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Introduction

“Women continue to earn less, decide less, and tclmss than men. There is one area where

women count more than men: in the records of vibifrviolence”.

ThorbjgrnJagland, Secretary General of the Council of Europe

Despite the continuously developing legislativarfeavork for the protection of women against
gender-based violence within and beyond the Europeatext, the persisting high percentages
of violence against women (VAW) in Europe show ttias phenomenon cannot be addressed
solely through normative action. According to theu@cil of Europe’s Task Force to Combat
VAW recent activity report (2008), studies acrossdpean countries show that ‘one-fifth to one
quarter of all women have experienced physicalevioé at least once during their adult lives
and more than one-tenth have suffered sexual \@elénolving the use of force. Figures for all
forms of violence, including stalking, are as hag45%. About 12%-15% of all women have
been in a relationship of domestic abuse afteratiee of 16, and many more continue to suffer
physical and sexual violence once they are semghfaten the perpetrator’. Based on these
figures it is becoming increasingly evident thaeyantion strategies need to address the root
causes of violence as early as possible as emeegidgnce suggests thaatterns of violence
and victimization may develop in early adolescendauring this stage youth develop their
identities of what being male and female should maad how this is translated in their

everyday behaviour and peer relationships.

Beyond the vast number of studies that illustrbetbll that gender-based violence (GBV) has
on women and men’s lives, there is also an inongabody of evidence internationally that
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supports the idea that there are strong links batweatriarchal attitudes and values and
tolerance, and even acceptance, of GBV (Burton lazinger, 1998; Murner et al., 2002;

WHO, 2005; Santana and et al., 2006). For the mapof this study, GBV was understood as
an umbrella term for any kind of discriminationf@rmful behaviour which is directed against a
person on the basis of their gender and/or (re@leoceived) sexual orientation. Its root causes
lie in unequal hierarchical power structures andti@nships that persist between women and
men but also among men and among women. GBV mayplsical, sexual, verbal,

psychological, economic or socio-cultural. Althoughffects both women and men, women and
girls are disproportionately victimized by this fiorof violence a fact that reflects their

subordinate status in society (Definition adapteanfthe UN Convention on the Eradication of

All Forms of Discrimination against Women and Wa2@02).

Despite the recognition that inequality between worand men and negative gender stereotypes
are inextricably linked to GBV, studies examiningolgnt attitudes/behaviours among
adolescents and youth relating to GBV remain scamtdle those that do exist many times do
not consider the gender dimension while examininghsattitudes (Reed et al., 2010; Klein,
2006). Similarly, studies on dating violence whieimd to focus on younger age groups often
ignore the gender dimension of such violence. Hamestudies that do examine the gender
aspects of violence in relationships clearly inthcthat violence experienced by girls and boys,
women and men within dating and inter-personalticiahips is substantially different, as
girls'women tend to face more severe forms of viodewithin relationships as well as consistent

forms of abuse rather than one-off incidences. Byahd Allen, 2004; CoE 2008).



In relation to Cyprus, Cypriot society remains Iygpatriarchal as identified by number of
studies that point to the subordinate status oh Woypriot women and women of migrant
background as well as to the prevalence of rigiddge roles which contribute to maintaining
this conservative gender order (Vasiliadou, 2004ad® 2011, Female Immigrants, Cyprus
Gender Research Centre, 2010). The repercussiamgsagubordination are evident in all areas
of life including in the severe underrepresentattbvomen in political and public life and the
wide gender pay gap as well as in the persisteficall dorms of violence against women
including domestic violence, rape and sexual atsdéports of violence against women have
risen dramatically in recent years. According wiqe statistics there were 6,161 reported
incidents of domestic violence in the period 20042, out of which 5054 were reported by
women/girls. The call centre of the Association for the Preicenand Handling of Violence in
the Family (APHVF) has answered 10,076 incidentdashestic violence during the years 2000-
2011 of which 80% of victims were women or 92.5%evevomen and children. The rise in
incidents of violence against women recorded by ARHVF during this period is 120%.
Incidents of sexual violence have also risen wili teported rapes between the years 2009-

2012

Discriminatory attitudes and treatment of women @mds of migrant background are also
widespread in Cyprus. A recent study on the integmaof young migrant female students in
Cypriot schools pointed out to the different forwisracial and gendered categorization that
migrant girls are subjected to by their Cypriot armh-Cypriot peers, and the indirect violence

that this maintains (Gregoriou and Christou, MIG&LP). Furthermore, a study on Cypriot

! For more information visit www.familyviolence.gov.cy/upload/20120127/1327678127-23793.pdf.

? For more information visit
www.police.gov.cy/police/police.nsf/All/93254FC38F3C8CA1C22579F40021BEFD/Sfile/sovaroeglimagr.pdf.




adolescents’ understanding and experience of GBManhstrated that many teenagers, the
majority of which were girls, do not recognize psgiogical forms of violence within their
intimate relationships (such as controlling behaxsoor pressure to consummate a relationship)

and consider these behaviours as ‘normal’ (MIG®82Christou forthcoming 2013).

Also important for understanding GBV among youthCigprus is a study by the Cyprus Youth
Board and the Cyprus Institute of Reproductive M (2006) conducted with 1668

adolescents in Cyprus. The study indicated thauartgr of participants face psychological
problems in relation to their intimate/sexual riglaships, the majority of whom are girls. Many
stated that they do not enjoy sexual intercoursetier study undertaken with 1000 Cypriot
young adults (18-25 years old) exploring interpaedaelationships and violence found that 70%
of the participants had opinions and attitudes #rat conducive to violence such as ‘victim
blaming’, the belief that violence in relationships ‘private’ matter, and the belief that the use
of violence is acceptable under certain circumsansuch as to ‘correct’ certain behaviours

(Andronikou, Erotokritou, Hadjiharalambous, 2012).

Despite the importance of the abovementioned ssudieunderstanding the level and forms of
GBYV affecting teenagers in Cyprus, no previous thds been undertaken within the Cypriot
context so far which examines the links betweenriggahal gender attitudes and
toleration/acceptance of GBV within teenage retaiops. The research study presented here,
conducted within the framework of the Youth4Youtlojpct aims to contribute to bridging this
gap by exploring young people’s attitudes toward®VvGas well as the links between gender
stereotypes and GBV. Furthermore, the study ainedexpose tolerant attitudes among

adolescents towards GBV and analyze them in lighthe dominant socio-cultural context.



Finally, the study provides a number of criticatammendations for the development of a
coherent policy on gender equality education in r@gpwhich will be substantiated by the

research outcomes outlined in the pages that follow

Method

Questionnaire Study

Participants.Four hundred and fifty three high school studeB#&/( 61% were girls), ages 15-
18 (Mage = 15.86, S.D. = 0.69) completed questimasdor this study. Participants were from
five high schools (two private, three public), imettwo major districts in the government-
administered area of Cyprus (Nicosia and Limasswijl were mostly urban in terms of area of

residence (318, 70% lived in urban areas, and 3@%, in rural areas).

Measures.A self-report questionnaire was compiled by theeagsh team, in order to tap
attitudes toward gender among the students, atstutbward violence, justifications or
explanations endorsed for violence, and myths/kadgeé regarding relationship violence.
Specifically, attitudes toward gender were assessety and adapted version of the Attitudes
Toward Women Scale for Adolescents (AWSA, Galamb@stersen, Richards, & Gitelson,
1985). The questionnaire consists of 12 statemevitsye respondents rate agreement using a
four point Likert scale. For the purpose of ourdgtufour additional statements were added by
the research team (shown on Table 1.1). Thesestedsof statements expressing beliefs about
gender roles which had emerged from previous qiaid work conducted by the research team
(Fourth report: Secondary education schools anccataun in values project, MIGS 2008).
Attitudes toward violence were assessed usingiaessef 22 statements compiled by the research
team, describing different types of behaviors bysbor girls in a relationship. Participants were

asked to indicate whether they thought each behawauld be ok “always”, “often”,
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“sometimes”, or “never” (four point scale). Nexgrficipants were asked to rate how frequently
they believed 22 listed “reasons” explaining whynnmeay be violent toward women applied.
Participants’ knowledge or misconceptions regardgender based violence was assessed
through a scale asking participants to indicateagent (using a four point scale ranging from
Completely Agree to Completely Disagree), with 18tements of “myths”. These statements
were compiled by the researchers based on prewuaditative studies and intervention
programs with the target population (Report on peshucation trainings: Project Perspective,
2010), and on the international literature andrirgetion programs regarding common myths or
misconceptions about violence (Burton and Kitzinge998). Instruments were adapted into
Greek, using the method of front and back trarmtatirom social science researchers bilingual
in Greek and English. All questionnaires had adegjirdernal reliability indices for our sample
(all Cronbach alphas > .70). A final set of quessicollected demographic and relationship
information from participants. To ensure that waglwas clear and appropriate for the target
age group, the questionnaire was first administécedive volunteers on a pilot basis, and

adjustments were made following feedback.

Procedure.Questionnaires were administered to students aftéten consent was obtained
initially from the competent authority at the CyprMinistry of Education and Culture (Middle
and High School Education Directorate), and subesetly from school principals and students’
parents or guardians. The questionnaire was admiad to all students in each class who had
parental consent. Sessions for questionnaire adtration were scheduled following
coordination with teachers- in- charge, and wemiatstered in-class time, in the presence of a
trained researcher only, who clarified any studprdries regarding the questionnaire. Teachers

were asked to wait outside the classroom. Questiogs were completed in Greek for public



school students, and English for private schooflestts, whose primary language of study is
English (N= 102). The procedure took about 30 nasutFollowing completion of the
guestionnaires, students were given a debriefimgn féhat provided contact information
(telephone number, website, and emails) for theameh institute (MIGS), for a helpline on
relationship/sexuality issues (Cyprus Family Plagmihssociation), and on relationship violence

(the Association for the Prevention and Handlinymilence in the Family).

Focus Groups

Participants.Participants in focus Group 1 were six adolescerdesnts (three girls, three boys),
from a private, English speaking urban school i, ¢apital of Cyprus, Nicosia. Participants in
Focus Group 2 were six adolescent students (fals, dwo boys) from a suburban public high
school in the district of Nicosia, Cyprus (seconadg of high school). The students were
recruited with the help of their teachers. The seogroup were identified through a class which
they were taking as an elective at the time ofdfuely. All participants were 17 years old, and
were Greek Cypriot. Consent for participation wasused in writing by the students’ parents or
guardians. Focus Group 1 was conducted in a lonaletsity, moderated by the two key
researchers (MK and GC), and in the presence adsaarch assistant. Focus Group 2 was
conducted in a school room reserved specificallytiits purpose, and moderated by the first
researcher (MK), in the presence of their teacteram observer. Both focus groups were

conducted in Greek, following a semi-structureduogroup guide prepared by the researchers.

Coding & Analysis.Focus groups were recorded using a digital vomeonder, and then
transcribed by research assistants. Coding and/sasiaas based on verbatim statements in

transcripts. Data lost due to noise contaminati@s supplemented, where possible, with notes



taken by the researcher. 'Preliminary coding aralyais was conducted by the first researcher
(MK) while a second reading and analysis of thaltesvas conducted by both researchers (MK
and GC). Coding followed a combination of open &wlised coding strategies, aiming both to
“uncover” emerging patterns in the views expressedhe students, as well as at identifying

recurrent patterns in the responses, in relatigorédetermined questions of interest. Additional
themes that emerged were analyzed in a subseqtegnt Ehe main identified patterns, and

emerging themes resulting from the coding and amalgrocess are discussed in the following
sections. Some discrepancies identified betweenwoefocus groups are also presented and

discussed.

Research Findings

Questionnaire Study

Descriptive resultsln an effort to investigate which types of violenaee more commonly
condoned, which explanations for violence, and Wwig/ths about violence are more prevalent,
agreement with each of the statements in the Aegutoward Women Scale for Adolescents
(AWSA) and the Knowledge and Myths scale was cated for the overall sample, and
separately for boys and girls. Tables 1.1, 1.2, 4n8l 1.5 present agreement with statements for
each scale, starting with the statements with lsghgreement, separately for the boys and girls,
and overall. Table 1.4 presents additional “expiana” for violence of men toward women
provided by the participants, grouped by commoneuythg theme, separately for boys and

girls.
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Table 1.1:Attitudes toward Women Scale for adolescentsrigtise results per item (Means, Standard DeviasioR % agreement).

Statement/Explanation Overall Boys
M (S.D.) | “strongly | M (S.D.) “strongly

agree” agree”

% (N) % (N)
13. Most girls like to show off their bodfes 2.96 (0.74)| 22 (98) 3.15(0.78) | 36 (61) 2.83 (0.69) | 14 (37)
1. Swearing is worse for a girl than for a boy 2.80 (0.93)| 23 (104) | 3.01 (0.96) | 35(62) 2.67 (0.88) | 15 (42)
14. Most boys like to go out with girls just fonde 2.78 (0.85)| 20 (89) 2.75(0.93) | 24 (41) 2.79 (0.79) | 17 (48)
2. On a date, the boy should be expected to paxp#nses 2.55 (0.89)| 16 (73) 2.68 (0.88) | 18 (31) 2.46 (0.89) | 15 (42)
16. It is more acceptable for a boy to have mamyaepartners than for a dirl | 2.46 (1.05)| 18 (80) 2.69 (1.06) | 27 (48) 2.31(1.01) | 12 (32)
15. Most girls can’t be trustéd 2.22 (0.91)| 10 (45) 2.59(0.87) | 18 (32) 1.99 (0.85) | 5(13)
10. Boys are better leaders than girls 2.18 (1.04)| 15 (67) 2.93 (0.91) | 32 (56) 1.71 (0.82) | 4 (11)
7. Itis all right for a girl to ask a boy out ordate. (R) 2.16 (0.80)| 7 (31) 1.89 (0.75) | 5(8) 2.34 (0.78) | 8 (23)
3. On the average, girls are as smart as boys (R) 2.14 (0.97)| 11 (50) 2.42 (1.03) | 19 (33) 1.97 (0.89) | 6 (17)
9. If both husband and wife have jobs, the hushketrmlld do a share of th 2.06 (0.89)| 8 (37) 2.53(0.91) | 17 (30) 1.76 (0.73) | 3 (7)
housework such as washing dishes and doing thelgufiR)
11. Girls should be more concerned with becomingdgwives and mother| 1.99 (0.93)| 7 (32) 2.39(0.90) | 11 (19) 1.73 (0.85) | 5(13)
rather than desiring a professional or businessecar
6. In general, the father should have greater aitghthan the mother in makin{ 1.98 (0.90)| 7 (30) 2.39(0.93) | 13 (23) 1.71 (0.82) | 3 (7)
family decisions.
5. Itis all right for a girl to want to play ‘robgsports like football. (R) 1.97 (0.79)| 5 (23) 2.24(0.83) | 9 (15) 1.79 (0.72) | 3 (8)
8. It is more important for boys than girls to delMin school. 1.64 (0.74)| 2 (11) 1.83(0.75) | 4 (7) 1.52 (0.66) | 2 (4)
12. Girls should have the same freedom as boys (R) 1.60 (0.87)| 5 (24) 2.02 (0.99) | 10 (18) 1.33 (0.67) | 2 (6)
4. More encouragement in a family should be giwesdns than daughters to { 1.49 (0.77)| 3 (13) 1.78 (0.89) | 5(9) 1.31(0.63) | 1 (4)
to college.
Total (Valid N listwise) 453 176 | Jerr ]

Notes.Five responses with highest agreement markdabid; (R) indicates items with reverse scoring; forigdms higher scores indicate more conservativeidés
toward gender , min =1 (strongly disagree), max(stlbngly agree)fitems not in original AWSA scale (added by researsh
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Table 1.2:Attitudes toward Violence by participants (Meartan8ard Deviations, & % agreement).

