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ABSTRACT 
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PERCEPTIONS OF JUSTICE AND GENDER ROLE CONFLICT AMONG MEN’S 
RIGHTS ACTIVISTS 

 

MAY 2015 

 Men’s Rights Activists are often understood within the literature as a product of a 

reactionary or countermovement to the second wave of Feminism. However, Men’s 

Rights Activists also mobilize around specific social issues like intimate partner violence 

perpetration and restrictive roles associated with masculinity or the male gender. This 

thesis examines 29 responses to a constructed survey using existing indices that measure 

attitudes about social justice, gender role conflict, and attitudes about personal 

responsibility. Although participants did not report significant levels of gender role 

conflict, participants did report attitudes that are associated with social justice and high 

levels of perceived control over their own lives. Respondents also reported increased 

levels of perceived behavioral control related to social justice activism. The thesis was 

exploratory in nature, and the findings help empirically connect existing theoretical 

literature and the current iteration of the Men’s Rights Movement that exists primarily in 

an online setting.
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CHAPTER I 
 

INTRODUCTION 

INTRODUCTION 

Little empirical research has been completed specifically regarding Men’s Rights 

Activists; most of the completed research has referenced other parts of the Men’s 

movement, such as Father’s Rights Activists (Crowley 2009). This has caused a gap in 

the research about even sociodemographic characteristics such as the race, economic 

class, gender, and age of these individuals. In addition, no research has been conducted 

thus far on how Men’s Rights Activists perceive social justice outside of a father’s rights 

setting.  

Men’s Rights groups in the United States follow the path of the countermovement 

narrative by painting their members as unjustly categorized as being in opposition of the 

Feminist movement, and combatting the assertion that men promulgate the majority of 

intimate partner violence (Crowley 2009a:730). Instead, members present as victims of a 

biased system of institutions in which children are left to grow up without fathers, which 

society deems to be detrimental to the social development of the child (Jordan 2009). The 

movement, however, is not isolated to the United States. Forms of this social movement 

have been found in India, Canada, Russia, and Australia (Blais and Dupuis-Déri 2012; 

Chowdhury 2014; Reddin and Sonn 2003; Ruzakina 2010). 
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Gender is an important consideration for social movements, and one of the most 

influential and well-known social movements, Feminism, was originally based 

exclusively on women achieving equality with men in political and social arenas like 

equal access to voting, equal wages for equal work, and the redistribution of household 

labor to be more equitable among family members. Men’s Rights groups, however, often 

call for the removal of many of the institutionalized changes that Feminism influenced 

like the Violence against Women Act (VAWA). Gender becomes even more important 

when discussing intimate partner violence, since it is generally perpetrated by men 

although rates of arrests for female-perpetrated IPV are increasing (Crowley 2009a; 

Graves 2007; Herrman and Silverstein 2012). 

Measuring perceptions of social justice requires more specific definitions than 

organizational justice research to shift the setting to social interactions. The purpose of 

this thesis is to examine evaluations of social justice and gender role conflict among 

men’s rights activists (MRA) on the Internet. This thesis adds to the extremely limited 

empirical research conducted using MRA as participants that has been reported within the 

literature. Much of the existing literature is qualitative in nature, and researchers tend to 

use in-depth interview to collect data rather than collecting survey data. The use of 

surveys among Men’s Rights Activists is rare, but a larger sample of participants than an 

interview-based study can provide can add key information the literature about the 

characteristics of the forum members. This study also objectively measures gender role 

conflict among participants with a reliable instrument, the Gender Role Conflict Scale – 
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Short Form (Wester et al. 2011). This study also gathers participant attitudes toward 

instrumentalism or beliefs about individual and structured success. Finally, this study 

uses the Social Justice Scale to evaluate beliefs about social justice among men’s rights 

activists (Torres-Harding, Siers, and Olson 2012).  

SIGNIFICANCE 

This study will contribute to the limited literature on the contemporary Men’s 

Rights Movement (MRM). Currently, there is no definitive information about the 

attitudes and beliefs of these individuals concerning their perceptions of Feminism, 

perceptions of justice, or relative levels of gender role conflict. These attitudes are 

important socially because of the potential influence of these individuals on others within 

their immediate social networks. Some research indicates that these social networks act 

as patriarchal peer support in which a subculture that perpetuates violence against women 

is allowed to thrive (DeSekeredy, Schwartz, Fagen, and Hall 2006; Dragiewicz 2008). 

Decisions about justice occur at the individual level, and are based almost exclusively in 

perception (Greenberg 1990). By extending our understanding of how individuals and 

small groups perceive justice outside of a criminal justice or organizational setting, 

individual perceptions and an understanding of the structural components that might lead 

to these perceptions can contribute to a more holistic understanding of the role of gender 

in evaluations of justice by men (Greenberg 1987; Sweeney and McFarlin 1997). 

Additionally, this study will assist in painting a picture of the most common 

sociodemographic characteristics of individuals possessing this set of ideas, information 
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that is currently unavailable but potentially transformative in our understanding of the 

perceived dynamics of interactions between individuals who subscribe to the tenets of 

this movement and members of law enforcement, for example, in cases such as intimate 

partner violence. Our understanding of the gendered nature of perceptions about justice 

relies strongly on evidence from organizational sources, but we do not know yet how 

well these models will translate to proponents of Men’s Rights (Gillespie and Ryan 2012; 

Lerner 2003; Simpson and Kaminski 2007; Tata 2000). 

PLAN OF WORK 

Chapter II examines the literature surrounding men’s rights activism, the broader 

men’s movement, constructions of masculinity and gender, gender role conflict and 

instrumentalism. Chapter III provides an account of the methodology this study utilized. 

This chapter includes a discussion on sampling, the survey instrument and its 

components, the data collection and data analysis processes, and the limitations of the 

study. Chapter IV includes the results of the present study. This chapter also discusses the 

results of the study in relation to the research questions. Chapter V summarizes the 

study’s primary findings, discusses their implications, and explores possible arenas for 

future research. 
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CHAPTER II 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter begins with a review of literature concerning the men’s movement 

and countermovement. This is followed by a review of the literature related to hegemonic 

masculinity, gender role conflict, and the relationship between gender and intimate 

partner violence. Finally, literature related to instrumentalism, justice, and social justice 

is examined.  

MEN’S MOVEMENT AND COUNTERMOVEMENT 

 A fundamental distinction that must be made when referring to a men’s 

movement is that the discussion is not of a homogenous entity. Although there are several 

axes on which the men’s movement could be categorized, Clatterbaugh’s (1994) early 

work provides a general framework for understanding the different factions of the larger 

men’s movement. He divides them into four factions: profeminist men, conservative 

groups, mythopoetics, and men’s rights activists. Profeminist men are defined as those 

who engage in Feminist research or activism alongside women, and these men may 

belong to a group of other profeminist men or act independently in promoting Feminist 

goals (Bojin 2013). Conservative men’s groups tend to desire the restoration of 

disproportionate power and status to men, and frequently base this argument on religious 

ideology or a form of biological determinism (Clatterbaugh 1994; Eldén 2002). The 

mythopoetic men’s movement is characterized as a new-age spiritual movement in which 
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members use cultural artifacts like mythology to inform their performance of masculinity 

which they perceive as in a state of crisis due to the feminization of society (Andersen 

2011; Fox 2004).  

 Men’s rights advocates (MRA) are ideologically similar to the conservative men’s 

movement but differ in important ways. MRA tend to deemphasize religious ideology, 

while simultaneously promoting the idea of equal rights for both men and women, which 

would preclude laws such as the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) (Berns 2001; 

Fox 2004). MRA or masculinists focus on factors such as higher rates of suicide, lower 

education levels, higher levels of incarceration, and death penalty application among 

men, as well as more surreptitious cultural issues like gender differences in physical 

training within the military and circumcision of infant boys (Blais and Dupuis-Déri 2012; 

Cohn 2000; Messner 1998; Svoboda 2010; Watts and Borders 2005). Health disparities 

between men and women are a concern for Men’s Rights advocates, although these 

disparities tend to exist within racial and ethnic minority men to a larger extent than their 

white counterparts (Thorpe et al. 2013). Men are also less likely to seek out care for 

conditions that they perceive as endangering their masculinity (Flynn and Stana 2012). 

 Men’s Rights groups in the United States follow the path of the countermovement 

narrative by painting their members as unjustly categorized as being in opposition of the 

Feminist movement, and combatting the assertion that men promulgate the majority of 

intimate partner violence (Crowley 2009a:730). Instead, members present as victims of a 

biased system of institutions in which children are left to grow up without fathers, which 
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society deems to be detrimental to the social development of the child (Jordan 2009). By 

thrusting the father’s rights portion of the larger movement into society’s spotlight, 

hidden antifeminist agendas can be insidiously deployed (Messner 1998; Rosen, 

Dragiewicz, and Gibbs 2009). 

 One of the most prominent features of a social movement is the formation of a 

collective identity among members, solidifying the idea that the values and beliefs held 

by the individual members contribute to a larger, often politically oriented, goal (Crowley 

2009a). Membership in a social movement organization (SMO) does not necessarily 

constitute membership in the larger social movement. Crowley (2008) finds that identity 

work is the key process for shifting membership from one organization to a larger 

movement. Processes that link the individual to an organization as well as processes that 

link the organization to the movement must be present in order to solidify collective 

identity (Crowley 2008:708). This collective identity is cultivated through organizational 

leaders and the use of the leader’s authority and ability to use collective identity as a 

means to socialize members (Magnuson 2007). 

Blais and Dupuis-Déri (2012) skillfully apply the traditional understanding of a 

social movement to the tenets of the Men’s Rights movement in Canada. The authors cite 

seven criteria upon which the Men’s Rights movement can be analyzed : the presence of 

activists, the presence of organizational units (associations), the formation of a collective 

identity, advocacy of a common cause, conflict or opposition to perceived adversaries, 

extra-institutional protests, and a central goal of affecting social relationships (Blais and 
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Dupuis-Déri 2012:25; Rollmann 2013). The Men’s Rights movement meets each of the 

above requirements, while meeting the more stringent requirements of a 

countermovement since, “Masculinism is reactionary with regard to power politics and 

the social order, that is, it mobilizes on behalf of or in the interest of a dominant class and 

in opposition to forces of dissent” (Blais and Dupuis-Déri 2012:29). Additional factors 

that assist men’s rights groups in their attempts to implement social change are the 

informal and flexible nature of the organizations and the use of the internet (Ruzakina 

2010). 

 Participation in men’s movements by women is an under researched area of social 

movements. Crowley (2009b) interviewed twenty-three women in the father’s rights 

movement finding that approximately half of the participants were simultaneous 

members of Feminist organizations, and experienced conflicting social identities with 

their shared membership. 

HEGEMONIC MASCULINITY 

 R. W. Connell ([1995] 2005) introduced the concept of hegemonic masculinity 

into the literature, defining it as, “the configuration of gender practice which embodies 

the currently accepted answer to the problem of the legitimacy of patriarchy, which 

guarantees (or is taken to guarantee) the dominant position of men and the subordination 

of women” (77).  Controversial since its introduction, this paradigm for understanding 

masculinity at the macro-level has served as a foundation of knowledge for the critical 

analysis of the male gender and its accompanying social roles and identities while 
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stopping short of providing a usable model of reproduction of inequality. Weatherell and 

Edley (1999) are skeptical of the concept of hegemonic masculinity, preferring instead to 

use psychological terminology in an attempt to measure a constellation of individual 

traits, despite the authors’ assertion that this was not their intention. Budgeon (2013) 

presents an influential review of the literature on hegemonic masculinity, and adds an 

intersection with changes in post-industrial labor markets arguing, “The reconfiguration 

of workplaces and employment around these [emotional and aesthetic] forms of labor 

appears to privilege a ‘feminized’ subjectivity which, if performed by men, would 

compromise the bounded, self-sufficient and independent self-associated with white, 

middle-class, heterosexual, western masculinity” (13). 

