2014). Preventing, detecting, and responding to VAW among 
young people is thus paramount for decreasing its incidence later in life and 
supporting women’s overall health.

Preventing and responding to VAW in general, including among young 
people, requires a multipronged societal response (García-Moreno et  al., 
2015; Morrison et al., 2007). Research shows these coordinated actions must 
include strengthening women’s access to the justice system (e.g., improving 
countries’ legal frameworks and police response), facilitating VAW detection 
by the health-care system (Daoud et al., 2019), increasing women’s access to 
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supportive and rehabilitation services (i.e., free legal aid, housing stability) 
(Daoud et al., 2016), preventing violence by challenging social norms under-
pinning it (García-Moreno et al., 2015; Morrison et al., 2007), and supporting 
a gender transformative educational approach (Pérez-Martínez et al., 2021).

With regard to challenging social norms, evidence shows that engaging 
young men in VAW prevention is beneficial. Their involvement can trans-
form unequal gender norms (Jewkes et al., 2015) and change masculine ide-
als that sustain and promote VAW as a tool for controlling women (Morrison 
et al., 2007). A systematic review of interventions aimed at decreasing IPV 
and sexual violence in adolescent populations showed that school and com-
munity-based interventions, as well as parenting interventions, can challenge 
unequal gender norms (including harmful forms of masculinities) and suc-
ceed in decreasing VAW (Lundgren & Amin, 2015). This finding is in line 
with data from recent interventions conducted in Mexico (Makleff et  al., 
2020) and South Africa (Gibbs et al., 2020).

In this paper, we define masculinities as socially constructed patterns of 
actions considered appropriate for men in a given society (Connell & 
Messerschmidt, 2005). Connell and Messerschmidt (2005) argue that mul-
tiple forms of masculinities coexist and interrelate through power relations, 
dominance, and marginalization (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005). Among 
these, “hegemonic” masculinity is defined as “the configuration of gender 
practice which embodies the currently accepted answer to the problem of the 
legitimacy of patriarchy, which guarantees the dominant position of men 
(Conell, 2005). Several studies internationally have shown that men who 
endorse beliefs about hegemonic masculinity and values are at higher risk of 
enacting VAW (Fulu et al., 2013; Gibbs et al., 2018; Jewkes et al., 2011).

Evidence has uncovered other masculinities that reject VAW and strive for 
gender equity (Elliott, 2015; Pérez-Martínez et al., 2021; Salazar & Öhman, 
2015; Taliep et al., 2021; Torres et al., 2012). In this paper, we name these 
“positive masculinities.” Enacting positive masculinities can be challenging, 
as men might experience social pressure to conform to unequal gender norms 
or face exclusion by peer groups or family (Casey & Ohler, 2012; Torres 
et al., 2012). Thus, it is critical to identify how positive masculinities can be 
promoted and sustained in a diversity of societal settings. However, to the 
best of our knowledge, no studies have identified which actions/strategies 
young men, young women, and other stakeholders believe are needed to pro-
mote and support positive anti-VAW masculinities.

In the current study, we aim to identify conceptions of existing masculini-
ties and develop a “road map” of key strategies for promoting positive mas-
culinities that oppose VAW and support gender equity across four countries 
(Ireland, Israel, Spain, and Sweden).
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Methods

Study Setting

The current study is part of a multicountry study (2019–2022) conducted 
in Ireland, Israel, Spain, and Sweden. The study was approved by ethics 
board committees in each of the participating universities (one in each 
country, names withheld due to the JIPV policy of blind review). All par-
ticipants provided signed or oral consent to participate in each study 
phase.