Statement/Explanation Overall Boys
M (S.D.) “always | M (S.D.) “always

OK” OoK”

% (N) % (N)
15. It is ok for a girl to shout at her boyfrieridhe is constantly nagging/arguin| 2.06 (0.77) | 5 (23) 1.88 (0.74) | 2(4) 2.17 (0.78) | 7 (19)
18. It is ok for a girl to shout at her boyfriendhie is not treating her witl 2.06 (0.88) | 9 (38) 1.91 (0.83) | 5(9) 2.16 (0.90) | 11 (29)
respect
4. Itis ok for a girl to hit her boyfriend if he not treating her with respect 2.05(0.99) | 12(56) | 1.91(0.99) |9 (16) 2.16 (0.99) | 15 (40)
9. Itis ok for a girl to set limits to where havyiriend goes 2.05(0.93) | 10(44) | 1.83(0.89) | 6(11) 2.19 (0.93) | 12 (33)
19. It is ok for a boy to shout at his girlfriend $he is constantly 1.99 (0.83) | 7 (29) 2.06 (0.86) | 8 (14) 1.95 (0.80) | 6 (15)
nagging/arguing
17. It is ok for a boy to shout at his girlfriendsihe is not treating him witl 1.98 (0.84) | 6 (26) 2.09 (0.90) |8 (14) 1.92 (0.79) | 4 (12)
respect
12. It is ok for a boy to set limits on how hislfyiend dresses 1.94 (0.85) | 6 (28) 2.27 (1.00) | 15 (26) 1.74 (0.65) | 1 (2)
21. It is ok for a boy to set limits on where hidfgend goes. 1.93 (0.83) | 6 (28) 2.09 (0.94) | 10(18) 1.83 (0.73) | 4 (10)
3. It is ok for a boy to push a girl into havingksé she has been flirting with 1.78 (0.95) | 9 (39) 2.21(1.05) | 17 (30) 1.51 (0.76) | 3(9)
him all night
11. It is ok for a girl to set limits on how a bdsesses 1.66 (0.69) | 1 (6) 1.62 (0.73) | 1(2) 1.69 (0.65) | 2 (4)
13. It is ok for a girl to spy on the mobile phasfeher boyfriend 1.61 (0.78) | 4 (18) 1.53 (0.76) | 3 (5) 1.67 (0.80) | 5(13)
6. It is ok for a boy to spy on the mobile phondisfpartner 1.60 (0.80) | 4 (20) 1.79 (0.94) | 8(14) 1.47 (0.68) | 2 (6)
1. It is ok for a boy to push a girl into havingsethey have been dating. 1.44 (0.77) | 4 (17) 1.83 (0.93) | 8(14) 1.20 (0.51) | 1(3)
16. It is ok for a girl to hit her boyfriend if he constantly nagging/arguing 1.38 (0.67) | 2 (10) 1.42 (0.66) | 2 (4) 1.36 (0.62) | 2 (6)
7. Itis ok to threaten to leave a partner in otdeachieve something you want| 1.38 (0.63) | 2 (8) 1.40 (0.65) | 2 (5) 1.37 (0.62) | 2 (5)
2. Itis ok for a boy to hit his girlfriend if shes been unfaithful 1.37 (0.74) | 4 (18) 1.61 (0.95) | 8(14) 1.21 (0.52) | 1(2)
22. Threatening to hit a partner is ok as longasdon’t actually hit him/her 1.32 (0.68) | 3(13) 1.23(0.79) | 2 (5) 1.26 (0.59) | 2 (5)
20. It is ok for a boy to hit his girlfriend if she constantly nagging/arguing 1.30(0.68) | 3(13) 1.41 (0.74) | 3(5) 1.24 (0.63) | 2 (6)
8. It is ok for a boy to push a girl into having<sEhe has spent a lot of mong 1.28 (0.69) | 4 (16) 1.54 (0.89) | 2(3) 1.12 (0.45) | 2 (4)
on her
14. It is ok for a boy to hit his girlfriend if she not treating him with respect | 1.25 (0.59) | 2 (8) 1.36 (0.70) | 3 (5) 1.19 (0.51) | 1(3)
10. It is ok for a girl to insult her boyfriend front of others 1.20 (0.57) | 2 (7) 1.16 (0.51) | 1(2) 1.22 (0.60) | 2 (5)
5. It is ok for a boy to insult his girlfriend indnt of others 1.14 (0.51) | 2(8) 1.21 (0.51) |2 (4) 1.10 (0.44) | 2 (4)
Total 1.63(0.38) | 453 1.71(0.40) | 176

Notes.Five responses with highest agreement markéadld; min=1 (never OK), max = 4 (always OK).
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Table 1.3:Agreement witlexplanations for Violence (Mean scores for agreemerdescending

order).

Statement/Explanation Overall Boys

Some men are violent toward won

because.... M (S.D.) M (S.D.)

12. ...they are jealous 2.71 (0.82) 2.56(0.87) 2.80 (0.77)
15. ...they cannot control their anger | 2.68 (0.80) 2.60 (0.91) 2.73(0.73)
14. ...they consider themselves supe| 2.64 (0.86) 2.55 (0.90) 2.70 (0.83)
to women

1. ...of alcohol or drug use 2.64 (0.78) 2.63 (0.83) 2.65 (0.75)
7. ... they want to control women 2.63 (0.85) 2.51 (0.84) 2.71 (0.85)
3. ...they can’t control their sexual urgel 2.51 (0.77) 2.43 (0.75) 2.56 (0.78)
6. ...they are physically stronger th{ 2.48 (1.02) 2.38 (1.11) 2.55 (0.96)
women

4. ...women provoke them 2.35 (0.72) 2.44 (0.78) 2.29 (0.68)
2. ...they misunderstand women 2.34 (0.73) 2.29 (0.74) 2.38 (0.73)
13. ...they have mental problems 2.30 (0.81) 2.29 (0.84) 2.31 (0.79)
9. ...they were abused as children 2.28 (0.80) 2.25 (0.85) 2.30 (0.76)
11. ...they are naturally aggressive 2.24 (0.84) 2.25 (0.84) 2.23 (0.85)
20. ...they can't take no for an answer | 2.23 (0.88) 2.21 (0.91) 2.24 (0.87)
10. ...no one stops them 2.20 (0.90) 2.16 (0.95) 2.23 (0.86)
8. ...they are under stress 2.17 (0.72) 2.17 (0.77) 2.17 (0.69)
5. ...women are not patient enough w 2.08 (0.74) 2.23 (0.77) 1.99 (0.69)
them

5b. ...women are not sensitive/tend 1.91 (0.72) 2.10 (0.78) 1.79 (0.66)
enough with them

16. ...society expects them to 1.57 (0.77) 1.55 (0.71) 1.59 (0.81)
18. ...that makes them attractive | 1.56 (0.74) 1.83 (0.83) 1.40 (0.62)
women

17. ... women like it 1.56 (0.80) 1.82 (0.93) 1.40 (0.66)
19. ... itis necessary 1.36 (0.68) 1.57 (0.82) 1.24 (0.54)

Notes Five responses with highest agreement markéadlish min=1 (Never), max = 4 (Always).
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Table 1.4: “Other” explanations for violence of mteward women by participants (by sex)

154

Reasons Boys
Infidelity “Woyo ardng” (“because of infidelity”) | “n yvvaike Tovg Tovg amatdel” (“their wife is
“Moyo amotiag” (“because of infidelity”) | cheating on them” )
“tovg aatovv” (“they cheat on them”) | “ou yvvaikeg eivar dmotes” (“women are
“tovg amethovv” (“they threaten them”) | unfaithful”)
“boyfriend” “cheating him”
Men’s “otav Béhovv avta vo yiveton 1o 61K6 TOVG”
Control/ (“when they always want to have it the
hegemony way”)
“Béhovv va égovv v eéovoia” (“they want
to have authority”)
“Béhovv va eaivovtor avotepor” (“they want
to appear superior”)
“Béhovv va yivel To dkd Toug” (“they want to
have it their way")
“Béhovy va mepdoet To dikd Toug” (“they want
to get their way”)
Sex “dev Bélovy va kavouv o€’ (“they don't | “dev Toug kdOovtar” (“they don't ...”)
want to have sex”)
“dev 1tovg kavomowovy” (“they don't
satisfy them”)
“Oy10eg” (“no sex”)
“‘want sex”
Emotional “Anxious due to their job” “they are afraid of losing them”
Reasons “vidBovv mapapeinuévol” (“they feel | “they feel useless”
neglected”) “they fill if they do it”
“they find it amusing”
“gmedn dev Tig ayoamovv’ (“because they
don’t love them [the women]”)
Women'’s “autéc Tovg amethobv mg Ba puyouy” (“they
behaviors [the women] threaten them that they w
leave”)
“Emedn o1 yovaikeg pmopel va pAeptapouvy”
(“because women may flirt”)
“Ot yuvaikeg tovg  QOVACovV/avTyulovy”
(“women shout at them/talk back to them”)
Other “dev eivan koot oHvipogol” (“they are| “of stereotypes”

not good partners”)
“Otav mailer v kapraviioca” (“When
she is being cocky”)

“otav {nTovv amd AVTEG TPAYLOTO TOV OEV
pumopovv va...” (“when they ask from then

[the women] things they can't...”

Notes. Responses provided in English as in original. Fesponses originally provided in Greek,
translation by the authors. Reasons category gobhpehe authors.
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Table 1.5: Myths about violence (agreement in dediog order)

Statement Overall Boys

“strongly “strongly

agree” agree”

M (S.D.) % (N) M (S.D.) % (N)

18. Most women are concerned about whether merihi 3.05 (0.70) | 25 (109) 2.95 (0.77) | 23(39) 3.13 (0.65) | 26 (70)
11. If a person is being abused, they could justtee relationship 3.03 (0.86) | 32 (144) 2.95 (0.89) | 29 (50) 3.08 (0.85) | 34 (94)
13. Sometimes girls provoke sexual aggression lyg because of the wg 2.81 (0.79) | 17 (76) 2.83(0.87) | 24 (42) 2.80 (0.73) | 12 (34)
they are dressed
10. Women are most likely to be sexually abusedabgtranger than 2.64 (0.78) | 13 (56) 2.73(0.81) | 16 (27) 2.60 (0.77) | 11 (29)
someone they know
2. If boy gets really jealous about his girlfriertdproves that he really 2.64 (0.77) | 12 (55) 2.73(0.80) | 16 (28) 2.59 (0.75) | 10 (27)
cares for her
9. Financial difficulties are the most common reagor problems thal 2.49 (0.72) | 6 (27) 242 (0.77) | 7(12) 2.54 (0.69) | 6 (15)
involve violence in relationships
3. Sometimes it helps a relationship if partner&en@ach other jealous d 2.40 (0.75) | 5 (22) 2.38(0.76) | 5(9) 2.41 (0.75) | 5(13)
purpose
1. Most of the time hitting and shouting happemiawn-up relationshipgy 2.35 (0.75) | 4 (18) 2.44 (0.80) | 8 (14) 2.30(0.69) | 1(4)
and rarely in adolescent relationships
12. Sometimes girls are to blame when their pasthérthem 2.32(0.83) | 6 (25) 2.50(0.84) | 10(17) 2.20(0.80) | 3 (8)
5. Women are just as likely to be violent towarélitipartners as men 2.30(0.78) | 5 (24) 2.25(0.82) | 7 (12) 2.34 (0.75) | 4 (12)
19. A girl who has had many sexual partners desdn/be gossiped aboy 2.19 (0.96) | 11 (51) 2.32 (0.94) | 12 (21) 2.11 (0.96) | 11 (30)
6. Whatever happens between married couples isrsomed matter an¢ 2.18 (0.91) | 11 (47) 2.33(0.97) | 15 (26) 2.09 (0.78) | 8 (21)
other people should not interfere even if hittimghoeatening is involved
15. Just slapping or pushing your partner isntraifviolence 2.17 (0.86) | 5 (24) 2.24 (0.90) | 9 (15) 2.13(0.84) | 3(9)
8. Violence in relationships (e.g., hitting, pushimnd constant shoutin¢ 2.15 (0.84) | 6 (28) 2.27 (0.90) | 10(17) 2.08 (0.78) | 4 (11)
rarely happens among highly educated people
7. Whatever happens between dating partners isrgomed matter and 2.12 (0.87) | 8 (36) 2.23(0.90) | 10(18) 2.04 (0.84) | 4(12)
other people should not interfere even if hittimghoeatening is involved
17. Women name things as “sexual harassment” whenality they arg 2.08 (0.82) | 3 (13) 2.35(0.97) | 4(7) 1.90 (0.79) | 2 (6)
only simple jokes
14. Violence in relationships (e.g. hitting, pushiand constant shoutin¢ 2.08 (0.82) | 5 (24) 2.19 (0.87) | 9 (15) 2.01(0.77) | 3(9)
most commonly happens among immigrant communities
4. When a girl says ‘no’ to her partner’s sexualaattes this often mean 1.89 (0.75) | 2 (9) 2.14(0.78) | 4(7) 1.73(0.68) | 1(2)
'ves'
16. Men hit women simply because they love them 1.51 (0.72) | 3 (11) 1.79 (0.83) | 6(10) 1.33(0.58) | 0.5 (1)
Total 2.34(0.32) | 453 2.42 (0.30) | 176 [229(031) [277 |

Notes Five responses with highest agreement markédlish min=1 (Strongly Disagree), max = 4 (Strongly Agjre
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Exploratory Factor Analyses$:or the AWSA scale, the original authors (Golomletlal., 1985)

do not propose any subscales or factors, but @secdie to yield a total score. For the remaining
scales, most of which used were compiled or adapyetthe researchers for the purposes of the
present study, it was considered necessary to eeastale structure and reliability indicators.
The statistical method of factor analysis was useddentify unobserved (‘latent’) variables
(called ‘factors’), and reduce data into a smatlember of ‘factors’ where items are grouped,
rather than examining each item separately. Factalysis is a process of data reduction which
simplifies the statistical process, as it enables researcher to examine relationships among
fewer, broader dimensions between scales contasevgral items. As a result of the factor
analysis procedure (for readers interested in tepssof the statistical process, the procedure
followed is described in detail in the Appendixpngposite variables were computed based on
the results of the factor analysis, by estimathegrheans of all items which were grouped within
each derived ‘factor’. Internal reliability for the composite variables was estimated using the
Cronbach’s alpha statistiax)( This statistic can range from 0-1, with value8 generally
considered good, and values >.7 considered acdedily. Bland & Altman, 1997). Items that
were not included on any reliable factors were @rathindividually. The composite factors that
emerged from the factor analysis for the first soales (Attitudes toward Violence, separately
for statements referring violence by boys towandsgiand statements referring to violence by
girls toward boys, and Explanations for Violenca)d were thus calculated are presented in
Table 1.6. For the final scale, exploring Myths abwledge about gender based violence, no

reliable factors emerged, and therefore a singleesrore was used.

Comparisons for gender and demographic charactesstBecause we were specifically
interested in gender differences in attitudes towaolence and related factors, Multivariate

Analyses of Variance (MANOVAS) was used to investggwhether boys and girls, and urban
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and rural students, had significantly differentresoon the Attitudes toward Women Scale for
Adolescents (AWSA), the Attitudes toward Violenédl'{), and the scale on Knowledge/Myths
about violence (KM). As shown on Table 1.7, respsansf boys and girls were significantly
different for all scales and factors, except fofental Health as an explanation for violence.
Boys condonedphysical and sexual violengeand ‘control behaviors from boys directed
toward girls significantly more than girls, andlgicondonedcontrol behaviors andshouting
directed from girls toward boys more than boys. @araed to girls in the sample, boys expressed
significantly more conservative attitudes towardmem (AWSA scores), expressed more
agreement with various myths regarding GBV, andeweore likely to explain violence by men
toward women in terms of its “positive outcomesd as ‘'women’s fault”. There were also
significant differences in responses of studentsidi in urban versus rural environments (see
Table 1.7), such that children from rural backguwended to give more “conservative”
responses (more conservative attitudes toward wpnhégher agreement withipositive
outcomes explanations, higher tolerance for certain fornisviolence), but there were no

significant interactions between student’s sex @lade of residence.

Correlations and Regressiordext, bivariate correlations were used to examihekvvariables
significantly correlated with Attitudes toward Vesice (see Table 1.8), and could therefore be
tested as potential predictors for attitudes tow@aemder-based Violence (GBV). Student’s age,
reported religiosity, and maternal education did significantly correlate with any form of
attitudes toward violence. Higher educational admins by students correlated with lower
tolerance for all forms of violence, and highergoaal education correlated with lower tolerance
of physical and sexual violence directed from boysard girls. Attitudinal and knowledge
factors correlated significantly with attitudes # violence, such that more conservative

attitudes toward women (higher AWSA scores) andéigprevalence of myths about violence
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correlated with more tolerance for most forms ofolemce. In relation to
sociodemographic/personal factors and attitudiaetofrs, it was found that students with higher
educational aspirations were less likely to agreih wexplanations” of violence that
corresponded to “positive outcomes” (see Table. 58)dents with more educated mothers were
less likely to agree with explanations of gendesdaiaviolence based on “male hegemony”, and
on “positive outcomes” of violence. Paternal ediacgtage, and religiosity, were not related in

any way to explanations given for violence by mamard women.

In order to identify which variables effectively gulicted more “tolerant” attitudes towards
different forms of violence, a series of regressamalyses were conducted, separately for
violence directed from boys toward girls and viaerdirected from girls toward boys. More
conservative Attitudes Toward Women was a signifigaredictor of tolerance for all forms of
violence. In addition, explaining violence as hayvipositive outcomes’ and as beingomen’s
fault’, and lower educational aspirations predicted higioéerance of physical and sexual
violence by boys toward girls; being male also tedl more tolerant attitudes towaibntrol
behaviors directed by boys toward girls; explainiiglence in terms ofmental health of
perpetrators, and lower educational aspirations gledicted more tolerant attitudes toward
‘shouting directed by boys toward girls. Farontrol behaviors directed by girls towards boys,
being female, reporting more conservative Attitudesvard Women, having rural upbringing,
and explaining violence in terms of ‘male hegemoprgdicted more tolerant attitudes toward
such behaviors. For attitudes towarshouting behavior by girls toward boys, the only
significant predictor identified was female sexor(& full description of the regression procedure
and findings, including percentage of the variaegplained by the predictors in each case, see

Appendix).
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Table 1.7: Multivariate Analyses of Variance (MAN@)/ comparing attitudes toward of violence by geraied place of residence.

overall boys girls F(1,449) n? overall urban rural F(1,449) n?
M(S.D.) M(S.D.) M(S.D.) M(S.D.) M(S.D.) M(S.D.)
AWSA 2.19 (0.46) 2.46(0.47) 2.01(0.37) 105.90*** .19 2.19(0.46) 2.15(0.44) 2.28(0.51) 6.74* .02
Explanations for Violence
Factor 1: male hegemony 2.45(0.55) 2.38(0.59) 9 W4k2) 4.40* .01 2.45(0.55) 2.43(0.55) 2.4%7{. 0.74 .002
Factor 2: “positive outcomes”1.63 (0.65) 1.74 (0.69) 1.34(0.51) 36.98*** .08 50(0.62) 1.44(0.59) 1.64(0.65) 8.24** .02
of violence
Factor 3: women’s fault 2.12 (0.57) 2.24(0.61) 420.54) 10.47** .02 2.12 (0.57) 2.10(0.59) 2.08Q) 1.33 .003
Factor 4. mental health 2.41(0.58) 2.39(0.64) 2Zm55) .04 .00 2.41(0.58) 2.45(0.59) 2.29 (p.56.17* .01
Knowledge/Myths about2.34 (0.31) 2.42(0.30) 2.29(0.30) 13.77*** .03 3£2(0.31) 2.34(0.32) 2.33(0.31) 0.49 .001
Violence
Attitudes Toward Violen€e
Subscale 1:

Violence by boys toward girls

Factor 1: Physical & Sexuall.37 (0.51) 1.60 (0.61) 1.22(0.38) 67.26*** .13 371(0.51) 1.32(0.44) 1.50(0.66) 14.60*** .03
Violence

Factor 2: Control 1.82(0.63) 2.05(0.75) 1.68%).4 38.57*** .08 1.82(0.63) 1.74(0.58) 2.04 (0.71R1.71*** .05
Factor 3: Shouting 1.99(0.75) 2.09(0.79) 1.937p. 4.11* .01 1.99(0.75) 1.98 (0.74) 2.04(0.78).520 .001

Subscale 2: Violence by girls
toward boys

Factor 1: Control 1.66 (0.48) 1.58(0.46) 1.719).4 8.52* .02 1.66 (0.48) 1.62(0.45) 1.77 (0.55).0B* .02
Factor 2: Shouting 2.08(0.70) 1.90(0.66) 2.184p. 12.32%* .03 2.06(0.72) 2.05(0.73) 2.08 (0.701.33 .003

Notes.? Higher means indicate more conservative attitudesatd women (min = 1, max = 4);higher means indicate more agreement with
explanation for violence (min = 1, max = 4higher means indicate more conservative attitmi@s tolerance of violence (min = 1, max = 4);
AWSA = Attitudes toward Women Scale for Adolescenps> .05, ** p > .01, **p > .001.
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Table 1.8: Correlations between Attitudes towardl&tice and demographic and attitude factors.