Ashe (2004) contends that to fully understand the male gender, theorists should 

apply the same treatment to the concept as Feminists have done with the subjective 

experience of being female. Ashe, among other researchers, argues correctly that in order 

to achieve the same level of critical understanding of what it means to be a man, 

researchers must not fall into the trap of treating masculinity as one-dimensional (Hobbs 

2013). Coston and Kimmel (2012) introduce a discussion on privilege that challenges the 

predominant understanding of ‘brotherhood’ within the Men’s Movement by conducting 

interviews with gay, disabled, and working-class men who cannot achieve the cultural 

ideal of masculinity as easily as men that are privileged along class, racial, and 

educational axes (Brod 2001). The widespread nature of the cultural construct of 

masculinity leads directly to a reluctance to view men as victims in cases of IPV or 
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sexual abuse (Andersen 2011; Migilaccio 2001). Additionally, the heteronormative 

nature of Men’s Rights groups tends to cause individuals holding these values and beliefs 

to denigrate other constructions of masculinity that do not conform to the traditional 

masculine identity, lending support to Connell’s concept (Fox 2004). 

There are benefits to assimilating traits that are traditionally considered ‘female,’ 

including the potential for increased interpersonal relationship quality (Hill 2006). The 

call for additional models of masculinity can be beneficial in the criminal justice system 

too, having the potential to help offenders successfully reenter society (Karp 2010). The 

lack of reliable empirical work on this topic, however, leaves this conclusion tenuous. 

 Connell and Messerschmidt (2005) answer criticisms of the original construct of 

hegemonic masculinity, conceding that more psychological work is necessary in order to 

fully develop the original idea. The authors, however, stand behind the idea as a broad 

framework for understanding the constantly changing dynamic between power and 

gender, but acknowledge that in order to utilize it properly, a more complex 

understanding of gender hierarchy must be established as well as an emphasis on 

individual agency (2005:846-848). 

  Hearn (1998) posits that even social theory, as a discourse, has been primarily 

developed by and for men, and is not dissimilar to white theorists writing about white 

people. There is not a consensus among men’s studies scholars about how concepts like 

masculinity and gender should be treated within academia; Roussell and Downs (2007), 

for example, “argue that the issues of heterosexual men emerge from a locus that is 
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different from that of women and of other peoples who are defined by their natural bodies 

or the way they act in their bodies, such as gay men” (182). This stance couches a 

seemingly innocuous statement outside of a historical context that acknowledges various 

axes of privilege (Coston and Kimmel 2012). Hearn (1998) continues, “For men to 

develop critical theorizing of men further, elements of various discursive practices 

discussed need to be built on. Men’s power needs to be subverted; ambivalence needs to 

be recognized; the possibility of the alterity of men needs to be acknowledged; and 

critique remains fundamental” (805). While Hearn’s (1998) presentation of hegemonic 

masculinity is akin to a Weberian ideal type, the author speculates that perpetration of 

violence and domination over women is one of the few achievable aspects of the cultural 

ideal of masculinity. Perhaps most profoundly, Hearn (2012) postulates that the use of the 

term ‘hegemonic’ to describe masculinity has itself become hegemonic; since it is 

predominant in critical discourse, the original meaning of the term loses efficacy in 

theories of crime, especially intimate partner violence perpetrated by men, and the 

narratives they tell about perpetrated violence (Durfee 2011; Mullaney 2007). 

GENDER ROLE CONFLICT 

 “Gender role conflict is a psychological state where gender roles have negative 

consequences or impact on a person or others. The ultimate outcome of this conflict is the 

restriction of the person’s ability to actualize their human potential or the restriction of 

someone else’s potential” (O’Neil et al. 1986:2). 
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 Measurement of gender role conflict is sharply divided among academic 

disciplines, although the overlap between methodologies is largely artificial. Both 

psychological outcomes on the individual level and an understanding of the structural 

components that might lead to these outcomes contribute to a more holistic understanding 

of the impact of gender on the individual. Baber and Tucker’s (2006) presentation of the 

Social Roles Questionnaire (SRQ) is an attempt to account for a non-dichotomous 

understanding of both gender and gender roles. By updating older scales such as the 

Attitudes toward Women Scale (AWS), and using the older scales as a means of 

measuring convergent validity, the authors attempt to create items that can capture more 

subtle forms of sexism (2006). 

The effects of gender role conflict frequently manifest psychologically, ranging 

from lower levels of problem-solving ability to depression and loneliness (Blazina et al. 

2007; Blazina et al. 2008; Greenberg et al. 2009; Knox, Vail-Smith, and Zusman 2007). 

Restrictive Emotionality appears to be the best subscale for prediction of psychological 

distress among men when experiencing gender role conflict (Good et al. 1995). 

 There are particular considerations that must be taken into account when 

researching men, especially men within stigmatized groups like Men’s Rights advocates. 

Crowley (2007) mentions that the researcher must sometimes accentuate personal 

characteristics like gender, race, or economic class, in order to build trust with the 

members of the organization (Philaretou and Allen 2006). Schwalbe and Wolkomir 

(2001) include several helpful strategies for interviewing men, including allowing 
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participants a symbolic sense of control and prefacing interviews with an opportunity for 

the male participant to ask the first question (93). Researching stigmatized men about 

interactions with the criminal justice system presents unique challenges, but 

simultaneously presents an opportunity to learn how and to what extent structural and 

cultural influences have on individual perceptions of justice.  

Measurement of gender role conflict among adolescent males is studied less 

intensely than among adult men, but there is some support for the model being modified 

for use among adolescent and young adult men (Watts and Borders 2005). Attitudes 

about gender roles among young adult men are susceptible to change based on life 

experience, with length of bachelorhood, for example, increasing the likelihood that men 

will have more egalitarian attitudes about domestic labor (Pitt and Borland 2008). The 

lack of empirical studies on how adolescent boys are socialized into specific masculine 

gender roles is a significant shortcoming of the literature thus far (Galligan et al. 2010). 

GENDER AND INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE 

Perhaps the most widely known and successful portions of the broader men’s 

movement are the father’s rights groups, which are usually classified within the men’s 

rights movement or the conservative men’s movement since they are ideologically 

similar (Clatterbaugh 1994; Fox 2004; Messner 1998). The literature too tends to focus 

on fathers’ rights groups, as they are the most readily accessible and prominent form of 

the men’s movement. Since the nature of these organizations is informal and voluntary, 

many individuals could potentially overlap and identify as both men’s rights activists as 
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well as father’s rights activists. Disparities in arrests for intimate partner violence, as well 

as the accompanying consequences to custody and divorce proceedings makes IPV a 

common topic of conversation among both men’s rights and father’s rights activists.  

 It is challenging to present an objective review of the literature surrounding 

intimate partner violence. There are two entrenched and adversarial frameworks for 

understanding IPV perpetration. On one hand, there are researchers who refuse to 

acknowledge any gendered differences in perpetration of crime, choosing instead to 

situate their work on the individual and the individual’s internal psychological processes. 

On the other hand, there are researchers who perform macro-level research and 

incorporate structural considerations like hegemonic masculinity and patriarchy into their 

analysis and are reluctant to move from this view. This debate has been active for many 

years, and a definite answer is not readily available. 

There is some evidence that lends credence to the claim that men and women are 

treated differently by law enforcement. Avakame and Fyfe (2001) discovered that while 

there is evidence supporting the thesis that police officers tend to be less aggressive and 

more lenient in intimate partner violence (IPV) situations, “arrests are more likely if the 

woman [victim] is affluent, white, older, or suburban” (2001:22). Lally and DeMaris 

(2012) found that regardless of other factors, men are more likely to be arrested for 

assaulting a woman versus assault a man. Chaudhuri (2012) analyzed differences 

between media and academic reports of male victimization in intimate relationships 

finding that underreporting of male victimization, a lack a social support structures for 
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male victims, and attempts to minimize the level of fear felt by the male victim are 

commonplace. Men, in general, are less likely to report or seek care for conditions that 

are perceived to endanger their masculinity, although one way to safeguard masculinity 

while seeking help is through the use of the Internet (Chaudhuri 2012; Flynn and Stana 

2012).  

Hamel’s (2009) review of the literature surrounding male victimization in IPV 

situations asserts that many of the studies about victimization are flawed theoretically or 

methodologically, and that follow-up studies have drawn different conclusions including 

Medeiros and Straus’ (2006) finding that risk factors for IPV perpetration are 

approximately 73% similar between men and women. Schwartz (2000) highlights 

methodological issues in the reporting of violent victimization by women, such as 

underreporting, varying conceptual and operational definitions, sex of the interviewer, 

and ethnicity of the interviewer. These same criticisms can be leveled at survey research 

in general, however. Sarantakos (2004) studied 68 families in Australia that purported to 

have abusive wives who had constructed their violence as self-defense, finding in most of 

his researched cases, the credibility of the wives’ account of violence were questionable 

and the argument of self-defense unwarranted. Straus (2007) describes several processes 

that have the potential to distort the results of studies on IPV including: disingenuous 

citations of studies that only show male IPV perpetration, harassment of researchers who 

do not conform to an alleged Feminist ideology, obstruction of funding and evidence that 
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do not support a gendered understanding of IPV, and most alarmingly, the suppression of 

empirical evidence for political ends (228-230). 

The inability to agree on gender as a significant predictor of intimate partner 

violence perpetration has led some researchers to propose a gender neutral or ‘post-

patriarchal’ model of intimate partner violence that focuses more on individual 

differences in personality rather than structural power differences (Cohen and Harvey 

2006; Straus 2007). Men’s narratives of victimization frequently frame the discussion as 

one wherein the man lacks power and control over their intimate partner, and rarely 

include an element of fear of the intimate partner (Durfee 2011). Kimmel (2002) rightly 

calls for ideology and politics to be put aside and compassion to be extended to all 

victims, regardless of their sex, gender, or other individual statuses (1357-1358).  

 Feminist literature offers a pointed rebuttal of the gender-neutral conception of 

intimate partner violence, with Berns (2001) positing that attempts to degender the 

problem of IPV and further attempts to assign blame to women as a whole from isolated 

incidents of female violence is evidence of an attempt to reassert patriarchal structures 

through removal of men’s responsibility for acts of IPV. Methods of degendering social 

problems like intimate partner violence can occur through a discourse of offering 

competing narratives of IPV and using extreme cases to diminish or remove the impact of 

the general trend of male-perpetrated IPV (Harris, Palazzolo, and Savage 2012; Hastie 

and Cosh 2013; Riley 2001). An additional way that men attempt to diminish their level 

of culpability in perpetrating intimate partner violence is by “constructing their violence 
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as a rational response to extreme provocation, a loss of control, or a minor incident that 

was blown out of proportion” (Anderson and Umberson 2001:462). Edley and Wetherall 

(2001) offer evidence that many men construct Feminism and Feminists in binary terms; 

the authors use a literary metaphor of Dr. Jekyll to describe what Feminist ideas men 

view as reasonable versus a Mr. Hyde argument that demonizes Feminist ideas as too 

extreme.   

Dragiewicz (2008) counters the idea that IPV needs to be viewed in a gender 

neutral way by arguing that the reason VAWA was necessary initially was because of 

social problems like the gender wage gap, women’s cultural responsibility for childcare, 

and women’s disproportionate risk of intimate partner homicide and rape. Minaker and 

Snider (2006) view the increased sensitivity to female perpetrated violence as indicative 

of a larger anti-feminist backlash. Crowley (2009a) points out that the United States 

Department of Justice statistics show women to be the victim in 84.5% of reported IPV 

cases between spouses, 85.9% of reported cases between boyfriends and girlfriends, 81% 

of reported cases of intimate partner homicide among spouses, and 71% of reported 

intimate partner homicide cases between boyfriends and girlfriends. Although specific 

information related to unreported IPV cases is not available, Graves (2007) finds that 

unreported cases of intimate partner violence among female victims are common, and 

this can be particularly problematic for adolescent females who do not have the same 

access to social services as adult women (Herrman and Silverstein 2012). Blais and 

Dupuis-Déri’s (2012) research observed that men do experience real problems within 
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society, primarily economic instability, but rather than addressing the real underlying 

cause, a shift in the labor market, men tend to blame women entering the workforce as 

the root cause of their inability to find work.  

SOCIAL JUSTICE 

Constantine et al. (2007) define social justice as “fairness and equity in resources, 

rights, and treatment for marginalized individuals and groups of people who do not share 

equal power in society because of their immigration, racial, ethnic, age, socioeconomic, 

religious heritage, physical ability, or sexual orientation status groups” (24). While there 

is no unified theory of justice or social justice and many definitions remain theoretical, 

the basic model of justice and perceptions of justice includes several important features 

that outline this social phenomenon. Justice research often draws from the social 

exchange framework, as described by Blau (1964) and further developed by Molm 

(2006). Within this framework, actors, most commonly social actors, exchange desired 

resources, and as these exchanges occur, they often form patterns or exchange relations. 