We use a mixed methods approach called concept mapping (CM) to iden-
tify ideas for promoting anti-VAW masculinities in the quantitative stage of 
brainstorming, then used these ideas to develop a survey that prompted par-
ticipants to group the ideas into clusters and rank them by importance and 
applicability. CM is a widely used participatory research method for pro-
gram planning and evaluation (Trochim & Kane, 2005; Trochim & 
McLinden, 2017). Rosas and Kane (2012) pointed out the high validity of 
using CM in different fields and contexts. It enables groups of participants 
to visualize ideas on an issue of mutual interest and develop common frame-
works through a structured, participatory process (Trochim & Kane, 2005). 
Qualitative and quantitative data are generated and integrated through 
sequential phases, developing conceptual maps based on multidimensional 
scaling and hierarchical cluster analysis (Kane & Trochim, 2007). A CM 
study consists of the following phases: (1) brainstorming ideas regarding a 
question of interest (a focal question); (2) consolidation of ideas and devel-
opment of a structured questionnaire; (3) sorting and rating of preliminary 
ideas generated during brainstorming using the questionnaire developed in 
the previous phase; (4) analysis of quantitative data obtained through sorting 
and rating; (5) creation of the following: a “concept map,” that is, a map that 
is computed by a multidimensional scaling analysis, which locates each 
statement as a separate point on a map; a “point map,” a map that shows the 
statements or ideas were placed by multidimensional scaling; a “cluster 
map,” which shows how statements or ideas were grouped by the cluster 
analysis; “pattern matches,” that represent pairwise comparisons of cluster 
ratings across criteria such as different stakeholder groups or rating vari-
ables, using a ladder graph representation; and “Go-Zones” that include 
bivariate graphs of statement values for two rating variables within a cluster, 
divided into quarters above and below the mean of each variables, showing 
a “go-zone” quadrant of statements that are above average on both variables 
(Kane & Trochim, 2007, p. 13); and (6) interpretation of findings with study 
participants and stakeholders.
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Study Sample, Recruitment, and Data Collection

Our target population included two main groups: young people and other 
stakeholders. The inclusion criteria for young people was age 18 to 24 years. 
This broad inclusion criteria allowed participation of a wide range of young 
people from diverse sections of society without any exclusion. Young people 
could be perpetrators of VAW or those that oppose VAW. Similarly, female 
participants could be women who experience/d violence or not. Also, young 
people could be active or not in organization that promote ideas related to 
gender equity and positive masculinity.

As for the stakeholders, inclusion criteria included working (at volun-
teer basis or for salary) with young people to promote ideas related to 
gender equity, masculinity, or feminism. The stakeholders in our sample 
included a range of professionals such as social workers, consultants, edu-
cators, health promoters and health educators, academics, and police. 
Stakeholders were recruited from relevant government ministries and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) working with youth (youth, women’s 
and men’s organizations), in the four participating countries (Salazar et al, 
2020). Individual participants were recruited through a purposeful snow-
ball sample with the assistance of the study’s local advisory boards, com-
munity partners, youth and women’s organizations (NGOs), social media 
(e.g., Facebook), universities websites, flyers, and emails. Personal emails 
were sent to the individuals to invite them to participate. Table 1 presents 
the study sample for each phase. The participants in each phase overlap, as 
participants in one phase were invited to participate in the following phase.

Brainstorming and collecting ideas on promoting anti-VAW positive masculinities.  
This phase (September 2019 to May 2020) aimed to elicit ideas for promot-
ing anti-VAW positive masculinities in young people. Data were gathered 
through semi-structured interviews and focus group discussions (FGDs) with 
young people, and semi-structured interviews with other stakeholders. In 
total, 165 people from all countries participated in the semi-structured inter-
views (105 young people, 60 stakeholders), and 88 young people participated 
in 12 FGDs (Table 1). The number of the semi-structured interview partici-
pants in each country ranged 20 to 35 for young people and 12 to 19 for 
stakeholders (Table 1). Interviews were conducted either face to face or by 
Zoom (following COVID-19 restrictions imposed in 2020).

Using the following questions, participants in the interviews and FGDs 
were asked to suggest ideas and actions to promote anti-VAW positive mas-
culinities and support men who oppose VAW:
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1.	 What can be done to promote masculinities that oppose violence 
against women among young men in your country? How so?

2.	 In order to reduce men’s violence against women and promote positive 
and nonviolent forms of manhood among young men we should . . .