Attitudes Subscale 1: Subscale 2: Violence by girls
Toward Violence by boys toward girls toward boys
Violence
overall
Factor 1: Factor 2: Factor 3: Factor 1: Factor 2:
Physical & Control Shouting Control Shouting
Sexual
Violence
Demographic/Personal Factors
Age .00 .02 .03 .04 -.04 .05
Educational Aspirations - 3 xr* -.33** - 24%** - 4r* -.02 -.16%*
Mother’s education -.06 -.08 -.05 .04 .05 -.03
Father’s education -.05 -.10* -.04 .01 .03 -.002
Religiosity -.02 -.08 -.002 -.03 .06 -.01
AWSA 4B+ .B0*** AT .18 13 -.08
Knowledge/Myths about Violence 32%** 35%** 27 3 5% .02
Explanations for Violence
Factor 1: male hegemony 22%** L7 .10* 2% >+ .10*
Factor 2: “positive outcomes” o0f.39*** Relo ki 32%** A1 2% 45rH*
violence
Factor 3: women’s fault 30%** 35 25%r* 19** .05 31
Factor 4: mental health .10* .06 .03 16%** .03 5.0

Notes AWSA = Attitudes toward Women Scale for Adolescenfs> .

05, ** p > .01, **p > .001.
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Table 1.9: Correlations between Attitudes towardl&tice and demographic and attitude factors.

Explanations for violence

‘Male "'Positive "Women'’s’ "Mental

hegemony Outcomes fault’ Health
Demographic/Personal Factors
Age .08 .07 .03 .04
Educational Aspirations -.07 - 33%** -.12* .08
Mother’s education -.10* -.10* -.08 -01
Father’s education -.06 -.08 -.04 .01
Religiosity -.04 -.01 -.03 .03
AWSA .10* A5¥* 34rrx -.05
Knowledge/Myths about Violence A7 32%** 32%+* .07

Notes AWSA = Attitudes toward Women Scale for Adolescenfs> .05, ** p > .01, *p > .001.
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Focus Group Findings

What constitutes violence in relationships?

Participants identified several types of behavidbeg are considered to constitute violence, and
gave specific examples of such behaviours, fronr then experience or through friends, or

vicariously, such as through books and stories tixe heard. Of the behaviours mentioned,
both in direct response to the question of whatstitutes violence, as well as through the
examples participants brought into the discussimmoughout the conversation, some were
perceived as clear and unquestionable instance®lehce, and some were challenged by other

focus group participants, or qualified through la@tements.

When asked to identify behaviours that they clearigd unequivocally perceive as constituting
violence, participants identified several instancasd presented exampleBom their own

experience, through friends, or vicariously (cabey encountered through non-fiction books or
television). Most of these examples illustrated awedur that could be described as types of
“control” or “restraint”, but instances of physicasexual, and verbal assault were also

mentioned. These behaviours and examples are pedsam Table 2.1. (on page 28).

During the discussions that followed, some of tHesleaviours, as well as other behaviours that
were initially identified as clear forms of violemavere subsequently challenged or qualified
with exceptions, and participants presented tlaiomale for challenging whether they constitute

violence, or whether they consider them *“acceptabfpecifically, behaviours such as

3 Occasionally, examples of violence in families in general, such as violence from parents to children and vice versa
were also brought up, but since the study is interested specifically on GBV in the context of relationships, these
were not coded or analysed.
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“shouting” were considered as “acceptable” on sog@sions, such as when someone’s voice is
“raised” during a fight, or when he says “somethibagl” when he’s angry, and when it is not a

regular occurrence:

“..when a boy’s voice gets raised a lot, maybesfume girl this will be a type of violence, but fme it's
not, when you are arguing even if he raises hisevaibit, big deal”. (girl, Groupl)

“we are human, we get angry, so...” (boy, Group 1)

“it's different if someone says something bad whtexy’re angry, and it's different if it's done dlfie time”
(girl, Group 1)

“Control” was also qualified, and condoned or ewmscribed as necessary. A participant in
Group 1 (girl) mentioned that some behaviours t@ild constitute control, such as telling
someone what to do or what to wear, could be aabépif the couple were married (“if you are
married you could tell them...”), though not in arage relationship. This was, however,
challenged by other participants. A participantGnoup 2 pointed out that some level of
“control” is actually necessary in a relationshiper explanation indicates that control and

concern or taking other’s wishes into account maypérceived as being linked. She argued:

“control in a relationship sometimes should happewhen you are in a relationship, you cannot comside
that you are completely free and not take into antavhat the other person might feel... so some obntr
should be there...” (girl, Group 2)

During the course of discussions concerning thaits” to when behaviour crosses the line from
“acceptable” to “unacceptable” and thus constitwiedence, criteria and parameters that were
discussed or raised by the participants includeguency of occurrence, severity, and recipient’s
perception and impact. Occurrence related to whetloedents were repeated or circumstantial
for certain behaviours, especially shouting. It s argued that a single incident of violence

usually indicates that it is highly likely thatiill be repeated. For instance, participants stated

“when he raises his voice daily, it's a daily phememon, then at some point it will be consideredevioe”
(boy, Group 1).
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“

.. if you have outbreaks, it means it will happéhthe time because it's in ... [...], if the reasontlit
you don't have self control, you will not be abtecontrol actions” (girl, Group 1).

Generally, however, it was acknowledged that reggbaiccurrence was not necessary for a
behaviour to be considered violence, but whethsingle incident could be classified as such
was contingent upon severity or impact. Participaatgued that single instances could be
considered violence if words were “very strong”ypGroup 2), if behaviour led “someone to go

to the hospital, to a large degree...” (girl, Groyp dr “from the moment it is considered too

much...” (boy, Group 1), and causes the recipieféébuncomfortable:

“I don’t think we can set limits that from here dh] don’t feel comfortable around him, then thets
violence” (girl, Group 1).

The impact on the recipient was related to notminstrength”, and “weakness”, and explained
as being contingent upon how “strong” or “sensitigeperson is, and thus how they will be
affected by someone else’s behaviour. This wascarneg idea throughout the discussions,
when the topics of a person’s options to exit atr@hship, and consequences of experiences of
violence on the individual were discussed (see E€gqusnces). Intention of the perpetrator was
also touched upon as a parameter — participantsoned “shouting and cursing with no reason
whatsoever” (boy, Group 2), and “trying to imposéatvyou want to another person” (boy,
Group 1) as examples of a behaviour that conssitwielence. Intention was not however,
explicitly considered as a criterion for whethebe@haviour constitutes violence. Even when
performed with lack of conscious intention, papamts still considered that the behaviours

mentioned do constitute violence (see Explanations)

Participants tried to resolve the problem of idgimg when a behaviour crosses the thin lines of
what constitutes violence by appealing to ‘nornal’ ‘natural’ aspects of behaviour (versus
‘abnormal’ or ‘unnatural’). For example, they rdsdilarified that “if a couple argues, this is
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very natural in human relationships”, but it crasiee line “from the moment you are trying to
impose what you want on the other person” (boy,u@r). Similarly, it was considered that
“when in some family, a child does stupid thingsl g@rets a slap from mom or dad so that they
don’t go too far, that's more natural” (girl, Gro@). Such statements indicate that adolescents
perceive that there is a certain threshold whemtaice behaviors or conflict situations are
acceptable, and beyond which this can be consider@eénce’. Similar views were expressed
for behaviors that were perceived to be causepravocations’ for violent behavior, such as

dressing provocatively beyond what is ‘normal’ (&eglanations).

To some extent, participants acknowledged perceptid ‘normality’ as being norm-dependent.
Participants in Group 1, argued that certain behasi that are now considered violent are
condoned in specific cultural contexts (e.g. “inraBic countries”) or historical periods (e.g. in
the past it was considered “completely natural” éorman to beat up his wife). Even in
contemporary examples, ‘normality’ was evaluatedetetive, as it may become blurred in cases
of ongoing violence, and, can function as a medmarthat triggers, maintains, or contributes to
replicating violent incidents: “in the end he [thietim] considered it natural that this is how it
should be” (girl, Group 1, referring to an exampfecontrolling behaviour by a girl toward her
boyfriend). Some participants also argued that tsmalization’ can act as a barrier for the

victim’'s ability to exit the relationship (see secis on Explanations and Consequences).
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Table 2.1: Behaviours that may constitute violezwed examples

Behaviours identified as Example

violence

‘Shouting’, ‘cursing’

‘hitting’, ‘beating’ “and | know a boy who hit higirlfriend [...] because she had a different opinion
his” (girl, Group 2)

‘threats’ “l, again, know a case where he himsedinted to break up, and then he would

chase after her, he threatened her, he would gertbouse and would ask from her
mother, and would talk with her father... it wasagic situation”
“I knew of a friend who had a relationship with ial @nd she was telling him that
she was ill and that she had leukaemia and thatvalsegoing to die, and it we are
talking about a psycho situation [...] and at the Brdearned it was all lies what
she was telling him, and the story went on for gedr (girl, Group 1).

‘pathological jealousy’ “... a 20 year old girl, 0®1whose boyfriend would break her mobile phone,
would be jealous of her and would break her maoplilene and change the gearg in
the car; she told him something and he broke thg(gal, Group 1)

‘sexual pressure’, ‘forcing’, | “I know a boy who had his friends do things to gidfriend...” (boy, Group 2)
‘rape’, “I know a girl who was raped [...]" (boy, Group 2)

‘racism’ , ‘mocking’, ‘insults’

‘controlling’ — ‘restraining’ — | “I know a girl who had a relationship and becauke did not feel comfortable
‘stalking’ afterwards, he asked from her boyfriend to break amgl then he made noise,
‘psychological warfare’, wherever she went he went after her...” (girl, Gr@yp

“... I will give an example | saw on TV, there waga@ung couple and the girl liked
to wear minis, every girl her age likes to wearenitothes, but her boyfriend would
hit and shout at her [...] and he would lock hetha house and terrorize her...”
(girl, Group 1)

“I know a boy who does not let his girlfriend gota.” (boy, Group 2)

‘... | know a girl who... her boyfriend did not respeber, he had mor
relationships... and he made her believe that itnedigthe way she would see it..
(girl, Group 2)

“... an American woman who wrote a book to help woraéthe world, which saig
that she got married, she was a flight attendamt,slhe met her husband who wals a
pilot, who was an Arab, and by the way he was \kng and nice, [...]JAnyway,
they had a girl, and he insisted that they wanteda and see his parents in his
country, and as soon as he saw his country, henparhis culture, his psychology
changed completely, because he took her passgodpbed her in a room and hit
her, his mother the same because he also didatiert[showing his hand to begat
her], | assume the dad and girl were there, amdaile an impression on me...”
(girl, Group 1).

= U

‘isolation’

‘bullying’

‘constant nagging’

Note ‘wording to describe behaviours as expressed bgattieipants (translated from Greek by the
authors).
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Frequency of violence

Divergent opinions were expressed regarding chamgtee frequency of violence between the
past and present, and regarding frequency of weldetween different age groups. In their age
group, participants generally considered psychclddgiorms of violence as more frequent than

physical forms. Students said:

“I think violence in terms of hitting the other gen is not so prevalent in our age group, becauee —
goodness sake- but | think psychological violengests, it's what we said before, there’'s jealousy,
pressure, these exist, someone forcing you, bepawia way trying to change you” (girl, Group 1).

“... not so much in physical violence... then againohd know... | don’t know any example of a boy
beating a girl...” (boy, Group 1).

Violence in teenage relationships was largelylaited to superficiality and immaturity:
“Many times relationships at our age are somewtjaédicial...” (girl, Group 1)

“l believe that because individuals at our ages itiostly enthusiasm this thing with relationshighat
there’s violence, because individuals are not stureathey are not in position to understand whgtsg
on... | mean there is...” ( girl, Group 2)

Frequency compared to the past

Participants’ opinions regarding how the frequeotyiolence has changed compared to the past
were mixed. Whereas participants in Group 1 ove@ilceded that violence lsssfrequent than

it was in the past, and “maybe in our age grouplevice in relationships does not exist” (qgirl,
Group 1), participants in Group 2 argued the coptrihat violence isncreasedcompared to the
past. In one exception to this trend, a particip@nGroup 1 clarified that he believes that
psychological (but not physical) violence exerci§@m women toward men and vice versa has
been increased, due to the change in gender Mlbat was, nevertheless, common in both
cases, was a consensus that instances of violeme®m donger evaded as in the past, but brought

into the public eye and discussed, as well as tha,to the change in gender roles and greater
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equality for women and men, women now have mor®pgtfor leaving an abusing relationship
compared to the past. Participants who expresgemgstopinions regarding an increase in
violence compared to the past, frequently qualitieeir statements that there is more violence

by adding that incidents now go public and womevehaore options. For instance, they said:

“l again, believe that, yes, it [violence) has #&sed, but because woman has more freedom, shaés m
independent now, she can get a divorce or leaetatianship...” (girl, Group 2) “

“... but in the past maybe there also was [violente}, the means weren't there to enable them to go
public...” (girl, Group 2)

The possibility that rates of violence may haverbas common in the past as now was raised

and discussed in this group, as one participanedhiae following thought:

“Okay, so maybe there were forms of the violencéhm past too, but because things now are so libera
they because more easily known... it's somewhat wiffethan in the past... maybe they were let's say,
forms of violence at the same level, but now, letly, because things... and media and in generaubeca
people have become very independent...” (boy, Grgup 2

But when asked directly whether they thought it wasere matter of public attention rather than
a change in actual rates of violence, participantsntained the position that frequency of

violence compared to the past has increased. Qtieipant replied:

“That now there are more [incidents of violencefds sure... but in the past they were happeningeqait
bit but they would not find out...” (boy, Group 2).

The arguments provided for the two different sidegressed for the positions that frequency of
violence has increased versus decreased, are f@eésem Table 2.2. Close scrutiny of these
arguments reveals a basic difference in the unierlgvaluation toward social developments
and liberalization, expressed by the two grouppaticipants; participants in the two groups
expressed divergent opinions on how progress towaoce liberal practices and norms and
mores, compared to the conservative/traditionaluesl of the past has affected people,

relationships, and expressions of violence. Thétipasthat violence has increased (dominant in
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Group 2), was primarily based on a negative evaoadf the shift in norms from the past,
whereas the position that violence has decreasegba@d to the past (dominant in Group 1),
was representative of a more favourable evaluatfdhe shift in social norms. Participants who
argued for the former position expressed a disagbprof modern lifestyles, arguing that,
compared to the past, people have lost respe@niiag has deteriorated as parents are failing to
set limits to their children, and people have Ib&tir commitment to relationships because they
have more options to exit. Participants who adoptel latter position (violence decreased
compared to the past) presumed that changes imaftgratre actually positive, and argued that
norms, gender roles, and social expectations haeaged toward equality such that a man
beating his wife is no longer normative or condor@sdin the past, and that parenting has
actually improved, as parents talk to their childnmore openly and prepare them about
relationships. These participants also explained fhosition through arguments based not only
on norms, but also concrete developments suchaggek in legislation (“the law now is direct
and strict”), and social stakeholders, such astthexre are “organisations” (referring to NGOSs)
that now deal with the issue. Participants in Graugso made sure to clarify that their opinions

were based on speculation, as they had “no statistiknow for sure” (girl, Group 1).
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Table 2.2: Arguments presented for two contranyjtipss expressed by participants: Frequency ofevioé, compared to the past, has decreased

versus increased.

Reason for presumed
change in frequency

Position 1:
violence has increased (dominant in Group 2)

Position 2:
violence has decreased (dominant in Group 1)

Changes in Gender
roles

“... but it's mostly psychological violence that ieeases,
from girls to men, but also the other way now, &itiply now
women think it's their right. But violence by womdras
increased because of this...” (boy, Group 1)

“it is more limited now, at least in developed ctrigs, in the Europeal
Union, because in the past the woman was inferiofgirl, Group 1)

“.. woman’s position in society has changed. Vigkerby men wasg
reduced compared in the past that was so mucleipakt years...” (boy|
Group 1)

Changes in Norms &
Social Expectations

“Society has changed... in the past you would margira
there was no chance to find another one, or thet@ifind
another guy... now this happened too... in the pask#&n’t
like this... in the past they would not go out as mucthat’s
why...” (boy, Group 2).

Group 1

girl: “...because in the past the man would hit had anaybe they
considered it..."

boy: “It was natural...”