The outcome of multiple actors negotiating exchanges simultaneously evokes a dynamic 

process (Molm 2006).  

Within each exchange, there is a perceiver or observer, who may or may not be 

the recipient of an outcome, and inherent to the perceiver are attitudes, beliefs, and 

motivations (Hegvedt 2006). Situational factors that act at the individual level, such as 

whether the exchange is negotiated or reciprocal, along with the individual characteristics 

of the perceiver coincide to influence an evaluation of justice through a process of social 
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comparison. If the evaluation returns with the outcome perceived as unjust or 

unequitable, negative emotional reactions can occur, including guilt, shame, anger, and 

frustration. Negative emotional responses to the perceived injustice can then act with 

situational factors to influence cognitive or behavioral outcomes of the negative 

evaluation (Hegvedt 2006). Negative evaluations of justice or equity and accompanying 

negative emotional responses can then influence individuals to seek a balance that 

focuses on minimizing the negative emotion while maximizing individual outcomes.  

Lerner (2003) introduced a potentially moderating variable in evaluations of justice in the 

form of low vs. high impact situations. High impact situations are those, “…involving 

serious deprivation, suffering, loss of esteem, humiliation, or significant amounts of 

desired resources” (Lerner 2003:394). These situations have the potential to elicit 

stronger responses from individual. 

 Justice research primarily falls into one of three categories: organizational, 

psychological, and social psychological. Organizational justice research is often 

procedural, and deals with topics like dispute resolution in the workplace, or differences 

in perceived contributions and rewards in larger organizations like unions (Greenberg 

1990; Simpson and Kaminski 2007). Justice research is also implicated in cross-cultural 

settings in which differences in socialization or instrumentalism can influence 

perceptions of fairness (Leung and Lind 1986). Greenberg’s (1990) review of the 

literature on social justice defines two primary frameworks that have been used 

historically to understand how the individual perceives justice. The distributive justice 
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framework is an offshoot of equity theory and centers around the fairness of outcomes 

while the procedural justice framework is concerned with fairness within the decision-

making process or procedure (Greenberg 1990). It is important to make it clear that 

decisions about justice occur at the individual level, and are based almost exclusively in 

perception. There is some support for the idea that perceptions of justice are gendered, 

with men valuing distributive outcomes more than women, while women value both 

distributive and procedural justice approximately equally (Sweeney and McFarlin 1997). 

Tata’s (2000) research findings support this idea, but the research is problematic 

methodologically, using part-time graduate students as participants. Hartman, Yrle, and 

Galle (1999) found contradictory results, with significant differences in relative 

importance of distributive and procedural justice disappearing once controls were 

introduced. Simpson and Kaminski (2007) introduced race as a caveat, with racial and 

ethnic minorities valuing factors like respect and dignity more than either of the other two 

frameworks. Leung and Lind (1986) also indicate cultural constructs like race to be 

relevant to the discussion on perceptions of justice. This body of literature looks 

primarily at organizations, but social justice can be evaluated at the psychological and 

social psychological level as well. 

Psychological justice research frequently deals with the self and cognitive 

schema, and is often a feature of community psychology. Kinias and Kim (2011) 

discovered in their analysis that individual perceptions of unfairness was associated with 

negative psychological outcomes and reduced life satisfaction among women. 
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Psychological justice research is also implicated in negative perceptions of unearned 

rewards; Gillespie and Ryan (2012), for example, demonstrate that individuals who 

believe they were hired with preferential treatment or otherwise felt unqualified for the 

job they received would perform worse than those who did not share the negative 

emotion or perceived injustice.   

Social psychological models of justice tend to include both structural variables 

like race, gender, and socioeconomic status, while retaining the emphasis on emotion and 

cognition from the psychology form of justice research. Social psychological justice 

research is important for intersections of individuals and structure, and as such is 

sometimes used to describe social movements and social movement organizations that 

are arrayed on an identity such as race or gender. Individual differences can interact with 

structural variables in a number of ways, an example of which is white privilege and 

religious affiliation. Willingness to confront white privilege and affiliation with a 

religious organization that espouses justice principles increases the likelihood that an 

individual will be interested and committed to eliminating inequality, while 

unwillingness to acknowledge white privilege and affiliation with a conservative 

religious organization decrease the likelihood of interest and commitment to social justice 

accordingly (Todd, McConnell, and Suffrin 2014). Perceptions of justice tend to differ 

between men and women, with men often valuing distributive outcomes over procedural 

or relational considerations (Greenberg 1990).  
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INSTRUMENTALISM 

 Edley and Weatherell (2001) discuss the development of the ‘new man’ during 

the 1980s that was constructed almost exclusively among middle-class white men (440). 

This interaction of socioeconomic status with race and gender is critical for 

understanding personal instrumentalism since it manifests regardless of the individual’s 

position in a matrix of social positions. Accompanying Americans’ high levels of 

personal instrumentalism is the idea that crime is an individual decision based on the 

individual’s agency rather than a result of the complex interplay between societal forces 

(Cohen and Harvey 2006; Mirowsky, Ross, and Willigen 1996). Mirowsky et al. (1996) 

contend that this emphasis on individual agency decreases the likelihood that structural 

inequality or restricted opportunities are seen as the dominant social forces acting on the 

individual.  

For participants in Men’s Rights groups, higher levels of personal 

instrumentalism could preclude or mask acknowledgement of macro-level forces like 

patriarchal culture or hegemonic masculinity. Hegtvedt (1993) finds that justice models, 

specifically distributive justice models, assume instrumental behavior and a preference 

for the maximization of one’s owns outcomes or the legitimization of one’s excessive 

rewards as fair or just. The relational or group-model of justice is also influenced by the 

instrumentalism of individuals, however, as the behavior and distribution often benefit 

other group members as well as the individual, leading to the appearance of a just system 
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(Hegtvedt 2005). No empirical information is presently available on levels of 

instrumentalism among men’s rights activists.  

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 There is little empirical information available on the sociodemographic 

characteristics of MRA participants. Since a large portion of the literature focuses on the 

mythopoetic or father’s rights portions of the men’s movement, the study will collect 

sociodemographic characteristics of the members of the Men’s Rights Movement. 

Gathering information about the variables race, age, income, family background, sexual 

orientation, religious affiliation, marital status, education level, number of children, 

occupation, and political affiliation will help us better understand the participants in this 

movement. The first research question asks what levels of gender role conflict are 

experienced by Men’s Rights Activists. The second research asks do MRA report 

increased levels of personal and American instrumentalism? The third research question 

asks: Do men’s rights activists perceive themselves as acting toward social justice or 

social justice goals? The fourth research question examines which social problems the 

participants find most pressing and how participants understand these social phenomena.
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CHAPTER III 
 

DATA AND METHODS 

This chapter begins with a discussion of the source of the data for this survey and the 

sampling technique utilized. Next, each section of the survey instrument is outlined, as 

are the data collection and data analysis procedures. Finally, limitations of the current 

study are addressed. 

 
DATA 

 The data for this study examined participant’s perceptions of social justice, 

participant’s perceptions of individual accountability for actions, sociodemographic 

characteristics, and levels of gender role conflict among participants. The data for this 

study came from responses to a survey instrument from participants in the Men’s Rights 

subreddit on the internet website Reddit (http://www.reddit.com/r/MensRights). Reddit is 

a very large social news website wherein members post content in the form of links to 

internet content, and other members may comment or vote on the links in an effort to 

deliver new content to users (Reddit 2014). The website is divided into specific forums, 

or subreddits, where users post relevant content about specific topics, such as Men’s 

Rights. 

This particular forum was chosen for several reasons, the first of which is the 

large number of subscribers (approximately 97,000 individuals as of September 2014). 
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Second, use of this forum makes it possible to capture responses from individuals who 

may or may not reside in the southern or southwestern United States. Finally, while other

subreddits or internet forums exist whose subscribers may hold similar values, attitudes, 

and beliefs, the posts on /r/MensRights tend to be of a less extreme nature.  

SAMPLE 

 The asynchronous existence of the online message board presented a sampling 

challenge. Establishing a sampling frame was not plausible and randomly chosen 

participants could or could not be active users of the message board, and since visitors to 

the website may view posts without creating a user account, a message containing a 

hyperlink leading to the hosted survey instrument was posted to the message board so 

that all active participants on this forum had an opportunity to respond. In anticipation of 

a potentially low response rate due to the culturally unpopular nature of the tenets of the 

men’s rights movement, this method was intended to allow more opportunities for survey 

attempts and completion than would a completely random sampling technique. 300 

survey responses were originally sought.  This sampling procedure resulted in completed 

surveys from a total of 29 respondents. 

INSTRUMENTS 

 O’Neil et al. (1986) conceptualized gender role conflict as having four dimensions 

that are useful for understanding how gendered prescriptions for behavior can impact the 

individual in negative ways: Success, Power, and Competition relates to individual 

accomplishments, the ability to obtain authority over others, and the establishment of a 
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process of social comparison in which the individual finds the self to be superior to 

others. Restrictive Emotionality relays anxiety or fear about emotional expression. 

Restrictive Affectionate Behavior between Men indicates difficulty in expressing 

emotion and physical affection between men. The final dimension of gender role conflict 

for O’Neil (1986) is Conflict between Work and Family Relations and involves trouble 

negotiating competing demands of one’s family and one’s other commitments such as 

employment. These elements have been consolidated into the Gender Role Conflict Scale 

(GRCS), which has been used reliably since 1986 (Galligan et al. 2010; O’Neil et al 

1986; O’Neil 2008).  

The Gender Role Conflict Scale Short Form (GRCS-SF) is included in the survey 

to measure levels of gender role conflict experienced by the research participants 

(Blazina et al. 2007; Blazina, Settle, and Eddins 2008; O’Neil et al. 1986). It is 

represented by items 31 to 47. The original GRCS has been shown to be both a valid and 

reliable instrument for measuring role conflict (Good et al. 1995; O’Neil 2008). The 

GRCS-SF was used in lieu of the original GRCS since the GRCS-SF instrument 

eliminates redundant items and items with less reliability while retaining statistical 

validity and being easier to administer (Wester et al. 2011).  

 The survey instrument was constructed for the purposes of this study. The 

instrument included sociodemographic variables from the General Social Survey such as 

sex, gender, race, age, income, family background, sexual orientation, religious 

affiliation, marital status, education level, number of children, occupation, and political 
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affiliation (Smith et al. 2013). These measures were included in an effort to obtain basic 

demographic data about the research participants. The demographic measures were 

encompassed by items 57 to 74. 

The instrument included subsections 1-3 of the Social Justice Scale as a means to 

measure perceptions of social justice (Torres-Harding, Siers, and Olson 2012). 

Subsection 4 of the Social Justice Scale was not deployed because of its direct 

relationship to intended behavior, which was not part of this proposed study. Measuring 

perceptions of social justice requires more specific definitions than organizational justice 

research to shift the setting to social interactions. Torres-Harding, Siers, and Olson 

(2012) developed the Social Justice Scale as a means to measure perceptions of social 

justice. Although this scale follows the conventional psychological social psychology 

pattern of attitudes and beliefs influencing behavior, it is significant theoretically as a 

starting point for evaluations of social justice while connecting the individual to structure. 

Although the Social Justice Scale was constructed more recently than the GRCS-SF, it 

has demonstrated significant correlations to similar scales including the Public Service 

Motivation Scale, the Global Belief in a Just World Scale, the Symbolic Racism Scale, 

and the Neosexism Scale (Torres-Harding, et al. 2012: 86). The sources of perceptions of 

justice by the individual require mentioning as well. Hamer, Jenkins, and Moore (2013) 

cite four primary sources of knowledge for evaluations of social justice including: the 

media, experiences during childhood, experiences as an adult, and historical observations, 
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each of which could be pertinent for a member of a men’s rights organization or web-

based forum. The three subsections of the social justice scale were items 11 to 30. 

