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MANUSCRIPT DETAILS

TITLE: Evaluating a Bystander Intervention to Disrupt Interpersonal Violence/Abuse

ABSTRACT:

It is recommended that universities implement bystander interventions to disrupt the interpersonal
violence and abuse that students experience in this context. Yet, there are few evaluations of
bystander interventions in the UK. Building on an existing evaluation carried out on a bystander
intervention at a university in 2017/18, the purpose of this research was to evaluate the
intervention.

Using a one-way repeated measures design, ANOVA was used to analyse pre- and post-intervention
data gathered from 121 students, during 2018/19.

As the aims of the session were met, it can be inferred individuals who participate in the bystander
intervention have the potential to disrupt interpersonal violence and abuse.

The small sample size and design of the survey limited the research. Further evaluations of
bystander interventions are needed in the UK that utilises large samples and a validated survey.

This paper notes the importance of engaging many students in a cohort to participate on a
bystander intervention.

CUST_SOCIAL_IMPLICATIONS_(LIMIT_100_WORDS) :No data available.

This study adds to the paucity of evaluations of bystander interventions in the UK. Knowing that the
intervention has the potential to disrupt interpersonal violence and abuse builds the momentum for
other similarly designed interventions to be implemented in universities in the UK.
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Evaluating a Bystander Intervention to Faekle-Disrupt Interpersonal Violence/Abuse

Abstract
Purpose

It is recommended that universities implement bystander interventions to taekle-disrupt the
interpersonal violence and abuse that students experience in this context. Yet, there are few
evaluations of bystander interventions in the UK te-assess-whetherthey—work. Building on an
existing evaluation carried out on a bystander intervention at a university in 2017/18, the

purpose of this research was to evaluate the intervention.

Design/methodology/approach

Using a one-way repeated measures design, ANOVA was used to analyse pre- and post-

intervention data gathered from 121 students participating-in-the-intervention-during 2018/19.

Findings

As the aims of the session were met, it can be inferred thatparticipants-whe engage-individuals
who participate in the bystander intervention have the potential to taekle-disrupt interpersonal

violence and abuse.

Research limitations/implications

The small sample size and design of the survey limited the research. Further evaluations of
bystander interventions are needed in the UK that utilises large samples and a validated survey.

Practical implications
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This paper notes the importance of engaging al-many students in a cohort to participate on a

bystander intervention. Further-research-is-needed-to-understand-the-dificulties-ofachieving
this-

Originality/value

This study adds to the paucity of evaluations of bystander interventions in the UK. Knowing
that the intervention has the potential to taekle-disrupt interpersonal violence and abuse builds
the momentum for other similarly designed interventions to be implemented in universities in

the UK.

Key words

Interpersonal violence/abuse, universities, bystander interventions, evidence-base, statistical

evaluations, recommendations

Paper type

Research paper

Introduction

Students—Iemale students at untversities—in—the UK universities experience interpersonal

violence and abuse, particularly sexual violence (NUS, 2011;-2648; Phipps and Young, 2015;

Roberts et al., 2019; Stenning et al., 2013). Research with 2,058 female students identified that

68% had experienced verbal and physical sexual harassment, e.g., flashing and groping, and

almost one in four had experienced unwanted sexual contact within and outside university.

Most respondents reported that they knew the perpetrators (NUS, 2011). Although., this is not

the hidden sexual violence that exists within domestic violence relationships, but is as Roberts

et al. (2019) argue, the perceived hetero-normative practices of pre-dating and courtship. For

example, in Phipps and Young’s (2015) research with 40 women, they found that over two-
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thirds discussed sexual harassment and sexual physical assault as normative of university life.

Consequently, Universities UK (2016) recommend that universities implement evidence-based

bystander interventions.

Key components of bystander interventions educate participants about interpersonal violence

and abusive behaviours, including the confidence and knowledge to intervene safely to disrupt

behaviours such as sexual violence (Fenton et al., 2015: Labhardt et al., 2017). The aim is for

students to develop a culture of intolerance to_interpersonal violence and abuse, this may

benefit wider society due to the large intake of students progressing to higher education

(Universities UK, 2016). Most evaluations of bystander interventions have been carried out in

the United States (US) (Fenton and Mott, 2017; Labhardt et al., 2017). Very few evaluations

have been carried out in the UK (Fenton et al., 2015). More research is needed in this context;
it is not clear how applicable the US research is to British context (Fenton and Mott, 2017,
Labhardt et al., 2017).

This paper begins by outlining the bystander effect and how to overcome it. We then review
the recent evaluations of bystander interventions carried out in the US and the UK. We also
review research on students’ experiences of interpersonal violence and abuse carried out at a

university in the north of England;-as-wel-as-an-evaluation-ofa-bystander-intervention-at-that

wniversity. Building on_an this-existing evaluation_of a bystander intervention at the same

university, we discuss our methodology to evaluate the intervention.previde—a—statistical
evaluationto-assess-whether-the-intervention-meetsts-atms. After this, we present our findings

and a discussion of these, concluding with the limitations of the study and recommendations

for future research.