“for instance, to give an example with myself, ndwould not hit a
woman, in general | can't [...] But | don’t know hdwvould be 50 or 6Q
years ago if | were the same person again, maysmuldn’t be the sam¢
person, maybe | would have different behaviour moidcare so much t
hit a woman [...] | think the way of thinking has cliged and peopl
don’t do it”. (boy, Group 1)

-

Ww O W

Changes in Legislatio

“That is, in the past when there was a case ofiphlsiolence, the one¢
who committed it had nothing to fear, but now the Is direct and strict.

That is, if there is physical violence, the perater will go to court and
undergo trial and go to jail, so there is the feglbf fear” (girl, Group 1)

Social actors

“...generally in the world there are organisationaiagt family violence|
and violence...” (bay, Group 1).

Change in Traditional
values

“I think now incidents are more because in the paste wag
more respect, people were more conservative, thasa't all
this development that urges you to exercise viaencit
was... now we are more liberal so...” (girl, Group 2)

“... they were more cautious; they would wait for 8ap to
go to church...” (boy, Group 2)
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“..it was more... there was more control... they [pedr
wouldn’t go out as much” (girl, Group 2)

“

. now as the world has become, there isn't as m
respect... | believe it's more...” (girl, Group 2)

=

uch

Parenting

“now there are no limits... let's say, pésedon’t set so man
limits on their children and they learn either tmak or to
pressure... it's more... people believe that now theeyraore
independent and there are more fights, more vieleric(girl,
Group 2).

V...

with the knowledge the older generations haves previous one
and the ones before them, they advise us, parkeis dhildren before
their children have a relationship, and they feetencomfortable to talk

to their children about relationships, and mayley threpare them before

a relationship, on how to deal with their partned &ow to discuss, the|
set solid foundations” (boy, Group 1).

Ur

y

“... parents are more liberated to talk” (girl, Grolip
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Populations, Profile & Context

The discussion probed participants to identify wthaly believe to be likely populations (groups)
where gender-based violence occurs most frequeatigl, contexts or settings where it may

occur. These were coded and analyzed separately.

Gender Based Violence in “outgroups”

Regarding populations where GBV is most likely tocar, participants’ responses included
broader level factors, such as cultural, religidusncial and educational background, and age
group, as well as personal characteristics of bloghvictim and the perpetrator. Specifically,
participants cited the stereotypical example of bAuntries, to express the position that
violence is more likely to take place in culturesene it is condoned (“not frowned upon, so they
feel more adult when they do this...” girl, Groupdnd is even normative, and where gender

inequality is prevalent:

“Okay, in Arab countries it is considered veryurat for a man to hit his wife, even if someonees@
girl, it's the girl's fault because they believeesprovoked him, so it depends from where you ag#'l,
Group 1).

“... In Arab countries, where they have many childead many wives... they consider it right, by their
society...” (girl, Group 2).

Religion was also cited, but as interlinked withture rather than a standalone factor, with Islam

as an example of a religion that may be linked \g&hder based violence:

“let's say Muslims have this, to undermine theirves by forcing them to wear the burga with their
religion, but whatever, its part of their culturgirl, Group 1).

The latter statement seems especially pronounceal sisreotyped Western view of violence
resulting from religious views relevant to ‘othetltures. It involves the assumption that forcing
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occurs (that a woman is forced to wear a burqgarapnto her free will) as this is perceived and
evaluated from a Western perspective. Neverthelsspite the stereotypical nature of such
examples, the two former responses cited abovectwielate more directly to culture rather than
religion) also illustrated two trends that indicate level of awareness about the actual
mechanisms implicated in gender based violence itanghiversality. Firstly, the above quotes
indicate that to some extent, societal and cultlinaits are acknowledged as relevant in the
normalization of female suppression and consequemiplicated as a factor in the processes
leading up to gender based violence. Second, gthowst examples cited were ’foreign’, and
could be perceived to imply that it is mostly asuis of out-group populations, one participant
(boy, Group 1) seems to acknowledge that patridratidudes can also be an issue closer to
home (although still construed as an ‘out-grouaid that they are a force behind gender based

violence universally, including at home:

“Not to take it outside Cyprus, there are areamexdside Nicosia, big cities like Limassol, whemys are
more violent, that is it's their personality thawvelops. And in other areas of Cyprus [...] there smme
who believe, in theory, that that | am better damlwoman is in the kitchen washing dishes”

Nevertheless, positions expressed by the partitsparre also indicative of several prevalent
myths about gender based violence, such that fiaareasons and educational level are linked
to violence. For instance, one participant (gifp@ 2), considered violence to be more likely in
countries “that are not financially developed, lkastern [countries]”, and another (boy, Group
1), considered that educated persons are bettétloéfmore educated people are, the better they
know how to handle violent situations, more selfftdience”. Interestingly, “people who have
lots of money [...]” were also cited as a group enbkely to exerciseviolence, because “they

feel more powerful” (girl, Group 2).
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Personal characteristics of persons who are liteelye victims, or perpetrators of violence, were
treated separately, but some common patterns entergeghout the discussion referring to
both, with the most pronounced common theme belag bf strength versus weakness.
Perpetrators were stereotyped as more likely topbesons who use drugs (because they
“...evade control and thus exercise violence”, girb@ 2), people who have prior history of

abuse or mental iliness, and people who have “ssp¥ issues.

‘Strength’ versus ‘weakness’ or ‘sensitivity’

Less was said about the profile of victims, butidseie of strength (vs. weakness), and behavior
that does not set limits or tackle violence (linkedhe theme of responsibility by victims), were

raised:

“if a person is low profile, does not easily exmrdbemselves... they will hold something inside... the
other person, when they exercise violence, sediagthe other does not react or does not do argtioin
stop it, will continue..” (girl, Group 2)

The strength (vs. weakness), and power of the peiopblicated in cases of violence was, in
both groups, a recurrent theme throughout the d&ons, and was also mentioned in describing
the profiles of victims especially, but also of petrators of violence, and the mechanisms

contributing to the maintenance of violence:

“it depends on the assertiveness of the persoreveral issues... either their personality or theiteou
appearance... it depends on what strength they Ingigei...” (boy, Group 2)

“Eh, it also depends though how... if he is strong, the one exercising the violence, the other orje.].
how he will deal with it as a person let’s say... im@ye will appear strong and say ‘ok, boy, it'srove
(boy, Group 2).

Similar assumptions about 'strength’ of individuéspecially victims of violence) are also reflecta

the reasons or explanations given for why violeoceurs, as discussed more thoroughly in the next
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section. Implications regarding the presumed resipdity of victims were not only raised in thiscti®on

of the discussion, but were recurrent throughoaitdiscussions.

The Gender Dimension

Regarding directions of violence (one gender towardther), the overall idea was that certain
forms of violence, especially sexual pressure, waoee likely to be directed by boys toward
girls, whereas girls were more likely to use psyobiwal and verbal pressure, than physical or
sexual. These observations were attributed to palypower, socially constructed roles, but also

changes in gender roles (see section ‘Gender Roles’

Age

Most views expressed seemed to support that vielehof concern to relatively young ages
(most relevant to children, adolescents, and yadgts). Children were considered to be more
prone to bullying, “because after that you maturd gou learn how to behave properly” (girl,

Group 1). Two participants (a girl and a boy, Grdypargued that violence is likely to occur

between the ages of 20-30; the boy argued thatighiecause “they are both adults, and not
under the control of the family, and they think ytHeave more power, and so you have more
complexes to show your power”. Another boy in taene group clarified that the age may be a
bit later, in the 30s, because this is when pease married nowadays. The underlying

assumption here seems to be that marriage is andoinsetting where violence occurs, a view
echoed by other statements throughout the convemsathe rationale for this was that there is

more commitment in a relationship, and it is therefharder to exit a bad relationship:
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“It's in marriage that it will come out, rather thén relationships, in just a relationship with aman... to
have... because ok, we have reached an easy era hdemé get a lot — | split up, so it's over, ytave
another relationship, yes, but in marriage wheeeelare also children, you'll say | don’t won'ttart my
children, if | separate...” (boy, Group 1)

These statements also express a more profoundvaliser In either age when it may occur

(whether it takes place in the 20s or early 30sriage is construed as a milestone, a ‘rite of
passage’ that marks transition into adulthood.many transitional period, people may be faced
with the need to renegotiate and reconstruct tbeimtities as ‘married adults’, a process that can
generate stress that may ultimately lead to cdrdia violence. Interestingly, whatever happens
after marriage, or later on in adult married lif@as not addressed by participants in the

discussions. At this age, this period may seenauligir not relevant.

When talking about people their age, participarfgessed the belief that gender inequalities are
reduced compared to older generations, and thatuseforms of physical violence were less
prevalent, although jealousy and control behawese considered common and illustrated with
examples. The issue of age difference (“when aig@p and the girl is 15”) was also cited by a
boy in Group 2 as a parameter, whereby the boyewaycise sexual pressure, or pressure to go

out, toward a girl.

Context

When the question of “where violence takes placas wrompted, Group 2 participants strongly
expressed the idea that unknown, ‘foreign’ settirmygay from home and family are ‘unsafe’.
The examples they gave were “when you are isold&t®, say in the forest at night” (girl),
“going to walk” away from the house, and when adraa away from home. The main
justification for this was lack of protection andpport. For example, three girls in the group

made the following statements:
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“... for example, if a woman lives abroad, is marriadd is subjected to violence, you can't easily her
if you are not there... there isn’t anything you clnover the phone”

“when you go to study... because we are in a foremmtry, we don’t know anybody, so the dangers are
major”

“Or even not in another country, but away from ybametown, and having no one close to you where you
go, people will see that there is no one to suppout or anything, so they won't think twice to ecise
violence toward you... they won't feel that someahthiere to support you...”

From the above statements, participants, espedatiye girls in Group 2, seem to consider that
violence is most likely perpetrated in ‘strange’‘onfamiliar’ settings’ (settings where one is

away from a supportive network), or by ‘strangers’.

When they referred to contexts, Group 1 participaah the contrary, did not raise the issue of
‘unsafe settings’, but focused on the notion ofvate’ versus ‘public’ space. They argued that

violence is more likely to occur in a private spasbere there are no eyes watching:

“at home it's more likely [...] for someone to exeseiviolence on their partner. Because it's a peivat
space, nobody will see him and he feels more caaifta” (girl)

“and maybe if someone sees him in a public spatiedihis wife, maybe they will immediately repdt't
(boy)

Explanations for violence

The most dominant explanations for why violenceuogan relationships offered spontaneously
by the participants clustered arousakcial learningthemes, especially gender roles and social
expectations, role models and prior history of ab(explaining violence it terms of a learned
behaviour that is transmitted intergeneration albyt also jealousy. Other explanations about
why violence occurs referred to factors that clestearound therelationship (infidelity,

jealousy, inadequate communication, unrealisticeetgiions about relationships, lack of trust,

gender and developmental differences, or not “miagfhwithin the couple)situationalfactors
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(financial, stress, lack of protection), amerson factors (insecurity and low self esteem,
selfishness, fear, anger and lack of self-contsahstance use, and lack of response by the
victim). These are illustrated with examples onufgy2.1 (for example statements for these

factors, see Appendix). Power and control appeasesh issue relevant across all levels.

Gender, stereotypes and social roles

Within responses under the broader theme of ‘gerades and social expectations’, at least two
distinct ideas were apparent. The first idea was gender inequality and stereotypes are deeply

ingrained and persist, leading to violence towavdmen:

“Maybe stereotypes as well... [...], maybe the bog, tan... based on the stereotypes that exist, the man
is in charge, the woman is inferior, so | am alkoMto exercise violence, and to check, while thi®m’t
think anymore...” (girl, Group 2).

According to the participants, this can lead mewdnsider violence as an acceptable strategy,
especially for control, as “some boys consider tha right, what they do to their girlfriend”
(referring to control, girl, Group 2). An interasi thought was that such deeply ingrained
stereotypes become activated and lead to violanseme instances, such as when angry, even

when the person does not share them in daily life:

“maybe someone feels it, but does not believauithen a time comes when he’s about to burst, will
come to him that | am a man, | am stronger, whei@agthers it will be ok” (girl, Group 1)

“girl: | believe we develop a thought pattern froime time they are...
boy: babies
girl: Yes, especially in our adolescence, in oge,af a little boy starts to believe that | am stipr but

subconsciously, | don’t show it, gradually it'sethhought pattern that he will project outside witl
become experience, eventually” (Group 2)

The idea that social constructions of gender aeduality and male superiority become deeply
ingrained in both men and women was expressed. afjpsared to remove responsibility from

the male individual and place it on society in gahe
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“... but he [the man] always has inside him thatwwemnan is inferior because it's not really the peats
fault, it's just how he learned, how he saw thin@grl, Group 2, referring to violence in Arab tuies)

Interestingly, although the same observation wascdcdéor both men and women, integrating
stereotypes did not seem to remove responsibiiignfwomen, but was even seen as a fault of

theirs, as it was argued that this may lead woradsetome victims “by choice”:

“Based on the gender, let's say the women thatistoly, the past is that women were inferior, magbe
woman unconsciously to have in mind... to believaiig so her behaviour may be affected and she feels
uncomfortable that she can’t express her opinioeamething, to express herself, and sometimes wome
become victimby choicebecause the allow the stereotype to pass that wameeinferior and  that they
should obey their husbands” (girl, Group 1; emphasided)

The idea of gender and social norms that condasienge becoming internalized and automatic
also seems related to the idea that perpetratten taHck intention, and lack awareness that their
behaviour actually violates norms and is detrimletiahe other person. Participants said that
people may perform violence “unwittingly” (boy, Gno 2), and they may even think they are
justified in acting as such, because they “dontistder it bad” (girl, Group 1) or “they [boys]
consider it is appropriate, what they are doinghteir girlfriend” (girl, Group 2, referring to
‘control behaviours). On the contrary, when it comes to nmmenare affected by stereotypes,
a double standard ensues: if women become victbhgschoice” this assumes that they are, or
are expected to be, aware of the stereotypes, auldl insinuate responsibility for them in

adopting such stereotypes.

The second, less clearly expressed idea, intetpedtéts in gender roles, and balance of power
of the sexes, as a mechanism behind violence,diclg that more rights and increased power
for women may sometimes also lead them to be viptenengage in “abuse of power of this

right”, which was otherwise assessed as very “just’a boy in Group 1 said. For participants in

the second group, shifts in social norms and morgeneral, “all this development” as one girl
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expressed, were evaluated negatively and were hoagcontribute to increased violence.
Although this did not explicitly involve negativessessment of increased gender equality, it

often echoed patriarchal ideas regarding paremimpsetting limits:

“...parents don't set limits to their children so chuso they learn either to mock or to exerciseques..
it's more... now people believe that now they arerenmdependent and there are more fights, more
violence...” (girl, Group 2).

‘It's all in the family’

Perhaps the most popular explanation for violermmeealed to social learning, and attributed
violence to role models, especially within the fgnand intergenerational transmission. It was
assumed that people who exercise violence “mayhmok it's bad because this is how they see
things in their home, in their daily life” (girl, 1@up 1), or they don’t know how to act otherwise.
They think that “since this is how my father, my thmer have raised me, this is what | will do
because it was my model, this is what | know howddb (girl, Group 1), and according to the
experiences the person has had, “accordingly,ishiew they will also act in their life” (girl,
Group 2). One participant (girl, Group 2) even a&adjthat “if someone grew up in family where
he watched violence, where his father would hitrhegher or even himself, it rsatural for them

to exercise violence” (emphasis added). The btietfit all “starts in the family” was expressed
repeatedly in both groups, including the view ttias is also true for “most criminals” (boy,

Group 1).

Again, such beliefs seem to imply lack of intentmmresponsibility on behalf of the perpetrators
of violence, as the underlying assumption seentgetthat people are passive recipients of their
environmental experiences, which will inevitablyapke their own behaviours. This was

gualified, as at least once it was acknowledgetigbme people may challenge and reject these

40



patterns, “who can fight it and say my dad, you’tlant right, | have to change my way of
thinking and acting, don’t do whatever my dad dogself” (girl, Group 1), but remained the

dominant response regarding what causes violemoaghout the discussions.

Justifications: Unfortunate ‘provocations’ and ‘ressary’ jealousy.

Transcripts were also analyzed to identify explaitimplied justifications of behaviours that
could constitute violence. Participants in Groupclarified that some behaviours could be
“understood but not justified”, or, as one partanp (girl, Group 1) explained: “the action is not
justified, but you understood the reasons [he]ididParticipants in Group 2 also conceded that
violence is “never justified”, reacted to the natiof “justified violence” as a contradiction, and
were quick to clarify, when justifying behaviounsattitudes, that “discussion” should always be
the way to resolve problems or disagreement. Negkass, close scrutiny of transcripts
identified statements that could be interpretefuesiifications” or factors that could mitigate the
seriousness of violence, with a recurring focusipehe responsibility by the person themselves,
and a recurring idea being that of “provocationocation could involve how one dresses and
attitude (Group 1 participants talked about “hove shoves in the mini” rather than mini dress
itself) as well as behaviour: “the way she willkt#b the other, the words she will use... it's not
just their appearance” (girl, Group 2). Particigaatso considered that people (who may be
victims) are also responsible for taking cautiogareling where one navigates, in order not to

“provoke™

“That is, since | know that drug users hang aroandhat street and things like that or that sonaeelis
not for my age, why would | go there and note gorfrsomewhere else...?” (girl, Group 2).
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Considering that ‘jealousy’ was frequently cited @s explanation or motive for violence,
opinions about the justification or even usefulnetgealousy’ itself, as well as ‘suspicion’,
were rather mixed. Although students considerelbjsgy to be a major contributor to violence
in relationships, saying that, “most cases [of emmle], at least those we hear about, are from
jealousy”, and linked jealousy to “insecurity” (giGroup 1), it was strongly expressed in both
groups that some level of jealousy could be “raldor “acceptable” and universal (“everyone
feels a little jealousy inside”, boy, Group 1), atitht jealousy is problematic when it is
‘pathological’. Some participants in Group 2 todkstidea a bit further, arguing that, although
there are harmful forms of jealousy, “jealousy @& necessarily on the bad side” (boy), but that
it could be “a sign of love” (qgirl), or interestt could occur because one person “loves his
girlfriend that much” (boy), and “sometimes itnecessaryo show to the other person that you
are interested...” (girl, emphasis added). This apindid not appear to be shared by all, since
one participant (girl, Group 1) actually describe(commenting on the statement that “If a boy
is jealous it shows that he truly cares”) as “febli ‘Bad’ jealousy, on the other hand, was seen
as a result of ‘provocation’, so in a sense, resiality is again attributed to the party doing the

‘provocation’ than the party exhibiting ‘jealousiself:

“I firstly believe that jealousy is a sign of lourea relationship, and this that they say thatgesy will ruin
a relationship, | believe if there are no actsrnavpke, there won't be jealousy... | believe the ofberson
has to provoke for you to get jealous...” (girl, Gpa)

A ramification of the idea that partners may bdifiesl in beingjealous to some extent, was the
idea that partners may also be justified, or théd even ‘necessary’ for them to exercise some

forms of ‘control’ on each other:

“control in the relationship sometimes should happewhen you are in a relationship, you cannot
consider that you are completely free, and not tateaccount what the other person could feel wabr
actions... so some control should be there...” (girp@ 2).
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More specifically, some control on the part of bug/ was considered appropriate for cases when
a girl wears something that's “completely extrenfey. “extremely short skirt” or “very short
blouse”), but not when “within normal levels”, besa there you “trust the other person so you

shouldn’t make a remark” (girl, Group 2).