The instrument included questions measuring agreement with a standard four 

statements that gauge the individual’s level of both individual and American 

instrumentalism (Mirowsky, Ross, and Van Willigen 1996). Instrumentalism in this 

context refers to individual agency and the ability to alter one’s own environment in a 

meaningful way. It is contrasted with fatalism which indicates a perceived helplessness or 

powerlessness (322). High levels of fatalism can lead to negative psychological outcomes 

like depression, while shifting blame for personal failure to structural social problems 

does little to assuage culpability of the individual in the eyes of most Americans.  The 2 x 

2 index used by Mirowsky and Ross (1991) has been demonstrated to be a valid measure 

of indicators of a sense of control, and is still in use (Mirowsky 2013). These were items 

49 to 56. 

DATA COLLECTION  

Data collection began with the posting of a private message to the moderators of 

the Men’s Rights subreddit, introducing the researcher, the research study, and the survey 

instrument. A request was made within the original recruitment script to have the 

recruitment script for participants promoted within the subreddit for a period of two days 

to help with the visibility of the post.  

Next, a hyperlink to the survey instrument hosted by PsychData was placed into a 

message that was available to view by all subscribed members of the subreddit. 
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Respondents then chose to participate in the survey by clicking on the hyperlink. The 

survey instrument was originally intended to be open for four consecutive weeks. Since 

many Reddit users are not daily users, this was expected to allow enough time for a larger 

number of subscribers to respond. At least 300 responses were originally sought. Before 

starting the survey, participants were shown an information sheet with potential risks to 

completing the survey, and upon electing to participate, will be taken to the survey 

instrument by PsychData.  

The recruitment script was posted to the members of the subreddit, and was met 

with several critical and questioning comments by members. Some of the members 

expressed curiosity or questioned specific research methodology, while others were 

almost exclusively negative and critical of the research in general. Several members 

accused the research of being biased toward a Feminist theoretical outlook and 

immediately discounted it while attempting to incite other members to do the same.  

Approximately one week later, the recruitment script was posted a second time 

within the subreddit, There were fewer responses by subreddit members the second time 

the recruitment script was posted. Upon the third week of recruitment however, the 

moderators of the message board deemed there to be too much controversy surrounding 

the topic and banned the recruitment script from being posted again. This negatively 

impacted recruitment responses. 

An alternative web-based forum for recruitment was sought, and the moderators 

of the forums on the website www.avoiceformen.com were contacted for potential 
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recruitment. The moderators of this website did not react favorably and did not allow 

recruitment for the survey. Data collection was terminated with a total of 29 completed 

surveys. The completed surveys were downloaded from psychdata.com for analysis. 

DATA ANALYSIS 

 Survey responses were analyzed using IBM SPSS® to obtain descriptive statistics 

on the sociodemographic variables, participant scores on the Gender Role Conflict Scale 

–Short Form, participant scores on the Social Justice Scale, and participant scores on the 

instrumentalism index. Survey responses were imported into SPSS from PsychData, at 

which time the mean response time was established to help eliminate surveys completed 

in unreasonably short amounts of time. The age of the respondents was verified through 

birth year in order to ensure all participants were aged 18 or older. 

 Responses to the initial items in the survey and the sociodemographic variables 

were analyzed using descriptive statistics, including the frequencies, percentages, means, 

and standard deviations provide a general overview of participants as well as their 

perceptions about activism and their perception of the relationship between Feminism 

and men’s rights activism.  

 The responses to the GRCS-SF were divided into its component subscales: 

success, power, and competition; restricted emotionality; restricted affectionate behavior 

between men; and conflict between work and family relations (Wester et al., 2011). Each 

subscale of the GRCS-SF contained four items, and the descriptive statistics were used to 
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help answer the first research question which asks what level of gender role conflict is 

experienced by Men’s Rights Activists.  

 Participant responses to the typology of personal and American instrumentalism 

were analyzed to determine the levels of control that participants felt they had over their 

own lives as well as the level of control they felt others had over their own lives 

(Mirowsky, Ross, and Van Willigen 1996). The instrumentalism section contains four 

items measuring instrumentalism and fatalism for the individual, and an additional four 

items measuring instrumentalism and fatalism for others. The responses to this typology 

were used to help answer the second research question: Do MRA report increased levels 

of personal and American instrumentalism? 

 Participant responses to the Social Justice Scale were used to help address the 

third research question: do men’s rights activists perceive themselves as working toward 

social justice. The SJS was also divided into four subscales including: social justice 

attitudes; social justice perceived behavior control; social justice subjective norms; and 

social justice behavioral intentions. Since only the first three subscales were deployed as 

measures of attitudes and beliefs about social justice, the final subscale was not part of 

the final analysis. The other three subscales were analyzed in order to collect evidence to 

answer the third research question: Do Men’s Rights Activists perceive themselves as 

working toward social justice or social justice goals? 

 The responses to the free-form item asked participants to outline or list specific 

issues facing men’s rights activists or the men’s rights movement. Since the responses 
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were not as easily codified empirically as existing scales and indices, a word cloud was 

created to show the relative importance of concepts and terms for the participants of the 

survey. This information was used to help answer the fourth research question that asked 

which social problems the participants find most pressing and how participants 

understand these social phenomena. 

LIMITATIONS 

 A primary limitation of this study has to do with sampling. Since the participants 

in this online message board hold unpopular opinions and are from disparate locations 

around the world, it was not feasible to use random sampling within the survey 

deployment. In addition, those who choose to respond to internet surveys may differ from 

those who do not respond and this may impact the findings. Further, participants on this 

message board may not represent the larger population of men's rights advocates. The 

low number of respondents is also problematic for this study. While 29 completed 

surveys are helpful for an exploratory study, larger samples would be required in order to 

obtain data that could be generalized. These factors limit the ability of the study to 

generalize beyond the respondents. Additionally, since the Internet does allow for a 

higher level of anonymity than other forms of social interaction, there is potential for 

false survey responses to be submitted. The impact of false responses can be mitigated 

through the use of fact-checking questions that are distributed throughout the survey 

instruments, and the use of multiple instruments. Finally, using the Internet in social 

research presents a unique challenge since the researcher cannot verify the identity of the 

respondents to the survey instrument.
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CHAPTER IV 
 

RESULTS 
 

 This chapter reviews findings with reference to each of the research questions. 

After a discussion of the sociodemographic characteristics of respondents, there is a brief 

analysis of the respondents’ perceptions of Feminism. The remainder of the chapter 

examines findings related to each of the four research questions.  

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

 A total of 300 responses to the survey instrument were initially sought. Due to the 

culturally unpopular nature of the Men’s Rights Movement, the final number of 

completed responses was lower than anticipated, but the sampling opportunities for 

Men’s Rights Activists on the Internet are also extremely limited. 58 respondents began 

the survey, with 29 surveys being analyzed based on percentage of items completed and 

length of time taken to complete the survey. The survey instrument is included as 

Appendix 1. The average time taken in responding to the survey instrument was about 19 

minutes, although there was significant variation in the amount of time it took 

respondents to complete the instrument. 

 Items containing sociodemographic variables from the General Social Survey 

were included within the survey instrument. Variables of interest included age, sex, 

gender, work status, education level, number of children, marital status, race/ethnicity, 
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occupation, religious preference, religiosity, and urban/rural living situation (Smith et al. 

2013). Table 1 summarizes characteristics of the participants.

 

Table 1 - Characteristics of Participants 
Ethnicity Frequency Percentage 
White 19 83% 
Asian 1 4% 
African-American 1 4% 
Multiracial 2 9% 

Total 23 100% 
Gender 
Male 22 96% 
Female 1 4% 

Total 23 100% 
Age 
18 - 29 19 66% 
30 - 39 6 21% 
40 - 49 1 3% 
50 - 59 2 7% 
60 - 69 1 3% 

Total 29 100% 
Highest Year of Education 
High School 1 4% 
Some College 8 35% 
Baccalaureate Degree 8 35% 
Master's Degree 3 13% 
Doctoral or 
Professional Degree 3 13% 

Total 23 100% 
In School 
Yes 6 24% 
No 19 76% 

Total 25 100% 
Income Range 
$0 - $14,999 7 30% 
$15,000 - $24,999 1 4% 
$25,000 - $34,999 2 9% 
$45,000 - $54,999 2 9% 
$55,000 - $64,999 2 9% 
$65,000 - $74,999+ 3 9% 
Prefer not to answer 6 26% 

Total 23 100% 
(Continued) 
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The respondents in this sample ranged in age from 20 – 66 years old, with 65% 

(N=19) of respondents reporting an age range of 18-29. The next highest category was 

ages 30-39, with about 21% (N=6) of the respondents. This, too, is not an unexpected 

result, as the most frequent user of the Reddit website tends to be male and a young adult. 

The vast majority (83%, N=19) of respondents identify as White, with multiracial being 

the next closest category with about 9% (N=2) of respondents. Respondents also tended 

to be split between urban and mostly urban areas, with over 60% of responses (N=14), 

while mostly rural areas account for about 26% (N=6) of the responses. 

Although there are relatively few female participants in the Men’s Rights and 

larger Men’s Movement (Crowley 2009b), one respondent identified as female. This was 

not an unexpected result, especially given the involvement of women in the Father’s 

Rights section of the Men’s Movement. Since the number of female respondents was 

Marital Status 
Married 3 13% 
Widowed 1 4% 
Divorced 1 4% 
Cohabitating with 
romantic partner 2 9% 

Never Married 16 70% 
Total 23 100% 

Number of Children 
0 19 83% 
1 2 9% 
2 2 9% 

Total 23 100% 
Religious Preference 
Protestant 2 9% 
Catholic 3 13% 
Atheist/Not religious 17 74% 
Other 1 4% 

Total 23 100% 
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limited, separate analysis of the data by gender was not performed. The survey 

instrument asked respondents to identify both sex and gender to incorporate non-

dichotomously gendered individuals, but there were no mismatches between responses in 

sex and gender in this sample. 

Exactly 26% (N=6) of the respondents reported that they were currently attending 

some form of education. With regard to education level, 35% (N = 8) of respondents 

report having had at least some college, and an additional 35% (N=8) of respondents 

report earning at least a baccalaureate degree. Over 90% (N=22) of respondents report 

having at least some level of higher education, which could account for some of the 

variation in the results of the study.  

Religious preference was measured in both category and frequency, with about 

70% (N=17) of the participants stating they either did not have specific religious 

preferences or were atheist/non-believing. This aligns with Clatterbaugh’s (1994) 

interpretation of men’s rights activism as based less on ideology than other conservative 

portions of the men’s movement. The remaining participants were approximately equally 

split among Protestant, Catholic, and other categories. Approximately 30% (N=7) of 

participants reported political beliefs that were moderate, or middle of the road, while 

another 48% (N=11) identified as politically liberal or extremely liberal. Only about 13% 

of respondents identified as being conservative or extremely conservative in their 

political orientations, which could differentiate these Men’s Rights Activists from other 

portions of the Men’s Movement that are more politically and socially conservative (Fox 
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2004). Many conservative men’s groups use religious ideology or essential biological 

arguments that conflate sex and gender to support their activist work, for example, but it 

does not appear as if Men’s Rights Activists follow the same ideological pattern 

(Clatterbaugh 1994). About 9% (N=3) of respondents reported that they did not know 

their political orientation. One explanation for the difference in expected and observed 

frequencies could be related to the relatively young age of the participants and their 

interactions with higher education.  

About 35% (N=10) of respondents reported working full-time over the last 

month, and about 26% (N=6) of respondents reported working at least part-time over the 

previous month. Responses for occupation were open-ended and took many forms, but 

the two most common categories of occupation were academia (most commonly students 

at different stages of education) and technology/service related occupations like 

information technology or software development. Income was measured using ranges, 

and approximately 30% (N=7) of respondents reported earning less than $14,999 yearly. 

The responses from participants relating to work status, occupation, and income are likely 

related to the high number of college-aged students in the sample. Responses for the 

other income categories were split approximately evenly, and only one respondent 

reported earning more than $115,000 last year.  

The participants in this study tended to be unmarried, with about 70% (N=16) 

reporting they have never been married. About 13% (N=3) said they were married, and 

another 9% (N=2) said they were cohabitating with a romantic partner. The vast majority 
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of participants reported being heterosexual, although 20% (N=5) of respondents reported 

being bisexual. Sex and gender of romantic or cohabitating partners were not examined. 