Identification and consolidation of ideas on anti-VAW positive masculinities to 
develop a questionnaire.  In this phase (April 2020 to July 2020), we identified 
and consolidated actions emerging from the brainstorming phase, then devel-
oped a questionnaire for use in the next phase of sorting and rating. Each 
country team read and cleaned up their local data by deleting redundant 
actions and ideas. These were then inputted into one file that included a total 
of 401 statements. Following multiple discussions, the multicountry research 
teams removed duplication (based on similarities, uniqueness, and relevance) 
to consolidate a shortlist of 101 statements. The list was further distilled into 
58 statements/actions, then to 41, as the research teams agreed to shorten the 
number of statements in order to reduce the burden on participants (Kane & 

Table 1.  Study Sample* and Distribution of Participants (Young People and 
Stakeholders) in Brainstorming, Sorting, and Rating Activities (1 and 2) in 
Participating Countries.

Spain Sweden Ireland Israel** Total

Brainstorming (September 2019 to May 2020)
  In-depth interviews with young people 20 23 27 35 105
  In-depth interviews with stakeholders 19 12 14 15 60
  Total for brainstorming 39 35 41 50 165
Sorting (July to November 2020 and March 2021)
  Stakeholders 20 13 13 14 60
  Young men and women and nonbinary 24 54 27 36 141
  Total for sorting 44 67 40 50 201
Rating 1 (importance) (July to November 2020 and March 2021)
  Stakeholders 30 14 20 28 92
  Young men, women, and nonbinary 70 60 76 108 314
  Total rating 1 100 74 96 136 406
Rating 2 (applicability) (July to November 2020 and March 2021)
  Stakeholders 30 14 20 24 88
  Young men, women, and nonbinary 70 59 59 84 272
  Total for rating 2 100 73 79 108 360

*The study samples in the different stages overlap as participants in one stage were invited to 
the next stages.
**The sample in Israel included Palestinian-Arab and Jewish participants.



8	 Journal of Interpersonal Violence 00(0)

Trochim, 2007). Based on that final list of statements, we prepared an online 
questionnaire for sorting and rating. To ensure clarity and understanding of 
the statements, this questionnaire was pilot tested in each country with 5–6 
young adults (ages 18–24 years) and stakeholders. The pilot revealed very 
few language changes in the instructions of the online sorting and rating 
activities. No changes were conducted on the statements or questions.

Sorting and rating phase.  In this phase (July 2020 and March 2021), partici-
pants ranked actions and identified strategies (clusters) for promoting anti-
VAW positive masculinities based on the statements and ideas in the previous 
phase. Recruitment took place by inviting participants from the previous 
phase of brainstorming, plus recruitment of new participants, with the help of 
the local partners and advisory board members, through social media, ads, 
and snowball sampling.

The study team sent an email to those who agreed to participate containing 
information about the study, instructions for conducting online sorting and 
rating activities, and a link for carrying out these activities. In each country, 
for this phase in particular, between 100 and 140 young people and stake-
holders were recruited. In total, from all countries, 252 participated in the 
sorting activity; of these, 201 had complete data and were included in the 
analysis. In the rating activity, 406 participated in rating the importance of 
each idea, and 360 completed rating the applicability of each idea to their 
communities (Table 1).

In the sorting activity, participants were asked to use their own opinions to 
group the 41 statements into different piles “in a way that makes sense to 
them” and to give each group or category of items a descriptive name or 
label. In doing so, participants generated labels for their clusters of ideas/
statements. In the rating activities, participants were asked to, first, rate the 
41 ideas in terms of importance in promoting anti-VAW masculinity, and, 
second, rate the applicability of the idea in their country/community context. 
Rating was conducted online using a Likert-type scale for importance (1 = not 
important at all to 6 = most important) and applicability (1 = very hard to 
apply to 6 = very easy to apply in a participant’s community context).

Data analysis and creation of cluster maps, pattern matches, and Go-Zones.  We used 
groupwisdom™ software to conduct analyses for data from sorting and rating.

All participating countries (except Ireland) translated the statements and 
cluster’s names into English after data cleaning. The groupwisdom™ soft-
ware (The Concept System®, 2022) team linked all data files from the four 
countries into one data set, while Ben-Gurion University team, which led the 
CM study, analyzed the multicountry data.
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We used multidimensional scaling and hierarchical cluster analysis to 
identify clusters or groups of actions based on the participants’ sorting and 
rating (Kane & Trochim, 2007). Multidimensional scaling aggregates partici-
pant sorting patterns, creates x- and y-coordinates for each item, then plots 
them on a two-dimensional plane. Hierarchical cluster analysis uses these 
coordinates to create cluster solutions that we displayed visually as boundar-
ies around groups of points on a plot called a cluster map. Data analysis 
resulted in the creation of a point map, a cluster map, cluster rating maps (for 
importance and applicability), Go-Zones, and pattern matches for the multi-
country data.