Power, Control, and Self-Control

Personal characteristics or behaviours on thegdarictims and perpetrator were also put forth
as explanations for why violence occurs. ‘Angerd dlack of self-control’ on the part of the
perpetrator were mentioned, an explanation whish appeared to be one of the most popular in
our quantitative study. Once more, this seems toowe some responsibility from the
perpetrator, as this behaviour may be something wdech they have no control, or is not
deliberate. Victims, on the other hand, may havela in instigate violence towards them by
being ‘passive’:

“...if a person is low profile, does not easily exggehemselves... they will hold something inside... the

other person, when they exercise violence, sediagthe other does not react or does not do argytioin
stop it, will continue..” (girl, Group 2)

Power and control within the relationship were athscussed as an underlying motive that
transcended all levels. Control, or an “illusiori’control is conceived as motive, stemming from
low self-confidence and insecurity, but also as eclmanism that rewards, and thus sustains
violent behaviour. Consistent with trends identifia our quantitative study, social approval of
violence (by friends) is understood as one suctardwhat may make perpetrators feel ‘strong’,

and thus likely to repeat the behaviour (see Tal3g
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Protective factors

Participants also discussed factors that couldtioiman a protective way, preventing violence,
rather than merely the ones that caused them. érneg assumption was that absence of these
protective factors (e.g. trust, efficient commutima) could be understood as a mechanism
leading to violence. The role of protective figunefigures was also stressed, by participants in
both groups, as crucial in both preventing, andddressing violence. In the former instance, the
assumption was that persons are actually in neéd)oprotector(s)’, and the presence of these
‘protector(s)’ should be salient, in order to inhipotential perpetrators (“if you don’t have
someone who'’s yours, people will see that you hmevene to support you, so they won't think
twice about exercising violence to you... they wdekl that there is someone to support you”,
girl, Group 2). In the latter case, the argumen&s wnostly based on disempowering of the
victim, who may be caught up in a circle of violerand “end up having no self-confidence, and
they think it's their fault”, and will need extednatervention to break it: “so someone from her
environment, her mother, her father, her uncle) don’'t know, someone, to call to see if there

is violence on the given person” (boy, Group 1).
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Figure 2.1 Explanations for violence: Levels arehties.
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Note For example statements for each level/factor Aggeendix.
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Consequences

Consequences of violence were discussed on sdgeedd. On the level of individuals, they mostly@ised on the victim, but were
also discussed for the perpetrator, and otherslvado(e.g. children and family members). In ternighe impact of the victim,
consequences cited were psychological (emotiondl cgnitive), such as feelings of inferiority, losk self-esteem, self-blame,
dependence on the perpetrator, loss of trust, anahalization of violence but also more concreteseguences, such as impact on
future relationships and moving on with other aspet life (work, love, social life). For the petpator, participants considered that
consequences could reward and further reinfordemoe, as it resulted in them feeling ‘strong’ againing power’, even in approval
and reinforcement by their friends. Moreover, dldcould be traumatized, or copy violent behaadhemselves, contributing to
the transmission of violence. The ramificationsidalso extent to the family, who seemed to becomelved or called to intervene

in some of the case examples cited by the partitspa

Consequences were also discussed on the levet oéldtionship (‘dependence’ was one aspect, ‘limgakp’ was another), as well
as on society in general. The latter focused mabmythe intergenerational transmission of violertmg, participants in Group 2
especially, also seemed concerned with the imdadbtence on the institution of marriage. Thew fislat it contributes to increased
divorce rates, and that with this trend people wde afraid of marriage, not want to marry, and‘segiousness’ of marriage as an

institution would be undermined.

These emerging themes from the participant’s resggoare presented on Table 2.3.
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An important emerging observation was that the eguences of violence were largely perceived todmimgent upon a variety of
factors of the individuals, the relationship, ahé tontext, such as the strength vs. weaknesseopdhsons being affected, their

gender, their background or prior experience, presef others, and type of relationship.

The strongest idea here was that how and to wtiahea person who undergoes violence will be agfiddty it, is contingent upon

their own sensitivity and strength (vs. ‘sensitiit

“it depends also how sensitive the person is, lmra@ometimes you see them enduring it and beinggtbut there are persons who are, especially
when it comes from someone they love and feel lagth¢o, when they are offending them, they cannduee it” (girl, Group 1)

“If they are a sensitive person, it might stay vitibm...” (girl, Group 2)

This ‘strength’ or personal ‘endurance’ was consademore important than gender itself in its imp@ct so it depends from the
person, not so much on gender”, boy, Group 1)oalih it was pointed out that gender could also enafthe main view was that
men may be vulnerable for several reasons; firaslya result of gender differences (one boy notat Wwomen can talk to their
girlfriends about their problems but men feel msiress to find immediate solutions) secondly, maiy feel more pressure or have
less opportunity to express themselves, espeaatigidering the social expectations relating todgemwhereas women may be more

likely to be helped, since they are not the ongpéeted’ to take initiative:
“...men may get more pressure as a stereotype, aychihy not be able to express themselves as thelyand feel more pressure” (girl, Group 1)
“...if you think about it, the first step is the ptéhat’s the step he will do, when he is affectad feels inferior maybe he won't be able to dofirst

step but when the woman feels inferior, when angtnrman comes and helps her she can easily geheve@roblem” (girl, Group 1)
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It was also expressed that age or developmentgedold also matter, as people may be affected fifotehappens in adolescence,

[if] it's the first relationship” (girl, Group 1).

Table 2.3: Consequences of violence as perceivelebyarticipants on the level of individuals, tielaships, and society.

Level Consequence Verbatim

Individuals

On the victim | Feeling inferior “... you end up being dependenttmperson and you believe you are not worth witihém” (girl, Group 2)
Self-esteem & “ ... that is, just this, that you are constantlysing and belittling him, the other one pausessays that one,
doubts maybe it’'s true... maybe” (boy, Group 1)

“After the end of a relationship, you can have iman on the back of your mind, as a reminder thayime you are
not good enough after a relationship” (girl, Grdyp

“...when the persons involved in relationships witblence always stay behind. They always feel arfgedf
inferiority so their psychological state will nevee good, when you know that when you go home thvdtde
verbal or physical violence, it always pulls yowckand in your work, your love life, your persoaald social life”
(girl, Group 1).

“from the moment you hit him you will make him faaferior... he won't feel good” (boy, Group 1)

“And the other person gradually loses their respbeir self-esteem, so if you loose your self-estegiou stay
behind” (girl, Group 1)

“Beatings... it may happen once, but psychologictily person will feel pressure, will feel that thign't have
any trust....” (girl... Group 2)

Self-blame “Usually victims end up, the victimstino have any self-esteem and think it's theittfad (boy, Group 1)

Dependence “It's dependence, in the end, it'dowa” (girl, Group 1)

“... or you loose your self-esteem in yourself, besgaif the other, depending on how sensitive thegeis, feels |
cannot feel without this person, | think | have hesion that he loves me even though he beats(gid; Group 1)

“or maybe you won't leave a relationship because fgel you have nowhere to hold on to” (girl, God)
“... or that you won'’t move on with your life, or thgou won't find another protector” (girl, Group 1)

“Maybe you are thinking where can find another mamoman now, and who will lovee?” (boy, Group 1)
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Normalization of

“I saw such a case where the girl was excessivethy with her boyfriend, but | don’t know, maybeHhimself

violence was dumbed down [laughter], because in the entidwggh it was normal, that this is how it should e’ (girl,
Group 1)
Compromise “Yes, from the moment someone exercises violencgoorthey won't let you become of do what you waihidy,

personal freedom

Group 1).
“Okay, excessive jealousy, makes the other chokégitl; Group 2)

Fear & Restraint

“...or just when the other constastiouts, from their fear, they will be cautiousawto say because he will start
shouting” (girl, Group 1)

“They want to have control, just after the othbeyt have him restrained and he cannot sit as hesivayirl,
Group 1)

Emotional stress

“using threats to end a relaligmg you don’t move on and then the other persaimder psychological stress
when you force them into something they are nalydar, that's psychological violence” (girl, Group referring
to pressure to have sex)

Future
relationships,
Loss of Trust &
Moving on

“...this stigmatizes others, they have difficulty nmy on in their life” (Group 1)

“...from the moment eh... that a girl or a boy doestmete a good time in a relationship, they are sttigad and
then have difficulty trusting and...” (girl, Group 1)

“There are cases of rape of women who hold itHeirtentire life, and remember it every time thegkea love this
thing, and the feel horror inside” (boy, Group 1)

“What do | have to improve in my relationship irder for this not to happen again, they are afraiiia future
relationship they are more careful, so if he lowesor she loves him a lot, and this happens, Wikgay | will try
not be so attached with a person in order to getagain so much...” (boy , Group 1)

“Or even sexual violence, if girl is raped, thér itot so easy to come in contact with a man agdifgirl Group
2)
“Or also in a relationship ... let's say in our agéaere a girl pressures the boy or the other wayratothen the

person may not feel so comfortable to have a oelatiip because they are afraid that the same wilhgappen to
them...” (girl, Group 2)

“You may be afraid to trust a relationship again(gitl, Group 1)

On the Gaining power “That way the person exercising vioks especially at our age, may feel strongenadtats... let's say he does

perpetrator something to a girl, and then goes to his friemstalls them ‘this and that happened’, they veill him ‘you are
cool’, and he will feel stronger...” (girl, Group 2)

On other Children “..if in a family where it happens thene children, those children will have psycholobmablems... and when
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people they grow up maybe they will also exercise violérn(ggrl, Group 2)

“Or maybe the children will be led to drugs...” (gi&roup 2)
Family members | "l know a girl who had a relatiopstand because she did not feel comfortable aftelsyahe asked her boyfrien

to split, and then he caused problems, wherevewsh¢ he went after her... and this created a proliteher, let's
say, in her family...” (girl, Group 2)
“I know a girl whose brother would beat her becauseboyfriend...” (boy, Group 2)

On the Break up of “...usually from the moment these things happen... éhe relationship stops, the girl or the boy triesvoid

relationship relationship him as often as possible... and if he continues thdyo.. there are friends or parents or family who pash him
back from coming as he comes into contact” (boypuprl)
“I believe that if a guy beats up a girl, he wosege her again... she will tell her brother, her fgtkemeone let's
say, and then he won't be able to see her agaioy, (Group 2)

On society Institution of “Now with the divorces, you are afraid... because bealycan also be led to divorce, so why not jusiatit with

family — divorce

someone?” (girl, Group 2)

“Basically, in society, the seriousness of marriagebe lost, let's say, people will not want tetgmarried becaus
with the incidents they see they will not be ablértst each other... and then this is a chain, hedtwon'’t be
creation of descendants...” (boy, Group 2)

Human rights
issue

“It is, therefore, a human rights violation, whatsl do, where you'll go, and what you will wea@irl, Group 1)

Transmission of
violence

“... it will urge children themselves to be led tonmmit violence either at school, or with their friexi (boy, Group
1)

“...that gradually, when there are many couples vaue fthe problem of violence, then with time it wijfiread
maybe, and that specific couple has children aadthiidren see the behaviour of the parents amdwliécopy it.
It's a circle and it goes round” (girl, Group 1).

“...that if there is violence in the family of a dthjithey will take it out on their classmates” (g&roup 1)

o
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Gender Roles

Participants were specifically asked to share tlmgmions regarding the relation between
changing gender roles in the past decades andhemlie relationships, but also expressed views
and judgments about gender roles throughout theusisson. Views that emerged through the
discussions were then examined on four main lewaklsws about gender differences (on a
descriptive level), perceptions about gender rates gender differences as socially constructed or
learned, opinions about gender roles in relatioreqoality and power, and perceptions and

judgment about shifts in gender roles in the pastdes, especially in relation to GBV.

Gender differences & Social constructions

Gender differences were described on behaviovalde and in terms of differences in profile,
such as personality characteristics, coping, strengnd competence or skills. For example,
participants in Group 2 argued that men are mdelito exercise violence because they are

physically stronger:

“I believe that it [violence] is mostly men towawbmen, because they are also physically more polverf
and can exercise violence.... ok, the woman canexsccise psychological power on the man, or somegthi
but the man can rape... because he is physicallypggro it is more likely that he will exercise viote”

(girl)

“Okay, usually it's the strong that exercises vime on the weak, therefore it's reasonable thatlitt man,
let's say... but there are exceptions, where, letis &'s the opposite...” (boy)

In terms of roles, it was mentioned that when ihes to relationships, it is usually “the man who
will do the first step” (girl, Group 1), and thattie woman will ask the man for permission to go
out, the man won't” (girl, Group 2), suggestingttigander roles remain stratified and unequal. In
response to a statement from our qualitative staidgg by the facilitators, that “Most women are

concerned about whether men like them”, participamtGroup 2 particularly also discussed the
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idea that women are more concerned or preoccupgiad men with their appearance and

grooming. One boy said:

“I know girls who, as soon as they meet a guy, thtayt dressing themselves up... there are guys- guyst
— wallet, a t-shirt, and out they go, they won’ther, not with their hair, nothing”.

Others challenged this idea, saying that it mo4digpends on the person”, or attributed these
behaviours by women/girls not so much to their eon@bout being liked by men, but for feeling

comfortable themselves, or to “compete” with eattten

In terms of differences in personality or traitse tview that men have less self-control and are
more likely to “give in” when “a girl approachesnhior provokes him” was endorsed, whereas
women are more likely to “cut if off” (girl, Groug). Women were also described as ‘stronger’
and having more ‘endurance’ because they give ,bithereas boys were described as more
‘insecure’ (girl, Group 2). One boy also exprestieel view that men and women have different
styles of coping: women talk more with their frisnanen need ‘immediate solutions’, and this
may cause more stress to them. In terms of staigguality, it was argued that men and women
are “on the same level” when it comes to educa#ind studies (girl, Group 2), and one boy
(Group 2) even argued that they are equal excejaws’ (referring to representation), as there
are fewer women in “courts, in the parliament’wias also expressed, nevertheless, that some
differences remain, such that men are strongemunstle’ (i.e. physically stronger), whereas the
status of equality was challenged later in theudison, especially in relation to ramifications for

violence and shifts compared to previous decades.

Some of these stated gender differences were medtion a matter-of-fact manner, without
further analysis, but some were further analyzedhallenged in the discussions, in terms of the
extent to which they may be socially constructednberent, and in terms of how they relate to
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gender equality and gender based violence. Fanost the idea that men are more ‘insecure’ was
considered to be, to some extent derived from pressn the male role which expects men to be

strong:

“Because | read somewhere that men are more insétan women, because it's what | said before gepg
hearing ‘you are boy, you are strong’, and thisseawou... it causes insecurity in you.” (girl, Gr&)p

The analysis of gender roles and differences amlgoconstructed or learned was particularly

dominant among participants in Group 1. Their gué included the understanding that social
constructions of gender and messages begin bewvgjaped and transmitted at an early age, as
“we develop a thought pattern” from an early age #ms especially becomes pronounced in
adolescence, where these may become expresseccemahd “experience” (girl, Group 1). The

importance of the environment was considered alit&s one boy, referring to how these ‘thought
patterns’ become part of experience and expresséatithat friends have an important role when it
comes to helping you “control this, or encourage yo continue”. Expectations about gender,
such as double standards about sexuality, werecaisgued as socially constructed: “generally

society says that more they want to... sexual reiatior boys to have them quicker, the girls they

want...eh... to know exactly when to move on, to belyggboy, Group 1).

Many stereotypes were also pointed out and chadldnigpat “men do not get hurt” (considered to
be the opposite, as women were described as moduri@g’), that “men don’t cry” (which

results in boys inhibiting expression of their eimo$, whereas in fact ‘we are all human’), that the
man is the “protector” in a relationship, and ttke man is “in charge”. Most of these stereotypes
identified were stereotypes about men, which wasistent with the remark made by participants
that more pressure is actually exercised on meogndorm to stereotypes. Stereotypes identified

about women had to do with as the idea that sorge bomen were believed to have, that women
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are ‘inferior’. Interestingly, one boy in the groupsponded to a girl's comment about girls’

behavior when flirting with a man, as representatt ‘stereotypes’:

“girl:eh it's different how the girl will flirt wh& she wants to have a relationship with a boy, thahe just
wants to go with him. And you can tell from milesay [laughing] | mean:

boy: But these are stereotypes!”