Number of children ranged from 0 – 2, with about 83% (N=19) of respondents reporting 

that they did not have any children. No respondents reported having children for which 

they shared custody with someone outside the home, nor did any respondents report 

having children that they were unable to see regularly. The lack of a large number of 

fathers in this sample is likely related to the age and never-married status of most of the 

participants. 

HOW DO MEN’S RIGHTS ACTIVISTS VIEW FEMINISM? 

 The first nine items of the survey instrument were general questions related to 

activist identity, activism in the Men’s Rights Movement, and relationships between 

Men’s Rights and Feminism. Of the 29 valid responses, about 86% (N=25) of the 

respondents identified as a Men’s Rights Activist. This item was presented as a Likert 

scale, and the remaining participants selected a neutral response for this item.   No 

respondents disagreed with the activist-identifying statement. The item measuring 

whether the respondent thought the MRM was activist in nature had a similar 

distribution, with 89% (N=26) of participants indicating some level of agreement with the 

statement. Only one participant (3.4%) disagreed with this item.  

 Participant responses to items about Feminism and the relationship between 

Men’s Rights and Feminism were more complicated. For example, about 66% (N=19) of 

respondents reported that Feminism was not helpful in framing social interactions 
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between men and women. Respondents likewise tended to agree or strongly agree that 

men and women experience different social worlds (86%, N=25), with over half reporting 

that they believe men, generally, are disadvantaged in social interactions (58%, N=17).  

The respondents strongly disagreed with a statement acknowledging that women 

likewise experience difficulty in social interactions, with only about 14% (N=3) agreeing 

that women experience disadvantage. A more pointed item attempted to discover whether 

any perceived disadvantage in social interaction by men was directly related to 

Feminism; 76% (N=22) of participants indicated that they believed Feminism directly 

disadvantages men in social interactions. Finally, in a later section of the instrument that 

allowed open-ended responses, 43% (N=10) of respondents indicated directly that 

Feminism was an issue or problem facing the Men’s Rights movement. Taken together, 

these two responses suggest that there is a relationship between the Men’s Rights 

Activism and Feminism, and this relationship is reactionary in nature (Crowley 2009a). A 

significant percentage of the MRA in this sample identified either Feminist activism or 

Feminist individuals as problematic for their activism, and specific points of mobilization 

such as disputing trends in intimate partner violence perpetration in an attempt to have 

the Violence against Women Act (VAWA) repealed aligns with the idea that the MRM 

additionally operates as a countermovement to Feminist political and social gains (Blais 

and Dupuis-Deri 2012). 
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Research Question I: Gender Role Conflict  
 

The first research question stated what levels of gender role conflict are 

experienced by Men’s Rights Activists? The Gender Role Conflict Scale – Short Form 

(GRCS-SF) contains sixteen items divided equally among four subscales adapted from 

O’Neil’s (1995) Gender Role Conflict Scale (GRCS). The items in the GRCS-SF are 

divided among the same four subscales present in the original GRCS: Restricted 

Emotionality; Success, Power, and Competition; Restrictive Affectionate Behavior 

between Men; and Conflicts between Work and Family Relations (Wester et al., 2011). 

The GRCS-SF and GRCS instruments produce results that are significantly correlated. 

Additionally, the significant inter-item correlations between the subscales of the GRCS 

are still present in the GRCS-SF. The short form allowed the respondent to answer fewer 

questions which can help increase completion rates of surveys. Items were measured 

using Likert-type scales, with seven response categories ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Responses of 4 were coded as neutral. This section will 

examine responses to items from the four subscales of the GRCS-SF to help answer the 

first research question. The findings are reported in Tables 2 to 5. 

The first subscale in the GRCS measures restrictive emotionality, or difficulties in 

experiencing or explaining basic emotion. Men socialized into traditional gender roles are 

often taught to suppress emotion or emotional expression as they are seen as feminine, 

and this can lead to role conflict or strain (O’Neil 2008). As Table 2 demonstrates, 
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participants generally disagreed with statements indicating increased levels of restrictive 

emotionality.  Specifically, 51% of respondents (N=12) disagreed that talking about 

feelings during sex was difficult for them, and 51% (N=12) disagreed with item 31 which 

asks about difficulty in expressing tender feelings.  One item in which the responses 

followed a different pattern as item 43, which asked whether participants disliked 

showing emotion to others. 66% of respondents indicated at least some level of 

agreement with this item. This item is also less specific than the other items in this 

subscale, as it discusses a sharing or showing emotion to a generalized other rather than 

someone with whom the respondent is intimate. 

Responses within this subscale indicate that the participants in this sample did not report 

significant levels of restrictive emotionality, despite differences in levels of agreement for 

one item. Since restrictive emotionality is the best subscale within the GRCS for 

predicting a variety of negative psychological outcomes, the levels of disagreement with 

the items by participants were unexpected (O’Neil 2013). Some of the variation in the 

responses can be attributed to the nature of GRC itself. It is a transitory phenomenon, but 

it is often found during periods of significant life change among men, such as moving 

away to college, marriage or cohabitation, or finding and changing occupations as an 

adult (O’Neil 2008). 
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Table 2 – Restrictive Emotionality 

 

Item 37 Item 47 Item 31 Item 43 
Talking (about 
my feelings) 
during sexual 
relations is 
difficult for me 

I have difficulty 
expressing my 
emotional needs 
to my partner 

I have 
difficulty 
expressing my 
tender feelings 

I do not like to 
show my 
emotions to 
other people 

Strongly Disagree  N % N % N % N % 
4 17% 3 13% 5 21% 1 4% 

Disagree 4 17% 6 26% 2 8% 3 13% 
Slightly Disagree 4 17% 0 0% 5 21% 2 9% 

Neutral 3 13% 6 26% 3 13% 2 9% 
Slightly Agree 6 25% 6 26% 3 13% 5 22% 

Agree 2 8% 2 9% 3 13% 5 22% 
Strongly Agree 1 4% 0 0% 3 13% 5 22% 

N Valid 25 100% 23 100% 24 100% 23 100% 
Missing 4  6  5  6  

Mean 3.54 3.52 3.75 4.83 
Median 3.50 4.00 3.50 5.00 
Std. Deviation 1.793 1.648 2.069 1.875 

 

The second subscale associated with the Gender Role Conflict Scale measures 

restricted affectionate behavior between men (RABBM) (O’Neil 2008). The four items in 

this subscale are included as part of Table 3. Participants in this study tended to disagree 

with statements that indicated increased levels of RABBM. More specifically, as Table 3 

indicates, 76% (N=17) of respondents did not indicate discomfort with hugging 

individuals of the same sex. Item 34 asked the respondent whether men who touch other 

men make them uncomfortable, and only 15% (N=3) of participants indicated some level 

of agreement with the statement. The vast majority, 77% (N=18) disagreed with the item.   

Item 33 was not included in the original GRCS, and was added to account for potential 

female respondents as well as providing an additional data point for comparison to 

responses to item 34. Scores did differ significantly for the added item; all respondents 
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disagreed in some fashion with item 33. 71% (N=17) strongly disagreed that women who 

touch other women make them uncomfortable, and an additional 25% (N=6) disagreed 

moderately. Without additional female participants, the added item is less helpful for 

measuring restricted affectionate behavior between men, at least within this sample. 

Overall, the respondents in this sample did not indicate high levels of discomfort with 

affectionate behavior between men, and many respondents disagreed strongly with the 

items contained within this subscale. 

 

Table 3 – Restricted Affectionate Behavior Between Men  

 

Item 46 Item 34 Item 36 Item 38 Item 33 
Affection 
with other 
individuals 
of the same 
gender 
makes me 
tense 

Men who 
touch other 
men make me 
uncomfortable 

Hugging 
other 
individuals 
of the same 
gender is 
difficult for 
me 

Being very 
personal with 
others of the 
same gender 
makes me feel 
uncomfortable 

Women who 
touch other 
women make 
me 
uncomfortable 

Strongly 
Disagree  

N % N % N % N % N % 
9 39% 12 52% 15 63% 9 38% 17 71% 

Disagree 9 39% 6 26% 2 13% 6 25% 6 25% 
Slightly 
Disagree 2 7% 1 4% 0 0% 3 13% 1 4% 
Neutral 0 0% 1 4% 1 4% 0 0% 0 0% 
Slightly Agree 3 10% 2 9% 5 21% 5 21% 0 0% 

Agree 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 
Strongly Agree 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

N Valid 23 100% 23 100% 24 100% 24 100% 24 100% 
Missing 6  6  5  5  5  

Mean 2.09 2.04 2.08 2.54 1.33 

Median 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 
Std. 
Deviation 

1.311 1.522 1.666 1.693 .565 
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Subscale 3 of the GRCS-SF includes items that measure attitudes about success, and the 

use of power and competition to achieve success (O’Neil 2008). The results can be seen 

in Table 4. Traditional gender roles are associated with socialization of young men and 

boys to focus on their own personal accomplishments, and personal success can become a 

measure of self-esteem or self-worth for some men (Wester et al. 2011).   

 Responses to items within this subscale tended to vary significantly. For example, 

Item 35 asked participants about winning being a measure of self-worth. 25% (N=6) of 

participants indicated moderate to strong agreement with item 35, while 30% (N=7) of 

respondents moderately or strongly disagreed with the item. Item 33, which asked 

whether the participant likes to feel superior to others, had a similar distribution of 

responses with 30% (N=7) of respondents indicating moderate to strong disagreement 

and 38% (N=9) indicating moderate to strong agreement with the item. Item 40, however, 

asked participants whether they strive to be more successful than others, and showed less 

variation among responses. 61% of participants (N=14) indicated agreement with this 

item, and an additional 22% (N=5) chose the neutral response category rather than 

indicating disagreement. Taken together, the items in this subscale suggest that success, 

power, and competition are important motivators for many members of the MRM, even if 

there are similar numbers of members who do not find them to be as salient.  
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Table 4 – Success, Power, and Competition 

 

Item 35 Item 40 Item 32 Item 39 

Winning is a 
measure of my 
value and 
personal worth 

I strive to be 
more successful 
than others 

Being smarter 
or physically 
stronger than 
other 
individuals of 
my own gender 
is important to 
me 

I like to feel 
superior to 
other people 

Strongly Disagree  N % N % N % N % 
4 17% 2 9% 5 21% 4 17% 

Disagree 2 8% 0 0% 1 4% 3 13% 
Slightly Disagree 3 13% 2 9% 2 8% 1 4% 
Neutral 2 8% 5 22% 5 21% 4 17% 
Slightly Agree 6 25% 5 22% 4 17% 3 13% 
Agree 4 17% 4 17% 4 17% 6 25% 
Strongly Agree 3 13% 5 22% 3 13% 3 13% 

N Valid 24 100% 23 100% 24 100% 24 100% 
Missing 5  6  5  5  

Mean 4.17 4.87 4.08 4.21 
Median 5.00 5.00 4.00 4.50 
Std. Deviation 2.036 1.766 2.062 2.105 
 
 

The final subscale of the GRCS, reported in Table 5, measures conflict between 

work and family relations (CBWFR). Changes in the labor market as well as cultural 

shifts have produced significant disruptions in the structure of traditional families. Many 

women work outside of the home, and single-parent and blended families are 

increasingly common. O’Neil (2008) indicates that work/life balance and shifts in family 

relations can cause increased levels of stress and less time for relaxation or leisure 

activities. The ratio of students in the sample must again be considered when interpreting 

the results of this subscale, as students likely have more time to devote to relaxation and 

leisure activities than those employed full-time. When goals for men are oriented toward 
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careers, work-life conflicts are generally lower. Whenever men take on additional care 

responsibilities as well as career responsibilities, the risk of conflict between the 

competing roles increases (Evans, Carney, and Wilkinson 2013). As Table 5 indicates, 

responses to the items in this subscale tended to vary significantly. 65% (N=15) of 

participants disagreed with item 41, which asked about difficulty finding time for 

relaxation. As many of the participants in this sample were relatively young men without 

children who are working part time, they are less likely to experience the significant 

conflicts that men working full time with children might experience. Participants 

generally agreed with item 45, which asked about work or studying keeping participants 

from family or leisure time. 57% (N=13) of participants agreed that the time they would 

like to spend with family or at a leisure activity is diminished because of work and school 

obligations. Finally, the responses to item 42 tended to be split at the ends of the Likert 

scale, with 30% (N=7) of participants disagreeing that overwork and stress affects or 

hurts their life, but another 26% (N=6) indicating that overwork does, in fact, negatively 

impact them. Generally, the participants indicated that they did not perceive significant 

conflict between family and work relations, despite disruptions from work and school.  
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Table 5 – Conflict Between Work and Family Relations 

 

Item 41 Item 45 Item 44 Item 42 

Finding time to 
relax is difficult 
for me 

My needs to 
work or study 
keep me from 
my family or 
leisure more 
than I would 
like 

My work or 
school often 
disrupts other 
parts of my life 
(home, health, 
leisure, etc.) 