The point map shows participants’ opinions of similarities and differences 
between statements. Each point represents a statement, the number beside 
represents a statement number of the 41 statements, and the distance between 
points indicates similarity (or that participants grouped these points into one 
cluster). Points cannot be moved. The further one statement is from another, 
the less likely it is that those statements were put into the same group; the 
closer, the more likely those statements were to have been put into the same 
group. Cluster rating maps were computed by averaging the rating of each 
item in the cluster (Kane & Trochim, 2007). As noted earlier, during sorting, 
participants suggested cluster names. The groupwisdom™ software pro-
duced cluster names based on the frequency with which these appeared. The 
research team discussed and agreed to the names, after which, following 
some modifications, they were approved by the study advisory board mem-
bers and participants in the interpretation phase. The stress value of the study 
cluster solutions was 0.180. The idea of the stress value is similar to that of 
reliability. It measures the degree to which the distances on the cluster map 
are discrepant from the values in the input similarity matrix. A low stress 
value indicates a low discrepancy (Kane & Trochim, 2007).

The linear correlation between the cluster ratings of our study-sample sub-
groups was estimated using the Pearson correlation coefficient (r) (Kane & 
Trochim, 2007). For pattern matches, cluster ratings, and Go-Zones, we com-
pared importance and applicability for the total sample and among stakehold-
ers versus young people.

Interpretation phase.  A main objective of this phase was to agree on key strat-
egies and statements within clusters that emerged from our analysis of the 
sorting and rating data from all participating countries. Results of this phase 
can inform policy and help with the design of customizable future interven-
tions for use in various community settings in the participating countries 
(e.g., youth organizations, relevant ministries, NGOs, schools, universities, 
and colleges). For this purpose, we conducted a multicountry workshop via 
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Zoom with young people (n = 12) and members of the advisory boards and 
community partners (n = 6) who participated in different study phases.

We used purposeful sample to recruit the participants in the multicounty 
workshop. The research team in each country sent an email to the local advi-
sory board of the study and to previous study participants. The aim was to 
recruit four youth participants and two stakeholders from each country, 
including equal number of men and women in each group. Four study team 
members attended this workshop (ND, RB, ACT, MS). After introducing the 
CM study and presenting the main findings, two study team members (ND 
and RB) led a discussion with the goal of reaching agreement on the strate-
gies and statements for promoting anti-VAW masculinity emerging from pre-
vious study phases. One team member took notes [initials withheld]. In 
general, wide agreement emerged among participants on the cluster map and 
statements in each cluster. The workshop served as a forum to exchange sug-
gestions for improving the results, which included some modifications of 
cluster names, and moving Statement 25 from Cluster 6 about “Preventive, 
education and activities in different settings/areas,” to Cluster 2 on “Skills 
and knowledge” (see Table 3).

Findings

Sociodemographic Characteristics

Table 2 presents the distribution of sociodemographic characteristics of the 
study sample. Of the initial 455 study recruits, 32 were excluded because 
they did not complete sorting and rating. The final sample included 423 par-
ticipants with complete data: 326 young people and 97 stakeholders (77.1 
and 22.9%, respectively). The mean age of the total study sample was 
26.4 years; ages ranged from 18 to 72 years. The mean age of young partici-
pants was 21 years (range 18–24 years), and, for stakeholders, 38.4 years 
(range 25–72 years). One third of participants were from Israel, 24.8% from 
Ireland, 23.6% from Spain, and 18.4% from Sweden. About half (53.6%) 
defined their gender as “woman,” 44.9% as “man,” and 1% reported another 
gender. Similar to gender, 54.3% of participants reported being born female, 
44.6% male, and 0.7% chose not to disclose. Almost half (48.1%) of all par-
ticipants reported secondary/high school education as their last level of 
schooling, and 43.8% reported last completing higher education. Most young 
participants had completed secondary/high school (58%), while 80.4% of 
stakeholders completed higher education. Almost one third of study partici-
pants reported that they are involved in some way in activism related to VAW: 
14.6% volunteer in an activist role regarding VAW/ positive masculinity, 
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Table 2.  Sociodemographic Characteristics of Study Participants With Complete 
Sorting and Rating Data.