Such stereotypes were considered related to inggaald violence, as believing that they are ‘in
charge’ and that women are ‘inferior’ could mean dome men that “therefore | have the right

both to exercise violence and to control” (girl,0Gp 2).

Shift in roles, (in)equalities, and power

Inequality, conflict, and gender roles were desdito be linked to violence in complex ways, and
resulted in some ambivalence in how participanssulised and evaluated changing roles. The
general consensus was that there is more gendalitggcompared to the past, that men and
women are equally educated, women financially iedelent, beliefs such that men are ‘stronger’
or ‘superior’, are ‘no longer valid’, and men andmen are, for the most part, ‘equal between us’.
This was, nevertheless, subsequently qualifiedhat there are still places (‘even in Cyprus’), or
people where stereotypes beliefs that men are rewpé& women remain, or are deeply rooted

(perhaps subconsciously), despite the changes:

“I believe that yes, the women became more indepeindbut they still consider that ‘I am the man) san
go out a bit more, and | can drink a bit more... ®kitcompared to the past, she became more indepignde
(girl, Group 2).

Shifts in gender roles, toward more equality, wevaluated positively for the most part, in that

they can protect women both proactively (“the worteis say, for example, who feel equal to the

man, will not take it, she will react and thereftinere won’t be so frequent incidents of violence”,
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girl, Group 2), as well as in dealing with violen@s women now have more options, to talk to

others, or to exit:

“Yes, now society has learned to listen and to gluni while in the past, the woman would sit at hohes,
husband, both curses, would beat her up, she wowlay anything... not to her mother, to nobody... whil
now, people have learned to talk, to tell theseghi.. and as [boy’s name] said before, | think, tleayned
to leave... when she finds injustice, any injustilee will leave from it... she won't sit there...” (giGroup
2)

“I basically believe that the difference with thaspis that now the woman is financially indeperdsa in
case she doesn't feel okay in a relationship oraariage she will leave because she feels she cah de
financially...” (girl, Group 2)

At the same time, this ‘shaking’ of traditional @el was considered to contribute to increased
conflict, while these options to exit, especiallyaice, were evaluated in a negative or ambivalent

manner, since divorce was mostly framed as a ‘prabl

“I believe there is no longer equality, and theseanflict because we can see that from divorces That
the man, he goes wherever he want, and that hgéesisr... and the woman reacts, and that's why thege
divorces” (girl, Group 2).

It was also said that because women rightly haveemights, there may be times when there may
be “abuse of power” of these rights (boy, Group dr)where “she may provoke in the end”,
because she “is now more free, they don’'t contenldo much, she goes out frequently...” (girl,

Group 2).

One girl (Group 1) also proposed that these shaftsyg with women feeling that they were being
suppressed, may urge women to behave in ways tliaprpssure, or that may take forms of

psychological violence:

“Of course it's wrong to use psychological violertogvard the other. But perhaps we can justify itehese
when someone is being suppressed for a long tionezeinturies, like women, then it comes spontadgous
Maybe because they hear from their grandmotheey, iear the story, spontaneously, maybe they will p
pressure, wrongly of course, on their partner, rsychological manner”.
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Alternately, it was proposed that women may alswycdeeply ingrained, or ‘subconsciously’

ideas of being ‘inferior’, which may impact her la@for, and result in victimization:

“Based on gender, let's say, the woman who in hjstm the past, women were inferior, maybe a woman
unconsciously to have in mind, to believe it, ard Ibehavior becomes affected in front of a persahfaels
uncomfortable that she cannot say her opinion anesiaing or express herself, and some women become
victims by choice because they let the stereotygss phat women are inferior and that they must abely
husband” (girl, Group 1).

These statements already raise some concerns abowtn being themselves responsible about
their victimization. Another issue raised regardihg shift in gender roles, was that it may make
men uncomfortable, and that women may have a re#ipbty to be careful and not ‘provoke’.

One boy (Group 2) commented that guys ‘don’t likis’t when a girl is more educated than men,
to which girls responded that is should not beabl@m since it's not something done on purpose,

although they did qualify that women could ‘provbitehey flaunted this too much:

“...that is, if she herself provokes and may tell it ‘| make more money’, or she will put him iiffidult
position... well, there, yes, the boy may feel badut foom the moment she doesn’t give him anything to
bother him, there’s no reason...”

Exiting a relationship

In the final part of the focus group, the facildatelected some key findings from the quantitative
study conducted with adolescent students in thdegorof this project, to be discussed with
participants. Some of the statements in the quastioe scales which received relatively high
agreement were presented, and participants wemddsk provide their comments. Assertions
made throughout the course of the focus groups mblated to these statements were also

examined.
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One important such topic discussed had to do with grocess and feasibility of ‘exiting’ a
relationship. The statement that “If a person ism¢p@bused, they could just exit the relationship”
received relatively high agreement in the questinas (32% ‘strongly agreed’ with statement,
Mean score = 3.03, S.D. = 0.86, on a scale 1-5avhagher scores indicate higher agreement).
When called upon to comment, participants agreed tleaving’ is the thing to do ‘when
possible’. Some participants expressed the beliaf tmost women who experience violence
nowadays actually do leave, and that this is ndu@aOne participant (boy, Group 2) expressed
the belief that “when a guy hits a girl, he wonédesher again...” Other positions were less
absolute, but the idea that people are more ligaly more able to exit relationships compared to
the past was common. This was argued to be thebemseise of norms, and because of changes in
gender roles, as “nowadays people have learne@aeel.. when they find an injustice, any
injustice, the leave from it... they won't sit therggirl, Group 2). It was argued that leaving is
now possible because a woman “is freer, she is iIndependent now, can get a divorce, or leave
a relationship” (girl, Group 2), and because theyraore financially independent compared to the
past and therefore “in case she feels that shenddesl good in a relationship or a marriage she

will leave because she feels she can make it finlyic(girl, Group 2).

However, as the discussion progressed, particippetame increasingly concerned about the
feasibility of ‘leaving’, and raised or qualifiecbstacles to leaving, and some challenged each
other's assumptions. When asked to what extent ltleégved it was up to the person’s choice to
leave, the main hesitation they recognized hadatavidh ‘marriage’ and ‘children’, especially

when it comes to women:

“No... in older ages, if there are children, | beéethat especially on the part of the woman thatitie
think of her children and then she will think ofrgelf... this is what happens in most cases” (girhup 2).
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It was also acknowledged that people may stay lsecthey ‘love’ the other person, which makes
leaving “not so easy”, as “in order to be in thaationship, it means that that person you are,with
you love them or like them, whatever” (girl, GroRp because they (the perpetrator) may promise

not to repeat the incident, or because they may #gueaten the victim:

“Even in relationships our age, there may be tlsreatiet's say maybe there was an incident in the
relationship, and the other hold onto it and tgbs ‘if you leave the relationship | will tell ort'.i.. so the
person is afraid to leave...” (girl, Group 2)

In line with the recurrent theme of ‘strength’ (v&ieakness’ or vs. ‘sensitivity’) of character,
another view was that it takes a strong and agsgugrson to get up and leave, to stay “okay man,
it's over” (boy, Group 2). Others appealed to mooenplex psychological processes, rather than
concrete pragmatic obstacles, as obstacles tngxifis illustrated in the below expert from a
discussion in Group 1, these could include ‘illnsiaf love’, low self-esteem and feeling unable

to ‘move on:

“girl: ...maybe they are afraid, feel threatenedt iy are not superhuman... feels the emotion af fea
becomes dependence...

[...]

... to feel that | cannot leave without this persbthink, | have the illusion that they love me awhough
they hit me. And the other person gradually losesrtself-esteem, and so if you loose your configeryou
stay behind

girl: or you may not leave a relationship because snay that feel that you won't have anywhere sndt
on...

girl: that you won't be complete
girl: or that you won't be able to move on with ydife, or find another protector...
boy: maybe you are thinking where will | find anethman or woman now, and who will love me?”

Finally, some normative views on the issue of ‘lagv were identified, which expressed
evaluative judgments on when it is appropriateevé or stay. These views were rather mixed.
Some patrticipants in Group 1, considered leavingdahe “right choice after a relationship of
abuse”, not possible only in “extreme cases, thablackmail” (girl), and that you should leave

with the “first sign” (girl), and “as soon as logdiglls you that you must leave this relationshipy y
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follow logic” (boy). Alternate ideas deemed tryitg stay and rectify the situation as desirable,
and evaluated the ‘proper choice as contingentyour ability to ‘forgive’, or the person’s

receptiveness to change, as well as the frequeingplence itself (regular vs. occasional), or the
type of violence (verbal violence was perceived b&ng more tolerated). These ideas are

illustrated in the following experts:

Forgiveness and receptivity to change: “When hesdbis to you and you can’t forgive him, you getamul
leave... when you can forgive him, you stay there wmd try to change him... if he doesn’t change, fet i
go...” (boy, Group 2).

Frequency of violence: “I believe that when it happ frequently, violence, let's say on a daily battiat at
some point you must leave... while if it happens enyvfew occasions, and you will see that something
happened and this thing took place, you will disciisyou will stay... whereas when it happens dajty

will not endure it, you will leave...” (girl, Group)2

Type of violence: “If someone undergoes violencéhvepeech, let's say, they will compromise to some
point... eh, on the other hand, this thing is difficuto compromise...” (boy, Group 2).

Overall, although exiting a relationship was ifitieevaluated as the proper option, following a
discussion that emerged among participants, it alss acknowledged that exiting a relationship
was a complex and difficult process. Its feasipilivas perceived to be contingent upon
characteristics of the situation or the person, ahtlity to leave was perceived as indicating
‘strength’, while, it may be implied from the vievexpressed, staying in an abusive relationship

could, alternately, indicate some form of weakness.

Sources of information

Participants reported their main sources of infdroma regarding relationships, gender and
violence to be through their own experience and thiends, through parents (for some but not an
option for all) and other family members (e.g. ddeo brother or cousin), television, and the

internet. The school was notably absent as animgisburce.
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Regarding ensuring the accuracy of the informatioey do receive, responses varied. Some
participants in Group 1 considered the most aceurdbrmation that they receive to come from

parents (mothers) who are more ‘experienced’. Thastntommon strategy they reported

employing was that they would cross-check manyiops) and then form their own opinions: ask

many friends (the whole group), many websites afatination and see the ones that ‘match’, use
their ‘own judgment’, and be more convinced if ‘yheell you it's according to studies” (qirl,

Group 2).

Participant’s suggestions for preventing GBV

Recommendations given by participants about prawgr@BV mostly focused on the individual
or family level. Through the participant’s respasiseesponsibility appears to rest with individuals,
who are responsible to set ‘limits’, such as tafify from the start that ‘if you raise your hand o

me, we are done’...” (boy, Group 2) and families:

“After all, it starts in the family... if parents givthe necessary education - not education... theh tdeeir
children to act in a proper way and express themsalithout violence, with discussion... it startsnfr the
individual him/herself, from their family...” (giriGroup 2).

School was also acknowledged as an actor that camnttibute to prevention of violence, through

classes:

“... let’'s say, | think there could be some coursat thould be mandatory [...] and that would be thegla
where we talk about family, ways of behaving...” [gBroup 2).

This was also discussed in the context of the megavorkshops planned for the ongoing project.
Participants strongly expressed that they would tlkese to be conducted in an interactive style

using discussions and audiovisual means (imagesideds) rather than mere lectures. They also
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stressed that they wanted this to take place il graups, preferably not larger in size than the

focus group (which consisted of 6 participants).

On a broader societal level, the media (‘socialgmmms’), the internet and campaigns were

mentioned as ways to ‘sensitise’ people:

“I believe that they should, let's say, for exampi#ow videos with reports of people who have lived
violence... | believe people will be more sensitisédgirl, Group 2).

The responsibility of the state, competent autlewitand stakeholders, nevertheless, was
completely absent in the participants’ suggesti&@ven on a school level, suggestions focused on
how the issue could be incorporated through couaselsdiscussions within class; the need for
policies, or structures at a school level for préve or handling cases of violence was not

touched upon. Thus, the responses did not ind@atreness of a need for a comprehensive,
multi-level approach to prevent and tackle compdexi permeating matters such as GBYV, but
appeared rather reflective of the dominant indigldiic and family-centered culture in Cyprus.

The role and responsibility of actors in the braagtecietal level, such as state agencies or NGOs
hardly seemed to be present. These observatiomsatadthe need to highlight the nature and

complexity of such wider social processes that embeinforce, and promulgate stereotypes and

attitudes that reinforce and maintain violent pateof behavior.
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Discussion

The present study investigated attitudes toward &orand attitudes toward violence among
intimate partners, as well as perceptions aboutcthesal factors and extent of intimate partner
violence among a sample of Cypriot adolescents. ugstionnaire-based study was initially
conducted to document these attitudes and percsptamd to identify correlates and predictors of
attitudes appearin@olerant toward gender-based violence among intimate patrEnis was
subsequently supplemented by a qualitative approaklch involved two focus groups with six
adolescent participants each (12 participants tal)tato further explore adolescents’ perceptions,
constructs, and narratives regarding violence amatnmgate partners as a form of Gender Based
Violence (GBV). Gender theory and evidence frondis internationally suggest links between
more conservative/patriarchal attitudes and moleraot attitudes toward gender-based violence
(Burton and Kitzinger, 1998; Murner et al., 2002H®@, 2005; Santana and et al., 2006). Also,
previous studies in Cyprus demonstrate wide precaleof patriarchal stereotyping within and
beyond the school environment as well as the peevalorms of GBV affecting teenagers
(Vassiliadou, 2004; React to Domestic Violence, EI&11; Female Immigrants, Cyprus Gender
Research Centre 2010; Gregoriou and Christou, MMGHL; Fourth report: Secondary education
schools and education in values project, MIGS 2@8jstou 2013 forthcoming), but the extent to
which wider misconceptions about gender roles aatdgschal views were responsible for these
findings had not previously been studied. This gtu@s intended to examine the links between
perceptions on gender roles and GBV among adolesaerCyprus. This can contribute to our
knowledge about the factors that are perceivedttedie gender based violence affecting Cypriot

youth, and guide the design of targeted prevemirograms for adolescents.
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Our main initial hypothesis, that more conservattttudes toward women would predict more
tolerant attitudes toward GBV by boys toward givl&s supported by results of the quantitative
study. The questionnaire’s results also providermation regarding what opinions adolescents
express regarding different manifestations of vioke how they account for gender-based
violence, and to what extent they express accukatavledge or myths around gender and
violence. Through the focus groups discussions fifildwed, the students’ understanding of the
forces accounting for violence, preconceptions as$umptions about gender, roles and
responsibilities in relationships, and responstieial actors were, among other topics further
elaborated. These findings are discussed in teifiribedr implications for needs identified for

gender education and violence prevention progransshools.

Initial descriptive results provided informationgeeding statements describing myths about
violence or prevalent explanations about the cao$&sBV (directed by men toward women).
Regarding Attitudes toward Women (AWSA scale), exetion of responses by individual
statement indicated that participants, both gind boys, gave higher ratings which according to
the scale’s authors indicate more “conservativapomses (Golombok et al., 1985) when asked
about attitudes pertaining to sex (see Table Pdjticipants’ attitudes were more “egalitarian” for

statements concerning education and sports, anénatedly egalitarian for career and family roles.

Overall, participants expressed low agreement stiéitements condoning violent behaviors (ATV
scale), as means for all statements ranged bets@®rs of 1 and 2, indicating that, on average,
most behaviors were considered “Never OK” to “Sames OK”, rather than “Often OK” or

“Always OK” (see Table 1.2). Nevertheless, as adwmwn on Table 1.2, a considerable

percentage of participants indicated maximum agesegnf‘always OK”) for certain types of
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violent behaviors, especially for behaviors invotyishouting and 'setting limits. On average,

behaviors such ashouting, ‘setting limits, ‘spying (controlling) were generally more condoned
than hitting and insulting, which were condoned I#aest. When individual statements in the scale
were examined in descending order of mean agreefmehbys and girls in the sample, a pattern
was identified for boys and girls to condone viol&ehaviors when these were directed from
members of their own gender toward a member ofother gender (boys considered as most
frequently “OK” certain violent behaviors directég boys toward girls, and girls considered as

most frequently “OK” certain violent behaviors dited by girls toward boys).

Most frequently endorsed explanations for GBV (ctieed by boys toward girls) involved
“jealousy”, but also related to notions of male daamce and roles, such as anger, superiority, and
control (see Table 1.3). Explanations “condoningilence by placing blame on women were
endorsed the least frequently by the participaniersy all the statements included in this scale.
Statements attributing violence to mental problemmgast abuse of perpetrators, which were
moderately endorsed, could also be construed aspiis to indirectly absolve the perpetrators of
responsibility for their actions, or could even dmnsidered indicative of gender based violence
being perceived as a symptom of other underlyimplems, rather than a serious issue in itself.
When asked to provide additional explanations (geed spontaneously), both boys and girls
readily cited infidelity (defined as on the parttbé woman, or not defined) as one; boys also cited
sexual motives, whereas girls cited explanatiodgating motives based on male hegemony, such
as men wanting to appear superior (Table 1.4)divetse emotional reasons such as men feeling
“useless” or “afraid”; interestingly, girls occasally also mentioned explanations putting the
blame on women (see Table 1.4), even though theg iess likely than boys to agree with such

statements or explanations on previous scales.
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The final scale was intended to identify the mosdely prevalent “myths” surrounding GBV.
Participants expressed highest agreement with tdiensent “Most women are concerned about
whether men like them”, followed by statements giarhg to myths about the responsibility of
victims (that they could just leave, and that gstsmetime provoke sexual aggression), sexual
violence (that women are more likely to be assduttg a stranger), and jealousy. This presents a
recurring pattern, also identified through previaigdies with this population as well as young
Cypriot adults (Andronikou, Erotokritou, Hatjihaaahbous, 2012; Fourth report: Secondary
education schools and education in values proptgS 2008; Date Rape Cases among Young
Women, MIGS 2008), which identify these “myths” wi&lely held beliefs, and is also reflected

through the findings of the focus groups.