Overwork 
and stress, 
caused by a 
need to 
achieve on 
the job or in 
school, 
affects/hurts 
my life 

Strongly Disagree  N % N % N % N % 
4 17% 4 17% 1 4% 4 17% 

Disagree 6 26% 2 9% 4 17% 3 13% 
Slightly Disagree 5 22% 2 9% 3 13% 1 4% 
Neutral 3 13% 2 9% 5 22% 3 13% 
Slightly Agree 2 9% 6 26% 0 0% 6 26% 
Agree 3 13% 5 22% 9 39% 5 22% 
Strongly Agree 0 0% 2 9% 1 4% 1 4% 

N Valid 23 100% 23 100% 23 100% 23 100% 
Missing 6  6  6  6  

Mean 3.09 4.17 4.30 4.00 
Median 3.00 5.00 4.00 5.00 
Std. Deviation 1.649 2.015 1.795 1.954 
 
 

Responses to the GRCS-SF indicate that the respondents in this sample did not, 

on average, experience significant levels of gender role conflict. Numerous studies have 

linked gender role conflict with a host of negative outcomes, including discriminatory 

attitudes toward women, stereotyping, and an increased likelihood of intimate partner 

violence, hostile sexism, and rape myth acceptance (O’Neil 2013: 493). While significant 

levels of GRC were not found among this sample of respondents, individual participants 

could be experiencing increased levels, influencing their perceptions of justice as well as 

their motivations for activist work. Responses for the restrictive emotionality subscale did 

find some evidence in support of restrictions of emotional expression by participants, 
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although this was not present within all of the items in the subscale. The second subscale 

related to restrictive affectionate behavior between men demonstrated indicated that the 

participants in this sample did not report being uncomfortable with affection between 

members of the same sex nor did they indicate discomfort when encountering affection 

between the respondent and a member of the same gender. The participants overall did 

report slight agreement with the third subscale, success, power, and competition, 

although many participants selected responses indicating strong agreement or 

disagreement for these items. Finally, the conflict between work and family relationships 

subscale indicates that balancing work and life was challenging for the participants. The 

standard deviations of the response scores for the GRCS-SF indicate that the data do tend 

to vary, so some individuals could experience increased levels while others are partially 

shielded from the effects due to differences in social location. 

Research Question II: Instrumentalism   
 
 The second research question stated: Do Men’s Rights Activists report increased 

levels of personal and American instrumentalism? Mirowsky, Ross, and Van Willigen 

(1996) developed a typology that measures how much control individuals perceive they 

have over their own lives (personal instrumentalism) and a separate set of items that 

measure how much control individuals perceive other social actors as having over their 

own lives (American instrumentalism). Instrumentalism is counterbalanced by fatalism, 

and outcomes of increased levels of fatalism can include increased levels of 

psychological distress or depression. Americans tend to score highly on instrumentalism 
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measures, and even Americans from lower socioeconomic strata and racial and ethnic 

minorities tend to score highly on instrumentalism items while rejecting fatalistic 

explanations (Mirowsky, Ross, and Van Willigen 1996: 330). This typology of 

instrumentalism was included in the survey as items 49 to 56. 

 Measures of instrumentalism were recoded from scores of -2 to 2 to scores of 1 to 

5 with the same scale. Scores of 1 indicate strong disagreement, 3 indicates a neutral 

score, and 5 indicates strong agreement with the item. Examples of items for the personal 

instrumentalism typology include: “I am responsible for my own successes,” while an 

example from the American instrumentalism is, “In the U.S., most people’s problems are 

the result from their bad decisions and lack of effort” (Mirowsky et al. 1996). The 

responses are illustrated in Table 6. This section examines responses to items from the 

instrumentalism typology to help answer the second research question, “Do Men’s Rights 

Activists report increased levels of personal and American instrumentalism?” 

 Participant responses for the items measuring personal instrumentalism align 

closely with Jordan’s (2014) depiction of bourgeois-rational masculinity. Often 

associated with middle-class white men, this framework of masculinity emphasizes a 

focus on law and highly rational behavior, and the preservation of perceived universal 

rights as highly valued (87). Respondents in this sample tended to follow the pattern of 

increased levels of claiming personal responsibility for one’s action, evidenced by the 

91% (N=21) of participants who selected moderately agree or strongly agree responses 

for item 49, which states, “I am responsible for my own successes.” The respondents also 
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tended to deny the influence of fate or luck, with 56% (N=14) of participants disagreeing 

with item 52, which states, “Most of my problem are due to bad breaks.” The remaining 

respondents selected the neutral response option for item 52; no participants agreed with 

the item.  

 Referencing the fatalism measures from Mirowsky, Ross, and Van Willigen 

(1996), many respondents in this sample tended to be cognizant of structural limitations 

that prevent some people from achieving desired social goals. 44% (N=8) of participants 

indicated agreement for item 53, which states, “In the U.S., most people can achieve 

anything they really set their mind to.” However, an additional 39% (N=7) of participants 

indicated disagreement with item 53, which shows that a significant number of 

participants are aware of barriers to success in the United States for some people that are 

influential regardless of the amount of hard work or time they invest into a career.  

Overall, the responses to these items indicate that the participants in this sample 

tended to agree with items that indicate internalization of conventional Western ideology 

that values personal responsibility for the self and others. This internalization is not 

complete for all of the participants, as a significant percentage indicated that barriers exist 

for some individuals regardless of the amount of hard work they perform.  Many 

participants tended to disagree with statements that were fatalistic, despite the fact that 

these could indicate structural limitations on social actors like race and gender. Whether 

this is the product of socialization or an unwillingness to acknowledge privileged status 

could not be determined using the data collected from the surveys. 
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Research Question III: Social Justice 
 
 The third research question stated: Do men’s rights activists perceive themselves 

as acting toward social justice or social justice goals? Torres-Harding et al. (2012) 

developed the Social Justice Scale (SJS) as a test of Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior, 

which states that attitudes, perceived behavioral control, and social norms can predict 

intention, which can then influence behavior. The strongest indicator within the literature 

for social justice behavior is an intention to perform such behavior (Kelly and Breinlinger 

1995). Incorporating several definitions of social justice, the authors describe social 

justice as, “A value or belief that is associated with the idea that actors should have 

equitable access to resources and protection of human rights. In addition, definitions of 

social justice typically involve power” (Torres-Harding et al. 2012: 78). Items were 

measured using Likert-type scales, with seven response categories ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Responses of 4 were coded as neutral. This 

section examines responses to items from the three subscales of the Social Justice Scale 

(SJS) to help answer the third research question, “Do Men’s Rights Activists perceive 

themselves as working toward social justice?” The findings are presented in Tables 7 to 

9. 

 Torres-Harding et al. (2012) acknowledge that social justice usually involves 

changing structural or systemic differences between social categories, and incorporated 

items related to acknowledgment of existing social inequalities, and the importance of 

making society more equitable for all members into the scale. The SJS is divided into 
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four subscales: Attitudes toward Social Justice (SJA), Perceived Behavior Control (PBC), 

Subjective Norms (SN) and Behavior Intentions (BI). The final subscale, behavior 

intentions, was not deployed as part of this study since the study was not attempting to 

relate attitudes about social justice to specific activist intentions.  

 The Social Justice Attitudes (SJA) subscale of the Social Justice Scale (SJS) 

includes 11 items that are related to attitudes about social justice. The items include 

statements like “I believe it is important to talk to others about societal systems of power, 

privilege, and oppression,” and “I believe that it is important to respect and appreciate 

people’s diverse social identities (Torres-Harding et al. 2012). The results can be seen in 

Table 7.  
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Within this sample, respondents generally agreed with items that indicated 

attitudes conducive to social justice. For example, 54% (N=13) of participants strongly 

agreed with item 29, which states, “I believe it is important to allow others to have 

meaningful input into decisions affecting their lives.” Similarly, 54% (N=13) of 

participants strongly agreed with item 27, which states, “I believe it is important to 

promote the physical and emotional well-being of individuals and groups.” Item 27 is 

also significant as the only one of eleven items in this subscale to have no participants 

disagree. While 13% (N=3) indicated a neutral response to this item, the remaining 77% 

(N=21) indicated at least slight agreement. The lowest levels of agreement with items in 

this subscale came from items 12 and 24, which are related to broader social processes 

and institutional level discrimination faced by some individuals. 20% (N=6) of 

participants disagreed with item 12, and another 24% (N=7) chose the neutral response 

option for this item which states, “I believe it is important to act for social justice.” 24% 

(N=6) of participants indicated disagreement and an additional 17% (N=4) chose the 

neutral response option for item 24, which states, “I believe it is important to talk to 

others about societal systems of power, privilege, and oppression.” Compared to the 

distributions of other items in the subscale, these two items stand out as returning scores 

indicating less agreement with specific social justice attitudes than other items in the 

subscale. Within this subscale, items that measured responses for individuals and groups 

returned higher levels of agreement than items that measured willingness to confront or 

discuss institutionalized or structured processes. The disconnect between increased levels 
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of agreement with attitudes conducive to social justice and negative appraisals of 

Feminism is not surprising given the tendency among MRA to label some Feminist 

action as reasonable, while positioning attitudes that threaten the privilege they 

experience from being male as being too radical or extreme (Edley and Wetherell 2001).  

The second subscale of the Social Justice Scale is Perceived Behavior Control (PBC). 

This subscale incorporates items that are related to social justice goals rather than more 

generalized self-efficacy. Examples of items in this subscale include: “If I choose to do 

so, I am capable of influencing others to promote fairness and equity,” and “I am 

confident that I can have a positive impact on other’s lives” (Torres-Harding et al. 2012). 

As Table 8 indicates, the participants in this sample tended to agree with statements that 

related to their perceived ability to enact social change.  It is important to note that this 

subscale only assess perceived ability of the respondent, not frequencies of behavior. 

Participants generally indicated that they felt able to enact social change. Item 13 states, 

“I am confident that I can have a positive impact on other’s lives,” and 83% (N =29) of 

participants indicated some level of agreement with the item. Similarly, item 15 which 

states, “If I choose to do so, I am capable of influencing others to promote fairness and 

equality,” also returned higher rates of agreement among participants, with 86% (N=25) 

indicating some agreement with the item. The perceptual nature of the items must again 

be considered within this subsection, as it is entirely possible that a MRA could perceive 

him or herself as acting toward fairness and equality while an observer might rely on 

different definitions and be less inclined to link the MRM to social justice activism. The 
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(Continued) 

item with the lowest levels of agreement within this subscale was item 16, which asked 

participants about confidence in their ability to talk to others about social injustices and 

the impact of social conditions on health and well-being. 48% (N=14) of participants 

moderately or strongly agreed with item 16, but an additional 20% (N=6) indicated 

disagreement, and another 17% (N=5) of participants selected the neutral response 

category for the item. Generally, the participants in this sample at least slightly agreed 

with their perceived ability to generate social change related to social justice goals. 

Within the framework of this subscale, objective measurements of social justice behavior 

are less important than the respondent’s belief that he or she can influence social change. 

 
Table 8 – Social Justice Perceived Behavioral Control 

 

Item 13 Item 14 Item 15 Item 16 Item 17 

I am 
confident 
that I can 

have a 
positive 

impact on 
others' 
lives. 

I am certain 
that I 

possess an 
ability to 

work with 
individuals 
and groups 
in ways that 

are 
empowering

. 

If I choose to do 
so, I am capable 
of influencing 

others to promote 
fairness and 

equality. 

I feel 
confident 

in my 
ability to 

talk to 
others 
about 
social 

injustices 
and the 

impact of 
social 

conditions 
on health 
and well-

being. 

I am 
certain 
that if I 

try, I 
can have 

a 
positive 
impact 
on my 

commun
ity. 