Total 
N = 423 
(100%)

Young People 
N = 326  
(77.1%)

Stakeholders 
N = 97 
(22.9%)

  N (%) N (%) N (%)

Country
  Ireland 105 (24.8) 81 (24.8) 24 (24.7)
  Israel 140 (33.0) 111 (34.0) 29 (29.8)
  Spain 100 (23.6) 70 (21.4%) 30 (30.9)
  Sweden 78 (18.4)) 64 (19.6) 14 (14.4)
Gender
  Women 227 (53.6) 169 (51.8) 58 (59.7)
  Men 190 (44.9) 151 (46.3) 39 (40.2)
  Nonbinary 5 (1.1) 5 (1.5) 0
  Chose not to disclose 1 (0.2) 1 (0.3) 0
What sex were you at birth?
  Female 230 (54.3) 173 (53.0) 57 (58.7)
  Male 189 (44.6) 151 (46.3) 38 (39.1)
  Chose not to disclose 3 (0.7) 2 (0.6) 1 (1.0)
  Did not respond 1 (0.2) - 1 (1.0)
Education (N = 413)*
  No formal schooling 2 (0.4) 2 (0.6) 0
  Secondary school/high school 199 (48.1) 184 (58.0) 15 (15.4)
  College or university (BA, MA, PhD) 181 (43.8) 103 (32.4) 78 (80.4)
  Other training 24 (5.8) 22 (6.9) 2 (2.0)
  Did not respond 7 (1.6) 6 (1.8) 2 (2.0)
Activism around violence
  Salaried in a community organization 44 (10.4) 0 44 (45.3)
  Salaried in a government office 34 (8.0) 0 34 (35.0)
  Volunteering in activist role around 

VAW or positive masculinity
62 (14.6) 43 (13.1) 19 (19.5)

  Not involved in activist role around 
VAW or positive masculinity

223 (52.7) 223 (68.4) 0

  Other 60 (14.1) 60 (18.4) 0

Note. VAW = violence against women.
*There were missing answers for education among young adults (N = 317). The percentage 
not reaching 100% due to missing cases.
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10.4% are salaried employees of a community organization, and 8% are sala-
ried in a government office.

Clusters and Statements for Promoting Anti-VAW Masculinity

Our analysis revealed a final list of 41 statements for promoting anti-VAW 
positive masculinity, which participants grouped into seven clusters in the 
sorting activity. Table 3 shows the clusters, statements in each cluster, and the 
total average score for each cluster. Each cluster implies a key strategy for 
promoting anti-VAW positive masculinity, and each statement forms an 
action. From highest to lowest, the total averages were as follows: (7) Formal 
and informal education and training (4.61); (6) Preventive education and 
activities in different settings/areas (4.61); (2) Skills and knowledge (4.53); 
(1) Empathy, reflection, and understanding (4.42); (3) Media and public 
efforts (4.35); (5) Policy, legislation, and the criminal justice system (4.2); 
and (4) Organizational actions and interventions (4.2). Notably, the mean 
scores of the clusters were different for importance and applicability.

Cluster Map

The cluster map (Figure 1) shows proximity between clusters. The distance 
between these indicates how they relate with regard to similarity of content. For 

Figure 1.  Cluster map for ideas to promote anti-VAW positive masculinity.
Note. VAW = violence against women.
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example, Cluster 5 on Policy, legislation, and the criminal justice system is far 
from Clusters 2, 6, and 7, which relate to providing knowledge and skills, pre-
vention, education, but was closer to Cluster 4 on “Organizational actions and 
interventions.” The size of each cluster shows how close the statements in each 
cluster are. For example, Clusters 5 and 3 have a similar number of statements. 
However, Cluster 5 statements were sorted by more participants for similarity 
and put into this group compared to Cluster 3, where fewer participants sorted 
statements as belonging to this cluster. Cluster 6, about preventive educational 
activities, and Cluster 2, on Skills and knowledge, overlap, as Statement 3 (“pro-
mote positive, nonviolent, and respectful forms of parenting in parents’ groups 
during antenatal/postnatal care”) connects them both. Statement 3 was grouped 
by study participants as prevention, or as providing skills or knowledge.