MANOVAs comparing boys and girls and participantsning from urban or rural regions in our
sample identified significant gender differenceaititudes and knowledge for all, and significant
differences among participants with urban versual rupbringing for most of the above scales
(Table 1.7), with boys and participants with rutglbringing appearing as more conservative
compared to girls and participants with urban umpiirig, respectively. Boys and students in rural
areas generally are more conservative, in that thgyess more conservative attitudes toward
women, more likely to condone various forms of gmaie, and higher agreement with Myths
regarding GBV. Comparatively, boys and girls coretbfviolent’ behaviours coming from their
own sex toward the other more than vice versa. odltin there were statistically significant
demographic differences for age and place of ugbr (urban versus rural) for attitudes toward
violence, other demographic parameters studiesh sag reported religiosity and parental
education were generally not related to ATV. Atitibns of violence to male roles (‘male
hegemony’), interestingly, correlated with highextennal education.
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As hypothesized, more conservative attitudes towasthen (gender attitudes on AWSA scale)
also predicted more tolerance of violence diredigcboys toward girls, and to a lesser extent,
predict violence directed by girls toward boys, ethithus remains more elusive. Some myths
about GBV do appear to be prevalent, and correlatie ATV, but were not found to predict
condoning violence toward girls. Male sex and rumabringing also predicted higher levels of
condoning of forms violence directed by boys towaids. Moreover, highereducational
aspirations consistently predicted lower levels of condoningdll forms of violence directed by
boys toward girls. Explanations of violence thatused oripositive outcomesof violence, or that
placed the blame on women predicted more tolertdiitides of physical and sexual violence
directed by boys toward girls. The latter also predl condoningshouting (boys toward girls),
as did ‘mental health explanations of violence towards women. Higheerahce of control
behaviour by girls toward boys was also predictgdhlgher prevalence of myths, and higher

endorsement of explanations for violence by meratdwomen in terms dfnale hegemony

During the focus groups, students expressed vampmsgions, assumptions, and qualifications
regarding roles in relationships and violence, sahe&vhich are particularly worth noting. For

instance, participants discussed criteria of wkambre or less “acceptable” when it comes to
GBYV behaviours in terms of frequency of occurrersserity, recipient’s perception, and impact.
For example, participants would more easily degscnbn-physical forms of violence (shouting or
controlling) as “acceptable” behaviours (not a “dpl”), especially if they are not repeated and if
the recipient does not “mind”. The latter pointresponds with the tendency identified throughout
the focus groups’ discussions to focus on the misti responsibility for the violence she

experienced or continues to experience rather trarthe responsibility of perpetrators or the

wider society for exercising/not preventing suclolemce. The context of marriage (vs. a
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relationship) was critically evaluated in termshofw it determines whether a behaviour is likely,
or acceptable. It was expressed, and subsequdralyeeged by other participants, that some level
of “control” is more acceptable within marriage rthim a teenage dating relationship. Marriage
was also perceived by some as a context wherengieles more likely to occur, especially in
people’s early transition from their families oigin to the responsibility of families of their own
and married life. Adult married life in its lateegrs was not discussed, perhaps not perceived as

relevant, or considered too distant for the teersagetheir discussion.

The in-depth discussions that occurred during toei$ groups also further highlighted and shed
light into some of the myths identified through tpgantitative study. At some points, participants
focused on the “familiar vs. unfamiliar” divideressing that people (women) are more vulnerable
to violence when they are ‘away from home’ (e.gamother country, away from the family home,
away from their “protective” families and suppo#dtworks). This seems related to the assumption
that violence is more likely to be perpetrated trgrggers, a statement that was among the myths
that received relatively high agreement (by bottysb@nd girls) in our quantitative study.
However, when explicitly asked to comment on théebehat “women are more likely to be
sexually assaulted by a stranger than someonektimy”, this was not endorsed. They responded
that it was “equally likely”, and that there arst@nces where “[she] is abused by her own father”.
This is not necessarily a contradiction, as beiwgyafrom the ‘familiar’ related to being away
from a supportive (familial) network/context on whione can rely for protection and support. As
girls in Group 2 stated this need for support cglate to cases of violence happening within the
victim's new family (marriage) or conducted by sigars. It is worth noting that responses
regarding ‘foreign’ contexts as ‘unsafe’ were mpstkpressed by girls. This idea might stem from

inherent patriarchal notions on the need for ‘prte’ and ‘support’ rather than, or as well ag th
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idea that ‘strangers are dangerous’. The importarice protective network, or allies, especially
through the family, was also a concern raised byigggants in Group 1. One boy, for instance,
asserted that members of the close family “her erpther father, or an uncle, or | don’'t know
who” should take action and call to report violendeen the victim herself is helpless or “think
it's their fault”. Participants in Group 1 alsoedsed that violence is more likely to happen in a

private space, indicating the family home, ratl@ntin public spaces were one can be visible.

Attributions (explanations) of violence by partiaigs were discussed on several levels, including
constitutional (biological or physiological charagstics of individuals or based on sex), as well a
social. Gender roles were discussed in some lenigpite demonstrating the recognition of the
importance of gender equality in principle, closearaination of the adolescent participants’
narratives also contained gender-biased assumptionst evident through a subtle imbalance in
how men and women'’s responsibility for (in)equaliiyrelationships was construed. Whereas the
participants demonstrated profound understandingthef gender dimension, through the
observation that gender and social nhorms can bedotemalized and automatic, the gendered
context in which men and women’s responsibility fiassively “internalizing” as opposed to
consciously “choosing” to adopt stereotypes, appgaoblematic. Whereas men were said to
perform violence “unwittingly” (boy, Group 2) asrasult of internalized gender norms, women
were described as becoming victims “by choice”. lloily, the adolescents appeared to assume
that women, but not men, are (or are expected Y@ware of the gender stereotypes relating to
them, and therefore are responsible for adoptimgntland not reacting to their victimization.
These observations raise further questions about ¢ender stereotypes are conceived and
understood among adolescents, as another issuedbkat be tackled in the context of gender
education.
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Power emerged as an important force consideredetatbwork behind transactions involving
violence and gender on many levels: through peecerelations between power, dominance, and
violence, and more specifically, money as powerti€pants linked shifts in gender roles to shifts
in power balance that could bring about many pesitutcomes such as obtaining “rights” that
were “just”, but that could also lead women to f@gas consciously) “abuse” power coming from
those rights, or flaunt their achievements if theg successful (e.g. if they make more money), or
lead men to try to (re) establish dominance throaghtrol. Therefore, despite participants’
recognition of the necessity for the current upgthgrovision and implementation of gender
equality norms, the idea of the latter as ‘progressconditioned upon women’s’ potential

demonstration of ‘abuse’ of such rights/power.

Poverty and wealth were both mentioned in the disicn as factors implicated in violence.
‘Poorer’ countries, and people with financial ditfities were considered to be vulnerable groups
for violence, because they experience conflictenelpeople “who have lots of money” were also
cited as more likely to exercise violence, becatlsy have more power. The underlying
assumption in both cases may be a link between pawbkalance (in either direction) and
violence, where money and power are closely reldtetdme discrepancies in the couple, poverty
and financial strain were considered as an additistiess that contributes to relationship conflict
and violence, whereas people “who have lots of ryibnere also cited as more likely to exercise

violence, because they have more power.

Responsibility by the person (woman) herself topk&saution”, avoid “provocation” and secure
her “protection” was a recurring focus. Particigardonsidered that potential victims are

responsible for taking caution regarding the plattesy frequent or visit, in order not to
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“provoke”. In line with previous studies (Fourthpaet: Secondary education schools and
education in values project, MIGS 2008), “provooasi” were occasionally used to explain or
even justify “control” behaviours within intimatelationships from the boy as appropriate (e.g.
when the girl is dressed inappropriately, or exkibioo much power), and transferred

responsibility to the victims themselves.

Individuals were also responsible to keep themsebade, especially by keeping close to those
who can “protect” them. The family is consideredotof pivotal importance in this role, as it is
assumed that being at a distance from one’s famitgmatically places someone (especially when
having young women in mind) at a more vulnerablgitpm. The belief in the role of families (the
family unit) within Cypriot society is fundamentahd was expressed in many additional ways.
Pathology in the family upbringing appeared as rtreé cause for violence, where individuals,
perhaps passively, are believed to absorb messageecreate erratic behaviour through models
and learning. Thus, discussions that took placeedéo allocate the responsibility for generating
violence, preventing and protecting from violenaad redressing its effects, primarily with the

family, with the wider social responsibility of tls¢ate and other institutions being largely absent.

Limitations

Some limitations in the participant profile and dscgroup process should be taken into account.
First, it should be noted that the two groups matynmecessarily be comparable. The first group
were selected from a private English-speaking udidool, who are more likely to come from,
highly educated, affluent families. They tend tomeo from backgrounds with higher
socioeconomic and educational status, and usuale hdifferent educational experiences

compared to other students, as private schoolsnare likely to involve students in debates and
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discussions and encourage students to engageraceicular activities. Group 2 came from a

public high school in a suburb, where norms gehgetahd to be more conservative compared to
privileged urban areas, and the educational systemore likely to encourage conformity over

debate compared to some private schools. Nevesthedace they were identified through a home
economics elective course, they may still have beene exposed to discussions relevant to
gender and relationships compared to other studéhése discrepancies in the background of the
two groups are likely to be reflected in their mspes and expressed views. For instance,
participants in the two groups may have differemtcpptions about what is socially desirable, or
expected from a discussion: compared to Group Ricgmnts in Group 1 were more likely to

engage in spontaneous debate, to challenge orrdesagth views expressed by other students,
and appeared more prepared to explore deeper candassights into the phenomena discussed.
The discussion in focus Group 2 at times was mikedyl to resemble a question and answer

session, and participants appeared more williragtee than to disagree with classmates.

Some parameters in the process may also have lesponsible for differences noted in the
dynamics and responses of the two groups. Thereawdely confound in the comfort level in
each case, as the two discussions took place fargfit settings. The first focus group was
conducted in an extracurricular setting (a neanyarsity) after school hours, in the presence of
two moderators and a research assistant. The sdoounsl group discussion was conducted in a
school setting, during school hours, moderatedhbyniain researcher, with the teacher present to
facilitate with time, as no research assistant axaglable at the time. Although the teacher was
instructed to remain neutral and avoid giving fesakoto the students, her presence is still likely t

contribute to a different dynamic in this group quared to Group 1.
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Implications for gender equality education

Findings from the two focus groups shed light iamiolescent’s perceptions about gender and
violence in relationships, as well as gaps andugregs in their knowledge and views. Such
findings can be used to inform gender educatiorgaras for adolescents, but also to provide

some suggestions about the educational system bnoaely.

One finding worthy of further discussion concerribd different opinions that were expressed
regarding the prevalence of violence compared ¢opist: Whereas, in Group 1, the dominant
position was that gender based violence was maeafant in the past than now, participants in
Group 2 were in agreement that violence has ineceasmpared to the past. These two somewhat
contrary positions may reflect different percepsioregarding what narratives are deemed as
socially desirable or condoned by the adolescentaanticising the past, versus acknowledging
gains made in the recent years toward the direatibigreater gender equality, and modern
advances in values. In many cases, adolescentsestm balance the two positions by
acknowledging the changing norms toward increasg@léy as gains or ‘solutions’ (e.g. people
now talk more openly about the issue, women novelaptions to exit), while still romanticizing
the past as a time when violence was rare becaursesrwere more conservative. Such opinions
as expressed in the focus groups (especially insf@roup 2), suggest that messages received by
adolescents regarding gender equality are oftereani€onsequently, gender education needs not
only to sensitize students about current ineqgeslitand gaps, but also encourage them to
acknowledge the gains and progress achieved, poduelress such mixed messages. This process
can help dissolve myths that are still prevalent] exonerate progress in modern ‘liberal’ values.
Students can be encouraged, for example, to devetdjgal perspectives about whether
‘conservative’ values can be ‘protective’ or ‘safeérsus merely suppressing instances of violence
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as private and taboo), tackle myths of an ‘ideasometimes even utopian - past, and celebrate
modern advances in values, as gender equalityasicrgly becomes a dominant social value in

the modern world.

Perceived relations between power, dominance, aotence, including money as power
specifically are worth addressing. Indeed, gendadiss often include profound discussions
centered around notions of power, hegemonies, mbeinece; gender education for adolescents can
build on these observations to help students dpwaiitical perspectives about the links between
power and violence, while at the same time addngssiyths about violence as an ‘exclusive’ of
‘special’ problem of specific groups, and acknowjedhat gender-based violence, and gender-
based hegemonies that act as deep causes, areen seicial phenomenon transcending all

socioeconomic strata.

When examining patterns across all topics of theeudisions, a consistent trend that appears
throughout is a predominant emphasis on persospbresibility (the main contingency being that
of inner ‘strength’) and, to some extent, respafgibof persons close to the victim, especially
family members, versus an overall absence of enploaswider social responsibility (i.e. of the
community, or of the state) for preventing and adding instances of violence. This is noted in
how participants analyze profiles of people whaatence occurs, explanations given of violence,
but also in their suggestions for preventing viocenWhereas responsibility of perpetrators was
often somewhat mitigated, because they were pedeiv lack self-control, or because it was
‘natural’ for them to accept role models and stgfees that perpetuated male dominance and
violence, victims were often held accountable faitirfig to set limits, respond, or exit, and for
‘choosing’ to accept stereotypes. Wider social ésrcsuch as social learning and gender

stereotypes were acknowledged as factors contndputt gender-based violence, and the school
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was mentioned as an actor that can contributedeeption through education. However, when it
comes todealing with violence, responsibility did not appear totesd beyond the persons
involved and the family; society-at-large, the stair other authorities or third-parties, were not
explicitly mentioned as having a role in addressinglence, perhaps because violence in
relationships is still viewed, to a large exterd, a private matter. Thus, the responsibility of
various actors in society, for prevention, for ajiag prevalent norms and preconceptions, but
also for handling instances of violence, gendercation could benefit by incorporating more
explicit discussions about the roles and respalitgisi of actors at all levels, including the raé

the state, authorities, and NGOs.

Finally, some observations provide broader suggestior the school system, beyond topics of
gender equality and GBV. At the public school settespecially, few instances were noted where
students in the group expressed disagreement whidr @articipants, or challenged their own

assumption. A more widely permeating need appeaarsefiching methodologies that encourage
students to exercise critical thinking by constamthallenging assumptions, including their own

assumptions, and views expressed by other adokssgeradults . This is mentioned as a goal of
the recent educational reform in Cypriot schoabg]uding school curricula covering education

about gender and the self. Consequently, the desigrevaluation of gender education programs
in schools, through the formal curriculum, as veslthrough complementary courses as provided
through this project, can utilize indicators of sba in processes of thinking, as well as indicators

of shifts in knowledge and attitudes.
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Further research

This study produces valuable initial insights itibe knowledge, attitudes, and understanding of
gender equality and gender-based violence amongid\gulolescents. However, some points of
caution regarding interpretation of our results areplace. The sample of adolescents who
participated in our study was not nationally repreative, as recruitment was based on
convenience sampling methods. Students were redréiom public and private schools, mostly
located in major urban centers (Nicosia and Limsaad on some occasions were recruited from
home economics classes, resulting in an unevenegeato (more girls), and urban: rural ratio
(most participants were from urban areas). Itksl\i that this distribution skews responses on a
more egalitarian direction, as the present studydumcluded that boys and youth in rural areas
tend to have more conservative attitudes toward evor®ur findings may thus be more reflective
of the opinions of students in the major urban eendf Cyprus. Further research is extending on a
nationally representative level would be valuabde dlocumenting attitudes and values about
gender and gender-based violence among young adalss Moreover, since the same
guestionnaire was also used in five different Eeeop countries (ltaly, Spain, Greece, and
Lithuania as well as Cyprus), comparative analygveen these countries where study would

also be of interest as a future step.

On a methodological level, this study used a coatimn of adapted tools used in the international
literature, and questionnaires that were develdpethe researchers specifically for the purposes
of this study. These questionnaires appear progisirtheir psychometric properties, and could

be further refined for use in future studies witts tpopulation.

Our study was intended to provide information tlcan be used to inform the design of

psychoeducational and primary prevention schootthgsrograms intended to provide accurate
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information and sensitise adolescents on the isSuge this was an initial study aiming to
identify the main correlates and predictors oftadiees toward gender based violence, we focused
mostly on demographic and attitudinal factors asdigtors of attitudes toward GBV. These
findings could be put to use to guide tailored praion/psychoeducational programs for
adolescents, and can help formulate suggestiomm®warviolence prevention and education can be
framed through a perspective of gender equalityd dmow gender-based education and

sensitization can contribute in violence prevenstrategies.