Strongly 
Disagree  

N % N % N %     N % N % 
1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Disagree 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 3 10% 1 3% 
Slightly 
Disagree 1 3% 4 14% 2 7% 3 10% 3 10% 
Neutral 3 10% 3 10% 1 3% 5 17% 1 3% 
Slightly Agree 4 14% 6 21% 5 17% 4 14% 6 21% 
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Agree 9 31% 6 21% 8 28% 7 24% 6 21% 
Strongly 
Agree 

1
1 38% 10 34% 

1
2 41% 7 24% 

1
2 41% 

N 

Valid 
2
9 

100
% 29 100% 

2
9 

100
% 

2
9 

100
% 

2
9 100% 

Missin
g 0          

Mean 5.76 5.52 5.83 5.03 5.69 
Median 6.00 6.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 
Std. 
Deviation 1.455 1.430 1.391 1.679 1.491 

 

The final subscale of the Social Justice Scale deployed in this survey instrument is 

Social Justice Subjective Norms (SJSN) which utilizes the social context of the actor to 

measure whether social justice activity is promoted within the proximate social 

relationships. The results of this subscale are shown in Table 9. Examples of items within 

this subscale are: “Other people around me are engaged in activities that promote social 

justice” and “Other people around me are aware of issues of social injustices and power 

inequalities in our society” (Torres-Harding et al. 2012: 85). Responses to the items in 

this subscale tended to show lower levels of agreement when compared to the other 

subscales of the Social Justice Scale. For example, item 18 states, “Other people around 

me are engaged in activities that address social injustices.” 38% (N=11) of participants 

agreed on some level with item 18, but an additional 45% (N=13) disagreed with the 

statement. While the participants in this sample tended to see themselves as activists 

associated with an activist social movement, a relatively low percentage (31%, N=9) 

agreed that other people around them feel it is important to engage in dialogue about 

social injustices.  Similarly, only 45% (N=13) of participants agreed that others around 
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(Continued) 

them were aware of issues of social injustice and power inequalities in society. Levels of 

agreement to items within the subjective norms subscale of the Social Justice Scale are 

lower than levels of agreement with the other subscales, but this could be related to 

perceptive differences in what constitutes social justice or social injustices. Whether or 

not a MRA would perceive activist work to reduce rates of circumcision among infant 

boys as the same as activist work to reduce rates of female genital mutilation in other 

parts of the world is unknown, and this could be important in helping better understand 

the motivation among individuals to identify with gendered social movements. While the 

responses to this subscale cannot take into consideration specific influences like the 

media, the responses do indicate that for about half of the participants, the individuals 

with whom the participants interact frequently are not engaged in behaviors or 

discussions that are associated with social justice norms.  

 

Table 9 – Social Justice Subjective Norms 

 

Item 18 Item 19 Item 20 Item 21 

Other people 
around me are 
engaged in 
activities that 
address social 
injustices 

Other people around me 
feel that it is important 
to engage in dialogue 
around social injustices. 

Other people 
around me are 
supportive of 
efforts that 
promote social 
justice. 

Other 
people 
around me 
are aware of 
issues of 
social 
injustices 
and power 
inequalities 
in our 
society. 

Strongly 
Disagree  

N % N % N % N % 
2 7% 1 3% 1 3% 2 7% 

Disagree 6 21% 6 21% 5 17% 4 14% 
Slightly Disagree 5 17% 4 14% 1 3% 5 17% 
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Neutral 5 17% 9 31% 11 38% 5 17% 
Slightly Agree 6 21% 5 17% 6 21% 7 24% 
Agree 1 3% 0 0% 1 3% 1 3% 
Strongly Agree 4 14% 4 14% 4 14% 5 17% 

N Valid 29 100% 29 100% 29 100% 29 100% 
Missing         

Mean 3.90 3.93 4.21 4.17 
Median 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 
Std. Deviation 1.819 1.668 1.634 1.834 
  

Many of the participants indicated that they held attitudes and beliefs that were 

associated with social justice, including empowerment, collaboration, and power-sharing 

as demonstrated by the first subscale of the SJS (Torres-Harding et al. 2012: 81). Several 

items related to institutions and broad social processes like inequality and stratification 

returned scores that indicates lower levels of willingness to confront systems of power 

while simultaneously espousing individual level considerations like personal autonomy 

and individual emotional and physical well-being. The literature suggests that an 

unwillingness to acknowledge male privilege while simultaneously attempting to disrupt 

restrictive male gender roles is a feature of the men’s liberationist or MRM (Ashe 2004). 

The PBC subscale indicates that, generally, the participants in this sample see themselves 

as able to enact or assist in positive social change. Again, the goals of the MRM must be 

considered, since the objective determination of whether or not the members are working 

toward social justice matters less than their perception of their behavior. New (2001) 

suggests that while men are often the agents of oppression for women, they too are 

oppressed by restrictive prescriptions of gender in areas like the military, the criminal 

justice system, and work, although the relationship is not symmetrical (742). Referencing 
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the final subscale of the SJS, participants in this sample tended not to agree with 

statements indicating conversations or activities that are aimed at broader social 

conditions.  

Research Question IV: Men’s Rights Goals 

 The fourth research question stated: which social problems the participants find 

most pressing and how participants understand these social phenomena. One open ended 

item asked respondents to list between three and five issues or problems facing Men’s 

Rights activists. The responses were coded into categories, and a word cloud of the 

responses is presented as Figure 1. The most common categories mentioned in the open-

ended responses were: fatherhood/child custody, bias in the criminal justice system/rape 

culture, health disparities in research and practice of medicine by gender, antiquated 

gender roles that are oppressive to men, and perceived bias due to the influence of 

Feminism on societal institutions. A total of 23 of 29 participants completed the open-

ended item. 

 One unanticipated finding was the prescription for ‘financial abortions’ for men 

who do not want to be fathers. This was distinct from broader concerns about the 

adjudication of custody and divorce proceedings. As one participant explained, “Sex is 

NOT consent to fatherhood, men should be able to opt out during the first trimester by 

giving up any right to see the child and should have a fair chance of child custody.”  

About 10% of participants mentioned the concept of ‘financial abortion’, despite the fact 

that only 14% of participants identified as fathers (N=4). 
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A final category mentioned by the respondents that was unforeseen was male 

genital mutilation, which is an appropriation of the nomenclature for the ritualized 

removal of the female genitalia practiced in some countries in the world. Of 23 

completed open-ended items, 43% of participants indicated that male genital mutilation 

was a primary concern for them. Circumcision on infant boys has been addressed as a 

vector of men’s rights activism within the literature, although researchers retain the more 

common phrase circumcision rather than male genital mutilation (Svoboda 2010). The 

respondents tended to equate circumcision to female genital mutilation, despite marked 

differences in the safety and efficacy of the two procedures. As one respondent put it,  

“It is illegal to make the slightest pin prick on female genitals, yet baby boys are 
routinely and legally sexually mutilated. There are even some that suck the penises of 
baby boys after being mutilated and somehow this is not considered sexual abuse.” 

 
As anticipated, the participants in this sample tended to be young white men who 

were not as closely associated with the ideology and religious values as previous 

iterations of the Men’s Movement. Instead, these participants appear to be mobilizing 

their activism around two primary goals. The first goal is the elimination of real 

disparities in the way men and women are treated within specific institutions. The second 

goal however, allows room for the disruption of gains that Feminist activism has 

produced such as legislation aimed at protecting women from intimate partner violence. 

It is unclear from the results of this study whether these are two disparate groups of 

individuals within the same movement, or the same attitudes and beliefs held among the 

same individuals. Regardless, the exploratory nature of this study was sufficient to 
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warrant additional attention on Men’s Rights Activism and how the members understand 

gender roles and justice.  

 

 

 
 

 
  

Figure 1 – Word Cloud of Responses to Open-Ended Item 
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CHAPTER V 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

This section summarizes the central findings of the thesis. This is followed by a 

discussion of the implications of this study, and the chapter concludes with a discussion 

of areas of future research. 

SUMMARY 

 The purpose of this research was to examine evaluations of justice and gender 

role conflict among Men’s Rights Activists on the Internet. Some Feminist literature 

characterizes the MRM as reactionary and mobilizing on behalf of their threatened 

privileged status in society (Blais and Dupuis-Deri 2012). Other research points to the 

prolific understanding of gender produced by Feminism, and suggests that the same 

model should be applied to masculinity and men’s studies programs (Ashe 2004). A third 

significant vector from the literature explores the concept of hegemonic masculinity, 

which refers to a theoretical configuration of gender relations that reinforce patriarchal 

structures in society and guarantees dominant social positions for men (Connell [1995] 

2005).  

 Several sociodemographic variables drawn from the General Social Survey were 

included in the survey instrument to better understand the characteristics of the 

participants in the sample. The results demonstrate that of the 29 respondents, 65% 

(N=19) were between the ages of 18-29, and an additional 21% (N=6) were between the 
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ages of 30-39. Participants also demonstrated higher levels of education, with 35% (N=8) 

reporting having had at least some college, and an additional 35% (N=8) reporting having 

a baccalaureate degree. As the literature predicted, a significant percentage of the 

participants (70%, N=17) reported not having specific religious preferences or were 

atheist (Clatterbaugh 1994). Income levels reflect the lower levels of full time work, with 

30% of respondents reporting earning less than $14,999 last year. With regard to family 

structure and relationships, the majority of respondents reported not being married and 

not having any children.  

 Participant responses to items about their own activism and Feminism indicate 

some support for the countermovement narrative, with 86% of respondents identifying as 

a Men’s Rights Activist and an additional 70% agreeing that the Men’s Rights Movement 

is activist in nature. Interestingly, 76% of participants believe Feminism directly 

disadvantages men in social interactions. This was echoed in a later section of the survey 

instrument which allowed respondents to list social problems or issues they found most 

relevant to the MRM. As one participant put it, “Feminism in general, and how its myriad 

tentacles have perverted society, from its anti-male bias in family courts, to its support of 

false rape allegations, to its support of anti-male legislation.” Responses to the open 

ended item were not all related to Feminism, however. Other social problems included 

the concept of male disposability, especially in relation to the armed forces and required 

selective service registration. A significant number of participants listed circumcision 
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(male genital mutilation) as a salient concern, despite the relatively low proportion of 

fathers in the sample.  

The participants in this sample did not report significant levels of restrictive 

emotionality, which is the most significant predictor of psychological distress in the 

gender role conflict model (O’Neil 2008). Although many indicated some discomfort 

with showing emotion to other people, the results of this subscale were generally centered 

on the neutral response category (4). Success, power, and competition is an additional 

subscale of the GRCS, and responses to this subscale indicate that the participants did not 

disagree with statements modeling personally instrumental behavior like winning or 

striving to be more successful than others. While levels of agreement tended to remain 

between the neutral and slightly agree response categories, relatively few participants 

disagreed with the items.  

 Personal instrumentalism refers to the amount of control individuals perceive they 

have over their own lives, while American instrumentalism refers to the level of control 

that individuals perceive others as having over their respective lives (Mirowsky, Ross, 

and Van Willigen 1996). Responses to the instrumentalism typology tended to align with 

the Western model of instrumentalism that predicts more agreement with items 

concerning personal self-control and less agreement with items concerning fatalism. It is 

significant to note that there was some level of acknowledgement of barriers to success in 

the U.S., as the neutral response score for the item asking about the ability to achieve any 

goal in the United States if individuals set their mind to it shows. 
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 Participants in this sample tended to agree with statements indicating attitudes 

associated with social justice with a few significant exceptions. These attitudes are in 

contrast to the lower response scores on items that discuss macro-level social problems 

like power and privilege (4.71, between neutral and slightly agree) and acting for social 

justice (4.66, between neutral and slightly agree). Lower scores on items related to 

macro-level social problems by the participants could indicate an unwillingness to 

confront any of their privileged statuses. Participants tended to agree with statements that 

indicated they were able to promoting or acting for social change, if they were willing. 

These items were differentiated from general self-efficacy, and tailored to gauge behavior 

control related to social justice efforts (Torres-Harding et al. 2012). The participants in 

this sample indicated that they did not feel significant barriers to the promotion of social 

justice. Participants generally indicated that neither discussions nor dialogue about social 

justice were occurring around them. This provides additional evidence that the MRA are 

at least capable of acting toward social justice.  