Pattern Match and Ranking the Clusters

We conducted “pattern match” to compare rankings of clusters in the study’s 
two groups of interest: young people and stakeholders. These comparisons 
related to ranking of the clusters by importance and applicability. Figure 2a 
shows the pattern match for importance among young people and for stake-
holders, revealing a high correlation between ranking (r = 0.96) by these 
groups: they both ranked the clusters almost in the same order of importance. 
Only the first two clusters of “Formal and informal education and training” 
and “Skills and knowledge” differed: “Formal and informal education and 
training” was ranked of first importance among stakeholders, but second by 
young people, while “Skills and knowledge” was ranked of first importance 
by young people, but second by stakeholders.

Regarding applicability rankings (Figure 2b), the correlation was lower 
between stakeholders and young people (r = 0.60), with stakeholders ranking 
“Organizational actions and interventions” second, while young people 
ranked it sixth. It should be noted that in Figure 2a (importance), stakeholders 
use a wider scoring range, while in Figure 2b (applicability), it is young peo-
ple who use a wider range.

Go-Zones and Prioritization of Statements/Actions

The “Go-Zones” compare prioritization of all statements by groups of par-
ticipants (Figure 3a). First, we compared prioritization of all statements by 
importance versus applicability among all participants (Figure 3a). This 
Go-Zone shows a low correlation (r = 0.20). This means participants who 
rated statements as highly important did not necessarily rate them as highly 
applicable for their community’s context.
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Only 14 statements in the top right quadrant of the Go-Zone were ranked 
as being of high importance and applicability (Figure 3a). These included 
Statements 6, 23, 34, 31, and 18 (Cluster 7 on “Formal and informal educa-
tion and training”); Statements 3, 8, 20, and 24 (Cluster 6 on “Prevention and 
educational activities in different settings”); Statement 16 (Cluster 5 on 
“Policy, legislation, and the criminal justice system”); Statements 22 and 37 
(Cluster 3 on “Media and public efforts”); and Statements 33 and 25 (Cluster 
2 “Skills and knowledge”) (Table 4). The mean scores for importance of the 
14 statements were higher than those for applicability. Notably, none of the 
statements in Clusters 1 or 4 were ranked as both important and applicable.

Figure 2.  Pattern match for clusters’ ranking (a) by importance comparing young 
people versus stakeholders and (b) applicability comparing young people versus 
stakeholders.
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Figure 3.  (a) Go-Zone and prioritization all statements by importance versus 
applicability for the total sample. (b) Go-Zone for importance among young 
participants versus stakeholders. (c) Go-Zone for applicability among young 
participants versus stakeholders.
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Next, we compared prioritization of all statements by importance (Figure 3b) 
and applicability (Figure 3c) by young people versus stakeholders, and we 
found high agreement on importance (r = 0.93, Figure 3b) and high agree-
ment on applicability (r = 0.81, Figure 3c).

Discussion

Using the CM study method (Kane & Trochim, 2007), we identified seven 
key strategies with actions and measures for promoting anti-VAW positive 
masculinity. The ranking from highest to lowest for these strategies or clus-
ters was as follows: Formal and informal education and training; Preventive 
education and activities in different settings/areas; Skills and knowledge; 
Empathy, reflection, and understanding; Media and public efforts; Policy, 
legislation, and the criminal justice system; Organizational actions and inter-
ventions. This ranking was calculated by the mean scores for importance and 
applicability and might indicate an order for implementing these clusters.