The relevant literature also identifies other peedaharacteristics (e.g. personality, self-esteem,
authoritarianism) as related to GBV, which may bénterest for the purposes of screening high
risk groups, or providing intervention programsedé were not tapped in this study. In terms of
outcome variables, we tapped attitudes, rather iedwaviours or behavioural intentions. Attitudes
are considered an important determinant of behaviout need to be examined alongside other
personal and situation variables in the contexd@xpiianatory and predictive models for behaviour,
that can form the basis of evidence-informed irgation programs. Thus, additional research is
needed to further inform regarding the precise rapigms linking gendered attitudes and attitudes
toward GBV, as well as behaviours in this populatiBupplementary qualitative findings, through
focus groups or in-depth interviews, would be uké&fuorder to examine various opinions and
explanations for violence among adolescence inkgeghd provide future research directions

regarding the areas where intervention programsldHocus.
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APPENDIX

Exploratory Factor Analysis for Scales used in Quative Study

Initially, internal reliability indices were obtaad for each scale, and item-total statistics were
examined for each statement to identify any disamégtatements. Next, each scale was subjected
to Exploratory Factor Analysis, to derive meanihgénd reliable factors for data reduction
purposes. For the AWSA scale, since the originti@s (Golombok et al., 1985) do not propose
any subscales or factors, but use the scale td gi¢btal score, no factor analysis was conducted.
Reliability was adequate for the 12 original iteinsthe scale (Cronbach alpha = .81), and
comparable for the scale including the four addaioitems added by the researchers (Cronbach
alpha = .83). For the Attitudes toward Violence {ATscale, statements referring to violence by
boys toward girls, and statements referring toenok by girls toward boys, were examined
separately, since we were interested to examinéudds toward violence from a gender
perspective. The two statements regarding thredtshot specify behaviors directed from one
gender toward the other (ATV7, “It is ok to threate® leave a partner in order to achieve
something you want”, and ATV22 “Threatening to dipartner is ok as long as you don’t actually
hit him/her”), and were thus not included in eitledrthe factor analyses. Results of all factor

analyses are reported next.

For all four factor analyses, the principal compurenalysis method was used in the extractions,
using, initially, a criterion of eigenvalues >1.83equently, the analyses were repeated to extract a
specified number of factors determined accordinth&initial factor analyses results, inspection
of scree plots and variance explained by derivetbfa, and the conceptual organization of each
section. For all analyses, the Varimax rotationhod{ with maximum iterations for convergence

set at 250, was employed. For items loading on riwe one factor, both loading magnitude and
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conceptual considerations were taken into accdbnte the items within a questionnaire section
were reduced to an acceptable number of theorgticaherent factors, reliability analyses were
run to produce Cronbach alphas. Based on the ilélyadnalyses, it was decided whether certain
factors or items should be excluded. The minimuoeptable value for Cronbach alphas was set

at .60, but conceptual criteria were also taken aoinsideration.

For all analyses, after excluding items on the $asdi loadings, reliability, or on conceptual
grounds, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Samplididequacy was above 0.80 for all
guestionnaire scales (except for Myths and Knowdealgout GBV, KMO = .70). Bartlett's Test of
Sphericity was significant at the <.01 level. Dedactors for each scale and Cronbach alphas for

all the scales and the factors derived througlofaaalyses are presented in Table 1.6.

Examination of the factor structure of our scalessvan intermediate step before examining the
demographic and knowledge/attitude factors thatliptemore tolerance of GBV. This step was
necessary to reduce data by grouping items intadaiodimensions, or ‘factors’, thus enabling us
to study relations among these broader factoreerahan between individual items. The process
is also useful for understanding how constructgefder based violence, as perceived by the
adolescents, are structured into ‘factors’. Iteha are grouped on the same factors are items that
tend to share common variance, and are thus coedide indirectly measure a latent construct.
Exploratory factor analyses conducted (describea/@pyielded reliable factors for two scales:
Attitudes Toward Violence (separately for formsvaflence perpetrated by boys towards girls and
for forms of violence perpetrated by girls towardy$), and Explanations for Violence; these

findings are discussed in terms of their relevancgcale factor structure and subsequent results.

In the exploratory factor analyses for both viokemlirected by boys toward girls, as well as vice

versa, separate factors emerged for behaviorsatudg: control (e.g. setting limits on where the
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other partner goes or how he/she dresses, andgdpwind shouting. Since the scale contained
more items describing other types of violence (patsand sexual) directed by boys toward girls,
but not vice versa, another factor emerged forevioé directed by boys toward girls, which
contained statements describing physical and sexoigiht behaviors. These findings inform as to
which types of violent behaviors are perceived ssparate’ factors (see Results section on
Exploratory Factor Analysis) by the adolescent ipgudnts. For violence by boys toward girls,
behaviors like control and shouting were perceiasddistinct from other violent behaviors.
Physical and sexual violence were not perceiveseparate (as items describing both loaded on
the same factor). For violence directed by girlevand boys, the scale contained two items
describing physical violence (both items referrechitting) which did not appear distinct form
items describingcontrol behaviors (both items describing hitting loadedtoa factor containing
other’control behaviors). It is not clear however, whether fiiding reflects actual differences
in perception of violence based on the perpetratgender, or whether it is merely a result of
psychometric differences in the boy/girl items (tkeale contained more items describing

physical/sexual violence by boys toward girls thae versa).

For the Explanations scale, factor analysis yieltmd factors (see Table 1.6), of which one
contained “condoning” of violence (items describinglence as “necessary” or otherwise useful),
and one referred to explanations which placed thmé on women (e.g., “women are not patient
enough with them”). These were also the explanatiendorsed the least frequently by the
participants among all the statements includedis $cale. The remaining two factors contained
items that were mixed in terms of evaluation ofotent behavior” by men toward women. The
first factor, 'male hegemonry contained items that related to gender roleerohe hand, such as

the “wish to control women”, as well as items explag men’s violent behavior in terms of
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constitutional idiosyncrasié®f men, which are often used in order to justifylent behaviors or

even absolve men of responsibility for the exerm$eviolence. Examples of the latter were
statements such as that “they cannot control tbexual urges” and that “they are naturally
aggressive”. This mixed evaluation might be an dation that adolescents make no clear
distinction between notions about sex differencesavitable or biological, and gender roles as
socially constructed. The final factor containe@larations of violence that had to do with mental

health, such as use of alcohol or drugs, histoighdfl abuse, and mental problems.
Regressions

The factors that were calculated following the dacinalysis procedure were then entered into
hierarchical linear regressions (using the forcattyemethod) to identify whether they could
predict attitudes toward the various types of \noke tapped by the Attitudes toward Violence
Scale. Separate regressions were run to identtnpial predictors of violence directed from boys
towards girls (three factors), and vice versa (faaiors). For predicting attitudes toward violence
directed from boys towards girlsPhysical & Sexua) "Control, and'Shouting), a hierarchical
linear regression was conducted for each of thesypf violence on the ATV scale, with
personal/demographic factors on Block 1 (sex aadebf residence, dummy coded, educational
aspirations, maternal and paternal education),adtiididinal factors (AWSA, Knowledge/Myths,
and the four “explanation” factors), entered ondI@. In each case, regression analyses were
repeated after excluding variables identified atisically redundant, to derive the final predieti
model for attitudes toward each type of violerRRegression results are presented on Tables 1.10

— 1.13. For attitudes towardhouting behavior by girls toward boys, the only significanedictor

* Here the term ‘constitutional idiosyncrasies’ refers to the essential make-up of individuals, consisting mostly of
biological or internal factors as opposed to socially contrasted ones as explanations for violent behaviors.
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identified was female sex (predicted more ‘tolerattitudes toward girlsshouting at boys), b =
.18, ts0) = 3.94,p < .001, and explained a small but significant praiparof the variance in

attitudes toward girlsshouting at boys, R=.03,F(1, 450) = 15.53p < .001.

As hypothesized, more conservative attitudes towasthen (gender attitudes on AWSA scale)
also predicted more acceptance of violence direttedooys toward girls, accounting for a
substantial part of the variance for attitudes tolwaolence directed by boys toward girls, and to a
lesser extent, predict violence directed by gidward boys. Therefore, although a significant
percentage of the variance for ATV (boys towardsyiis explained by attitudes toward women,
but ATV (girls toward boys) remain more elusive.ng myths about GBV do appear to be
prevalent, and correlate with ATV, but were notntiged as a predictor of condoning violence
toward girls. Male sex and rural upbringing wergoaildentified as predictors of higher levels of
condoning of forms violence directed by boys towaids. Moreover, highereducational
aspirations emerged as a consistent predictor of lower lee¢l€ondoning for all forms of
violence directed by boys toward girls. Explanasioof violence that focused ofpositive
outcomes of violence, or that placed the blame of womerdjgted more tolerant attitudes of
physical and sexual violence directed by boys tdwgirls. The latter was also identified as a
predictor of condoningshouting (boys toward girls), as werenental health explanations of
violence towards women. Higher tolerance of conbrehaviour by girls toward boys was also
predicted by higher prevalence of myths, and higimetorsement of explanations for violence by

men toward women in terms @hale hegemony
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Table 1.10. Summary of Hierarchical Regression ysialfor variables predicting attitudes toward
physical & sexual violence (boys toward girls, M42)

Confidence Intervals

Variable B SEB I’} Lower Upper
Step 1

Constant 2.24 13

Sex -.34 .05 -31%**  -43 -.25

Urban/Rural A3 .05 A1* .03 22

Educational Aspirations -.20 .04 -25%* 27 -.13
Step2

Constant 13 .18

Sex -.06 .04 -.06 -.14 .02

Urban/Rural .06 .04 .05 -.02 14

Educational Aspirations -.07 .03 -.09* -.13 -.01

AWSA 41 .05 37FF* .32 51

"Positive Outcomés .25 .03 .30%** 19 .32

"Women'’s fault .10 .03 12%* .04 A7

Note: R= .22, adjusted? = .21, for Step1AR*= .28 for Step2y(s < .001); AWSA = Attitudes toward
Women Scale for Adolescents; * p<.05, **p<.01, B1.0
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Table 1.11: Summary of Hierarchical Regression psialfor variables predicting attitudes toward
‘control behaviors (boys toward girls, N = 444)

Confidence Intervals

Variable B SEB B Lower Upper
Step 1
Constant 2.50 .16
Sex -.34 .06 -.26***  -45 -.22
Urban/Rural .24 .06 A7 12 37
Educational Aspirations -.15 .04 -.16** -.24 -.06
Step2
Constant .99 .25
Sex -12 .06 -.10* -.24 -.004
Urban/Rural 21 .06 15 .09 .33
Educational Aspirations -.08 .04 -.08 -.16 .01
AWSA 51 .07 .38*** .39 .65

Note: R= .15, adjusted® = .14, for Step1AR? = .10 for Step2fs < .001); AWSA = Attitudes toward
Women Scale for Adolescents; * p<.05, *p<.01, B340
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Table 1.12: Summary of Hierarchical Regression psialfor variables predicting attitudes toward

‘'shouting behavior (boys toward girls, N = 443)

Confidence Intervals

Variable SEB Lower Upper
Step 1

Constant 2.57 .20

Educational Aspirations -.16 .05 - 14%* -.27 -.05
Step2

Constant 1.22 .33

Educational Aspirations -12 .06 -.10* -.23 -.01

AWSA .20 .08 2% .04 .36

"Women'’s fault 14 .07 A1 .01 27

"Mental health 19 .06 5% .07 31

Note: R= .02, adjusted?’ = .02 p < .01), for SteplAR? = .06 for Step2 < .001); AWSA = Attitudes
toward Women Scale for Adolescents; * p<.05, **dk.p<.001
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Table 1.13: Summary of Hierarchical Regression psialfor variables predicting attitudes toward
‘control behavior (girls toward boys, N = 443)

Confidence Intervals

Variable B SEB B Lower Upper
Step 1

Constant 1.54 .04

Sex .14 .05 14%* -.05 .23

Urban/Rural 16 .05 15%* .06 .26
Step2

Constant .48 .20

Sex 21 .05 22% 11 31

Urban/Rural 14 .05 A3** .04 .23

AWSA 15 .06 5% .04 27

Knowledge/Myths A7 .08 A1 .01 .32

‘Male hegemony’ A2 .04 Q4 .04 .20

Note: R= .04, adjuste®®= .04, for Step1AR*= .

07 for Step2fs <.001);* p<.05, **p<.01, p<.001
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Table 2.4Explanations

for violence: Levels and Themes.

Explanation (Theme)

| Verbatim

Level: Social Learning

Gender roles & stereotype

s“Maybe it's also stereotypes... that is, on what [eaoh student] said that the bo
the man, maybe... based on the stereotypes that é&xéstman is in charge, th
woman is inferior, so | am allowed to exercise @fae and control...” (girl, Grou
2)

o

Family & role models

. most criminals start fratmeir family, when they were in childhood, so &t
there is a start, and maybe the start is the familgll forms of violence that wil
happen, to develop the person as the years go Ifgay; Group 1).

Level: Relationship factors

Jealousy

“That is when you bring him to a peakhwibur jealousy and with ... [laughte
with how you behave, with how convincing you are h, well he will slap you!
[laughter]» (girl, Group 1)

“The boy may be jealous of the woman'’s behaviour starts psychological warfar
on her...” (boy, Group 1)

“...maybe, let's say, a friend could tell you, | dbkhow, there’s jealousy in th

relationship, and you see your boyfriend flirtingttwothers and your girlfriend

comes and she tells you watch out for your boyétjesh, that's where curiosit
starts and how the girl exercises violence. WHilgou think about it on your own
you wouldn't sit and think” (girl, Group 1)

—_

e

y

Lack of trust

“...everything is trust, when you ckeosomeone as a partners, it's v
excruciating to be afraid that they do this and tisaprovoke, you need to sho
some trust” (girl, Group 1).

ery
w

unrealistic expectations

“It could be attributedthe excessive... excessive expectations that ypeot
from someone to have too much, that the other peraanot give you” (girl, Grouj
1)

A

inadequate communication

“It could be considerett laf communication; maybe someone will do someghi

in a relationship that annoys you. Gradually, ifiydon’'t how to express it, how t
discuss, to have a discussion, it stays inside ymd this anger forms, theg
feelings that you can't express, and at the end may end in violence as a lq
resort, so that you can burst” (girl, Group 1).

gender  differences &
developmental paramete
(adolescence)

L

“I agree with all these, in adolescence you domibw what goes on with yoy

rperiod. You are trying to discover what you wanhatvyou are, who want to b

with, you are confused, so you are often in a i@tahip, it's not relationship yo
want, but you think it's so. This is dependence] haw he loves someone, he lov
it's a matter of response”. (girl, Group 1)

“But, for example, a 20 year old man and the wom&n there may be mor
pressure... because he’s older, he will want monegthi he will want to go ou
more... he won’t understand so much that she’s ae&b gid...” (girl, Group 2)

“The fact that girls mature quicker, and the boyshe boy’s development delay
more, the boy comes to mature in his 20s, afteratingy, the girls mature in the
15-16, this can create... they are together... Therbay be jealous of the woman
behaviour and starts psychological warfare on hetho¥y, Group 1).

-

—
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infidelity

“girl: Unless he gives a good cause, ¢an, | don’t know, if you cheat on her le
say, there’'s some...

Boy: ...mitigation [laughter]” (Group 1)

‘not matching’

“To have a relationship you neednatch... if you don’t match, it's reasonable that
violence will come to relationships... because theile be many conflicts” (boy,
Group 2)

Level: Situation factors

financial “... you can't deal financially, especialiiue to the financial status, if the family|is
not going well it builds, it's the basis for othelationships to go well...” (boy,
Group 1)

stress “maybe someone has pressure at this jolsands home and with any petty thing

he bursts ... “ (boy, Group 2)

Victim lacks protection

“...if where you go youmbhave someone who's yours, people will see jfwat
have no one to support you, so they won't thinkcevabout exercising violence to
you... they won't feel that there is someone to supypau” (girl, Group 2)

Level: Person factors

Insecurity — low self-esteem“Maybe, as we said jealousy, insecurity that's aognirom one of the person

14

maybe they’re insecure if they see fake, that tpaitner is cheating on them, pr
their imagination goes wild” (girl, Group 1)
“l think insecurity in their own or friendly environent could lead to... create|a
complex and you could express this in the wrong.waygirl, Group 1)

%)

selfishness “Because of personal interests of @achon... sometimes there may be a self-
centredness inside us, which does not let us, fike, up ourselves inside and show
our real self’ (boy, Group 2)

Anger — Lack of self{ “Eh, because if you don't hold in your anger, yan't control yourself and it eludg

control you, man, you don’t do it on purpose it just coroas (girl, Group 1)

“You can't control yourself, so you don’t know hdw react. Maybe it's something
trivial and it will come to you to beat her or hip” (boy, Group 1).

“Yes... because the person may lose control and mesgcmay hit, and then regret
and promise that ‘I will control it’, but if he der’t look into it, | mean if he doesnt
look into it himself- to sit and think, he won't prove...” ... (girl, Group 2)

“If there’s no communication in a relationship sithese feelings that | said before,
it's anger, they hold it inside them and then tfesgl that it's the only way to burst,
to take out their anger from inside” (girl, Group 1

Victim does not respond

“...if a person is low prefildoes not easily express themselves... they will ho
something inside... the other person, when they ésengolence, seeing that the
other does not react or does not do anything to istavill continue..” (girl, Group
2)

Drug/substance use

“I believe that a big reasairugs and alcohol, | see especially in a relatigns
where they exceed, a love relationship with a warhatis say a boy takes drugs pr
alcohol, they can even beat up their mother” (ligngup 1).
“when you take drugs or alcohol and take a lot,rydon't know what you are
doing” (boy, Group 1)
s

“persons who resort to addictive substances... ebelthey lose control and that
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how they exercise violence” (girl, Group 2).

Power/Control

“l agree that there’s this illusion, | see when yaxercise violence or prohibit th
other person — you won't go there, you won't welagse clothes, you have th
illusion that you can control them and stay in tiedationship. This isn't true
because if the other person wants to do somethggg ket's say, if they don't fee
what you feel you can’t stop them by setting liniitat you won’t go there, or eve
with physical violence” (girl , Group 1)

“... it depends on when each person is raised, Vitelhaards if you don't have self
confidence, then he will see illusions that sommeghhad happens, so | will hit he
immediately | get the control in the relationshipam strong. | have the powe
maybe this is where it comes from” (girl, Group 1)

“...because maybe one of the two considers that é réHationship they hav
control, they predominate...” (girl, Group 2)

“And that way, the person exercising violence, egly in our age, may fee
stronger afterwards... let's say when he does somgthi a girl and then goes to h
friends and says ‘so and so happened’ they willhieh ‘you are cool’ and he wil
feel stronger...” (girl, Group 2)
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