IMPLICATIONS 

 There has been little empirical research conducted using Men’s Rights Activists 

are participants. Much of the research remains theoretical or exploratory using qualitative 

data collection techniques and grounded theory (Dragiewicz 2008; Fox 2004; Girard 

2009). One reason little empirical research is conducted is because of the relative 

inaccessibility of these participants. Reaching these participants is problematic, as they 

often feel under attack from media outlets, and other activists groups on the Internet. 
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Similar to other new social movements, the MRM commonly uses the Internet to 

coordinate and discuss their activist work, which means they do not often meet in a 

physical or real-life setting (Ruzakina 2010). With over 97,000 subscribers, the Men’s 

Rights subreddit is a popular destination on the Internet for individuals who identify as 

Men’s Rights Activists, and presents an interesting avenue for future research on 

collective behavior coordinated using the Internet.  

Many Feminist researchers position Men’s Rights Activism as a backlash or 

reactionary countermovement mobilized to negate institutional changes enacted as a 

result of political and social activism by Feminists (Blais and Dupuis-Deri 2012). 

Whether or not the MRM is indeed a backlash countermovement to the second wave of 

Feminism is secondary in this study, but the results of this and other research suggests 

that MRA tend to possess negative attitudes about Feminists and Feminism (Fox 2004). 

As Crowley (2009a) pointed out, members will often present sympathetic members of the 

movement, like fathers seeking custody of their children, as prototypical rather than the 

less popular but potentially more realistic characterization of the members as being 

rational and self-interested individuals seeking to maintain their privileged status. Many 

of the participants in this sample indicated that Feminism is a problem for their activism, 

with some directly blaming Feminism for problems that MRA currently face. To that end, 

there is some evidence for the countermovement narrative based on the participant’s 

responses. Rather than presenting as self-interested individuals who were aiming to 

deconstruct repressive gender roles, the participants answered the open ended item with 
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similar talking points that framed arguments in rational and markedly individualistic 

terms. Many participants blamed Feminism for the significant social problems that they 

were observing or experiencing including differences in incarceration rates for men and 

women, and disruptions in the traditional two-parent family structure. This is similar to 

Dragiewicz’ (2008) concept of patriarchal peer support, in which men create social 

environments that normalize violence against women while using essential arguments 

about sex and gender to legitimize the patriarchal oppression.  

However, the complex relationship between individually held beliefs and attitudes 

like personal instrumentalism and gender role conflict and broader social processes like 

stratification and inequality is still implicated. Understanding the social locations of the 

actors could help better predict activist intentions, and whether strain related to restrictive 

gender roles is at the root of gender-based activism for men. Although this sample 

contained mostly heterosexual white men, expanding the results to specifically include 

gay men, African-American men, and working-class men could be fruitful for additional 

understandings of gender-based activism (Coston and Kimmel 2012). 

Gender Role Conflict remains a useful measure of disruptions in gender roles that 

cause distress, especially among men, when the disruptions are related to restrictive 

emotionality, restrictive affectionate behavior, success and power, and conflicts between 

work and home (O’Neil 2008). Although GRC has been associated with numerous 

negative psychological outcomes, this sample of participants did not demonstrate 

increased levels on any of the four subscales, including the restrictive emotionality 
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subscale which best predicts negative psychological outcomes like anxiety and 

depression (O’Neil 2013). 

Social Justice is a concept that is related to specific values like collaboration, 

autonomy, and self-determination (Torres-Harding et al. 2012). Within this study, the 

participants generally indicated that they had attitudes that were conducive toward social 

justice, and felt as though they were capable of acting on behalf of social change, if they 

so choose. It is, however, more likely that there is a problem with the definition of social 

justice as applied to Men’s Rights Activists. The disconnect between unwillingness to 

acknowledge societal institutions and processes that privilege individuals in a patterned 

way and the values that the authors used to construct their instrument are indicative that 

additional refinement of the scale will be necessary in order to ensure its validity in other 

research settings.   

Men experience significant problems in their social environments, and although 

these may not be symmetrical to the issues that women experience, they were impactful 

for the participants in this sample. Changes in the economy and labor market, restrictive 

experiences with the performance of masculinity, differential treatment in the criminal 

justice system, and disparities in child custody cases appear to be acutely important for 

members of this social movement, although whether or not some of these issues are 

distorted through competing discourses is uncertain (Berns 2001). 
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FUTURE RESEARCH 

Although the results did not provide conclusive evidence that gender role conflict 

is the primary motivating force for Men’s Rights Activism, there were several important 

findings related to the attitudes and beliefs held by MRA concerning social justice and 

personal responsibility. Thus, despite the relative inaccessibility of the participants and 

the low response rate to the survey instrument in this study, there is indication that future 

research in this area is necessary. This study was exploratory in nature, and as such, did 

not sample randomly or require specific numbers of people to respond. Effective analysis 

of differences in responses based on sociodemographic variables like race, economic 

class, age, and sexuality would require a larger sample than this study provided. Future 

research in this area would benefit from additional empirical work aimed at producing 

generalizable results or at least a better understanding of the social positions and 

networks of Men’s Rights Activists. Additionally, other avenues of contacting and 

interacting with the members of this movement that exists almost exclusively online are 

warranted. Without additional routes for data collection, it is possible that internal politics 

of specific social movement organizations could preclude future research with these 

specific individuals. Future studies should be aimed at linking the rapidly aging literature 

that exists about MRA and the MRM with the contemporary iteration of the MRM that 

exists primarily in an online setting. For example, many members of Father’s Rights 

groups and Men’s Rights groups will overlap, but those determinations could not be 

made based on the current sample. Identifying factors that lead to association with one or 
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more sections of the larger Men’s Movement are important, and whether the same factors 

that lead men to join Men’s Rights Movement groups lead men to join other social 

movement organizations remains to be seen.  

Other data collection techniques such as participant-observation may prove more 

fruitful for future research than conventional survey methodology given the reluctance of 

participants to risk negative publicity for group members. As these participants are 

acutely aware of their negative portrayal in the media, an unobtrusive technique could 

analyze artifacts of their activism rather than attempting to understand it directly while 

obtaining similar information. One potential strategy for reaching members of the MRA 

in a less threatening manner is to analyze member posts found on the Reddit message 

boards, similar to Flynn and Stana’s (2012) analysis of social support among members of 

a men’s eating disorder online forum. Further research into the content, specifically the 

arguments, constructed within messages posted by MRA could also aid in elucidating 

strategies MRA use to legitimize differential treatment related to gender (Haste and Cosh 

2013).  

In addition, there is considerable debate about the effectiveness of gender role 

conflict in explaining Men’s Rights Activism. GRC can be a transient phenomenon based 

on life changes that waxes and wanes or disappears completely once the transition period 

from high school to college, for example, is over. Another potential construct that could 

be useful for examining MRA is their conformity to norms associated with masculinity 

(Mahalik et al. 2003). This is an area of research distinct from GRC that may better 
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explain the variation in the responses to the items in this survey. A more complete 

understanding of the characteristics of the members of the MRA is necessary, as is a 

better understanding of the social problems they are acting to change; reconciling 

differences in gender based activism could prove rewarding for both feminists and men’s 

rights activists.
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Perceptions of Justice and Gender Role Conflict among Men’s Rights Activists 
 

The return of your completed questionnaire constitutes your informed consent to act as a 
participant in this research 

 
Instructions: The following questions ask about your feelings concerning justice. 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements on a scale of 1 – 7 with 
1 being strongly disagree, 4 being neutral, and 7 being strongly agree.  
 

1. I am a Men’s Rights Activist. 
2. I believe in the tenets of the Men’s Rights Movement. 
3. I believe that it is important to make sure that all individuals and groups have a 

chance to speak and be heard, especially those from traditionally ignored or 
marginalized groups. 

4. I believe that it is important to allow individuals and groups to define and describe 
their problems, experiences and goals in their own terms. 

5. I believe that it is important to talk to others about societal systems of power, 
privilege, and oppression. 

6. I believe that it is important to try to change larger social conditions that cause 
individual suffering and impede well-being. 

7. I believe that it is important to help individuals and groups to pursue their chosen 
goals in life. 

8. I believe that it is important to promote the physical and emotional well-being of 
individuals and groups. 

9. I believe that it is important to respect and appreciate people’s diverse social 
identities. 

10. I believe that it is important to allow others to have meaningful input into 
decisions affecting their lives. 

11. I believe that it is important to support community organizations and institutions 
that help individuals and group achieve their aims. 

12. I believe that it is important to promote fair and equitable allocation of bargaining 
powers, obligations, and resources in our society. 

13. I believe that it is important to act for social justice. 
14. I am confident that I can have a positive impact on others’ lives. 
15. I am certain that I possess an ability to work with individuals and groups in ways 

that are empowering. 
16. If I choose to do so, I am capable of influencing others to promote fairness and 

equality. 
17. I feel confident in my ability to talk to others about social injustices and the 

impact of social conditions on health and well-being. 
18. I am certain that if I try, I can have a positive impact on my community. 
19. Other people around me are engaged in activities that address social injustices. 
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20. Other people around me feel that it is important to engage in dialogue around 
social injustices. 
 

Instructions: The following questions ask about your feelings concerning gender 
roles. Please indicate your agreement with the following statements on a scale of 1 – 
7 with 1 being strongly disagree, 4 being neutral, and 7 being strongly agree.  

 
21. Talking (about my feelings) during sexual relations is difficult for me. 
22. I have difficulty expressing my emotional needs to my partner. 
23. I have difficulty expressing my tender feelings. 
24. I do not like to show my emotions to other people. 
25. Winning is a measure of my value and personal worth. 
26. I strive to be more successful than others. 
27. Being smarter or physically stronger than other individuals of my own gender is 

important to me. 
28. I like to feel superior to other people. 
29. Affection with other individuals of the same gender makes me tense. 
30. Women who touch other women make me uncomfortable.  
31. Men who touch other men make me uncomfortable. 
32. Hugging other individuals of the same gender is difficult for me. 
33. Being very personal with others of the same gender makes me feel uncomfortable. 
34. Finding time to relax is difficult for me. 
35. My needs to work or study keep me from my family or leisure more than I would 

like. 
36. Overwork and stress, caused by a need to achieve on the job or in school, 

affects/hurts my life. 
37. My work or school often disrupts other parts of my life (home, health, leisure, 

etc). 

 
Instructions: The following question asks you to list specific issues that you feel 
Men’s Rights Activists are facing.  
 
 
Please use your own words to list the top 3-5 issues facing Men’s Rights activists today: 

38.  
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Instructions: The following questions ask about your feelings concerning personal 
responsibility. Please indicate your agreement with the following statements on a 
scale of -2 to 2 with -2 being strongly disagree, 0 being neutral, and 2 being strongly 
agree.  
 

39. I am responsible for my own successes 
40. My misfortunes are the result of mistakes I have made 
41. The really good things that happen to me are mostly luck. 
42. Most of my problems are due to bad breaks. 
43. In the U.S., most people can achieve anything they really set their minds to 
44. In the U.S., most people’s problems result from their bad decisions and lack of 

effort. 
45. In the U.S., the good things that happen to people are mostly luck. 
46. In the U.S., most people’s problems are just bad luck.  

Instructions: Please answer the following questions as accurately as possible.   
 

47. What is your year of birth? 
48. What is your gender? 
49. What is your sex? 
50. With which race or ethnic group do you identify? 
51. Please select your income range from the following options: 

a. 0-$14,999 
b. $15,000-$24,999 
c. $25,000-$34,999 
d. $35,000-$44,999 
e. $45,000-$54,999 
f. $55,000-$64,999 
g. $65,000-$74,999 
h. $75,000-$84,999 
i. $85,000-$94,999 
j. $95,000-$104,999 
k. $105,000-$114,999 
l. $115,00+ 

52. When you were growing up, which family structure most resembles your own 
experience? 

53. With which sexual orientation do you identify? 
54. What is your age? 
55. What is your political affiliation? 
56. What is your occupation? 
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57. What is your employment status? 
58. What is your marital status? 
59. How many children do you have? 

a. How many children do you have exclusive custody of? 
b. How many children do you share custody of? 
c. How many children do you have but are unable to see regularly? 

60. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
61.  How frequently do you attend church services? 
62. Is the area you live in mostly rural, urban, or mixed? 