Our findings include a range of ideas that incorporate different levels of 
action, target groups, and settings that could comprehensively promote anti-
VAW positive masculinity and, by that, can help to create new norms and a 
broader culture of gender equity (Jewkes et al., 2015). The ideas comprehen-
sively target not just young men, but also women, parents, teachers and edu-
cators, as well as other audiences, such as social media influencers, football 
players, filmmakers, services providers, policemen, judges, and the general 
public. Participants also proposed different settings where these audiences 
can be targeted, such as in families, communities, health-care facilities (e.g., 
pre- and postnatal care clinics), schools, workplaces, religious institutions, 
informal education institutions, ministries, sports clubs, student unions, youth 
movements, and women’s and men’s NGOs and associations.

These clusters/strategies also ranged in focus and level of intervention. 
The first level was prevention oriented, including activities like raising 
awareness, education in formal and informal institutions, providing skills and 
knowledge, and being empathetic and understanding toward women (Clusters 
6, 7, 2, and 1). A second level of strategies focused on actions toward perpe-
trators of violence, such as increasing punishments for acts of IPV, improving 
treatment of VAW cases in the criminal justice system (Cluster 5), and pro-
viding support and training to organizations so they can implement perpetra-
tor rehabilitation programs and interventions (Clusters 4 and 7). A third level 
of strategies aimed to change public opinion and using role models of gender 
equality and anti-VAW stances (Cluster 3). Finally, there was the level of 
advocacy, such as establishing an overriding authority to improve coordina-
tion between different authorities (Cluster 5).
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These dynamic levels correspond with the WHO’s socio-ecological frame-
work for tackling VAW, which incorporates multiple levels of action for pre-
vention and treatment of VAW in society (Heise, 1998; Krug et al., 2002). 
However, our clusters add solutions for preventing and tackling VAW that 
aim to promote and support positive masculinity. As such it has a more com-
prehensive scope of interventions. These include the macro level of policy, 
laws, and creating a culture of gender equity (Clusters 5 and 3); the meso 
level of community horizontal work, including supporting institutions such 
as schools and informal educational settings, the health-care and welfare sys-
tems, and family and friends, for raising awareness on gender equity as a 
value that opposes VAW (Clusters 4, 6, and 7); and the micro individual level 
of changing knowledge, attitudes, and personal practices (Clusters 1 and 2).

It is worth noting that no cluster in our CM analysis was unidimensional. 
Rather, each interacts with others, showing a high level of dynamism. Some 
ideas for action (statements) can be shared in more than one cluster and 
implemented at more than one level of the socio-ecological model. For exam-
ple, Statement 14 in Cluster 1, about the individual and family, relates to the 
microlevel and meso level in the socio-ecological model; and Statement 21 in 
Cluster 4, regarding budgets, relates to organizational action (meso level), 
but also needs policy (macro level) to support its implementation.

The strategies we identified in our study correspond with a recent qualita-
tive review that pinpoints approaches for working with men to promote anti-
VAW positive masculinity (Taliep et al., 2021), despite our study is a mixed 
methods bottom-up approach. The approaches presented in the literature 
review underline the importance of implementing a more positive approach 
when working with men, rather than pointing at them as perpetrators of VAW; 
using a more participatory approach that engages community stakeholders; 
combining multiple intervention strategies that consider the cultural context; 
and creating awareness to alter young people’s perceptions and behaviors 
(Taliep et al., 2021). Another approach can be found in a literature review on 
educational interventions to reduce IPV, GBV (Pérez-Martínez et al., 2021). 
The review found that these educational interventions should focus on a gen-
der-transformative approach to promote positive masculinities to reduce 
these types of violence. Also future GBV interventions should combine con-
tent on gender equality with content on the costs of adhering to narrow con-
structions of masculinity for marginalized men (Pérez-Martínez et al., 2021)

Indeed, our findings indicate the need for a more comprehensive approach 
for prevention, treatment, and rehabilitation when working with young adults 
to promote anti-VAW positive masculinity. However, most current interven-
tions for addressing VAW among young people focus on specific elements, 
rather than applying such a comprehensive approach (Casey et  al., 2013; 
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Johnson et al., 2015). And, indeed, interventions that focus on one element, 
such as changing men’s attitudes, have been shown to be effective only for 
the short term (Jewkes et al., 2015). This implies that the dynamic approach 
arrived at by our participants might bring more lasting change.

Another important finding in our study related to the comparisons we made 
between rankings by between young people and stakeholders who volunteer or 
work in youth or women’s organizations or ministries offices. Our pattern-
match analysis, which allows such comparisons, showed high agreement 
between the two groups in rankings of clusters of statements (representing 
ideas for promoting anti-VAW positive masculinity) for their importance. 
However, we found low agreement for applicability of statements/actions. We 
also found low agreement between importance and applicability in the 
Go-Zones analysis of prioritizing actions/statements. This discrepancy might 
relate to perceptions about effectiveness, and barriers such as lack of invest-
ment in VAW prevention via support and promotion of positive masculinity. 
Low applicability might relate to participants’ perceptions of barriers for imple-
mentation of these ideas, such as low financial feasibility of interventions and 
likelihood of economic support by governments in participating countries, spe-
cifically in interventions that focus on positive masculinity. Finally, lower 
agreement between young participants and stakeholders on applicability (com-
pared to importance) might relate to the fact that young participants may lack 
experience in the areas that some statements refer to (e.g., stakeholders would 
have a better sense of the organizational and legal difficulties involved in 
implementation of some statements.). Therefore, the effectiveness of these 
interventions might be limited (Jewkes et al., 2015). Our multicountry findings 
showing a gap between importance and applicability might highlight the need 
to address obstacles for successful implementation of the study to strategies.

Furthermore, our Go-Zone analysis revealed high agreement on prioritiza-
tion regarding only 14 statements. These statements reached high agreement 
for both importance and applicability and should be prioritized, despite the 
mean difference in scoring. Notably, most of these statements (12/14) relate 
to prevention, including formal and informal educational actions related to 
gender norms, raising awareness about VAW, and providing skills for pro-
moting positive masculinity. The other two statements relate to representa-
tiveness of positive and nonviolent manhood in the media and appointment of 
more women in policy decision-making levels regarding VAW.

Strength and Limitations

Using the CM mixed method study to generate ideas and strategies for pro-
moting anti-VAW positive masculinity as perceived by young adults and 
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other stakeholders was a primary strength of this research. The CM blends 
quantitative and qualitative methods, study results are inductive, and inter-
ventions based on these ideas should be tailored to the study population 
(Kwok et al., 2020; Lobb et al., 2013). While we used purposeful sampling, 
which might reduce generalizability of results, our inclusion of young 
adults from four countries in Europe and the Middle East added strength to 
the study. Israel context is different from other Middle-Eastern counties, 
however it is still patriarchal society in terms of gender-equity. Our study 
participants included Jewish and Palestinian-Arab citizens in Israel which 
makes a unique study sample. Likewise, participants in the study were 
highly diverse, as we recruited young adults, as well as stakeholders, 
through social media and with the assistance of a variety of NGOs and gov-
ernmental organizations working with youth and women to prevent VAW. 
However, our sample is not representative of all youth and stakeholders in 
the participating countries. One limitation was that we did not ask about 
involvement in VAW (as perpetrators or victims of VAW). Future research 
should explore ideas to promote positive masculinity among perpetrators of 
VAW and among victims of VAW. Solutions provided by participants incor-
porated a wide range of ideas applicable across contexts and societies for 
supporting and promoting at positive masculinity and tackling VAW at dif-
ferent levels and settings. Findings from a previous multicountry study (in 
Africa, North and South America, Australia, and Asia) conducted with 48 
organizations (Casey et al., 2013) showed that programs and interventions 
that invite participation by men and boys have a mostly narrow focus on 
masculinity and do not incorporate gender equity or the intersectionality of 
other factors, such as class, gender orientation, nationality, or political or 
economic factors (Casey et al., 2013).

Conclusions and Recommendations for Policy

The seven strategies and 41 actions to promote anti-VAW positive masculini-
ties produced in our mixed-methods CM study lay the groundwork for a more 
comprehensive, multilevel approach to ending VAW. Ranking of strategies 
by young people in four countries aligned closely with those of more sea-
soned stakeholders. The fact that study participants were skeptical about the 
applicability of ideas they considered important for promoting positive mas-
culinity might speak to the pervasiveness of hegemonic masculinity. Most of 
the actions that are considered important but less feasible to implement focus 
of educating men or fostering their individual change. This highlights the 
need for policies that allocate more human and material resources to make 
these actions feasible.
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