The Bystander Effect

The-story-about-The bystander effect originates from usually-begins with Kitty Genovese: whe
was a victim of murder and sexual assault in New York in 1964. The story-that-was presented

in-the-Media and-academia reports suggested that there were 38 bystanders who witnessed the
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attack and did not act. did-nething-abeutit. This led to the notion of the bystander effect: that
individual responsibility is diffused when in the presence of others (Manning et al., 2007).
Individuals feels less responsible when in greups-o+groups/crowds because they assume others
will or have acted; or, if no one is acting, they assume that the situation is not an emergency.
Individuals thus look to others in a group or crowd setting to ascertain & course of action (Garcia
et al., 2002). In-this-sense-then;-Thus, urban crowds/groups and-groups-efpeople-are powerful
and ‘a dangerous threat to social stability’ (Manning et al., 2007, p. 560). As-a-collective they
Crowds/groups thereby promote passiveness and inactivity on individuals, meaning—tu-deing

s6; social values are either undermined and/or upheld (ibid).

The case of Genovese addresses this. the sexual and physical attack of a woman in public

undermined the value of social responsibility for others (ibid).-Frthe-ease-of kKitty-Genovese;

@bid):_This perpetuates attitudes towards victim blaming: ‘larger community and societal

1ssues such as gender inequality, along with male social control and entitlement, permeate the

foundation of attitudes that condone violence against women’ (Banvyard et al., 2004, p. 63). If
mdividualsin-a-eroup-or-crowd-settine- victims are viewed as the cause of violence, view-the
vietimas-causinethe-violenee surrounding bystanders are less likely to feel responsible for the

violence themselves, and thus, they are less likely to intervene (ibid).

Despite Manning et al. (2007) arguing that the the-stery—ofItty-Genovese case has been

frequently misrepresented, there has been much research since then to support the bystander

effect (see Fischer et al., 2011; Garcia et al., 2002). A review conducted by Banyard et al.

(2004) review—of-theresearch,—theyargue-that identified that bystanders are more likely to
intervene if they are: aware of the problem, including the negative impaect-on-the-vietim:-view
victims as not causing their victimisation; view themselves as_the solution to the problem
;-_and feel-they
have-theskillste- believe they are equipped with the skills to intervene:-and-are-asked-to-help.
Fentonand Mott{201arsue-that Arguably, it is important that bystanders actively intervene

because it sends a message to the perpetrator and other bystanders that the behaviour observed
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is unacceptable-(Eenton-&-Mett- 2047, creating a culture of intolerance- They-alse-argue-that

Bystander intervention also sends a message about the acceptability of challenging

inappropriate behaviours (Fenton and Mott, 2017). Furthermore, from a victim’s perspective,

bystander intervention is often ‘associated with feeling safe and with decreased harm’

(Fileborn, 2017, p. 200). The next section reviews whether bystander interventions work.

Bystander Evaluations in the US

Bystander interventions have developed as a strategy that situates the responsibility of

preventing interpersonal violence and abuse with the community (Jewkes et al., 2014 cited in
Fenton et al., 2015, p.12). Most ef-theresearch research underpinning the effectiveness of
bystander interventions has-been-earried-outin-the- is conducted in the US (Fenton and Mott,

2017; Labhardt et al., 2017). Bystander interventions in this context have predominantly

focused on addressing sexual and dating violences at en-collece/university. —eampuses—The

findings from-the-evaluations suggest that such interventions have the potential to enhance the

likelihood of bystanders intervening and thereby reducing violence (see Jouriles et al., 2018;

Katz and Moore, 2013). Fhe-etects-ol-bystander-iterventions-have-been-shown-to-tast-over

Coker et al. (2016) forexample-evaluated the Green Dot bystander intervention over a 4-year

period on one college campus_in Kentucky, -against-twe-ether-comparing the effects against
two other campuses_that —which did-net-have-the-had no intervention—First—yearstadents

Students (intervention n=2.979 and comparison campuses n=4.132) were randomly selected

forte the study.-As-such;the-evaluation-was-experimental-in-its-destgn. The intervention seught
aimed ‘to empower potential bystanders to actively engage their peers’ (ibid, p. 296) in-erder

to change social values and reduce the likelihood of violence. The researchers therefore

hypothesised that violence would be reduced on the campus as a result of the intervention. Fhe

researchers-used-a-survey-to-measure-Violent victimisation rates_of dating and sexual violence
were measured across the campuses -and-over4-years and data was analysed using log-binomial

regression. Victimisation rates_for sexual and dating violence were significantly lower on the

campus that had the bystander intervention compared to the campuses that did not have the

intervention, excluding 2013. To account for this finding, Coker ef al. (2016) argue that the

Page 6 of 23
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reduced sample size may have contributed to a TYPE II error by reducing the power of the

tests to find differences in the data.

Bystander Interventions in the UK

Until recently, there were no published studies providing an evidence-base for using-bystander
interventions in wniversities-in-the-UK universities (Fenton et al., 2015). Fhis-waslargely-due

i omof suchi S 1 .

Research has identified that students hold myths about Fenton-and-Jones(20+7H)found-that

myths-abeutsexual and domestic violence (Fenton and Jones, 2017) were-held-by-new-students:
Such myths served to ‘scaffold gender-based violence in university settings’ (ibid, p. 147). As

such, The Intervention Initiative (T1I) was designed to disrupt such myths and thus the potential

for violence (Fenton and Mott, 2018b)- Eenton-and-Meott-(2018a)-were-thefirst-to-evaluate-a
bystander-terventionthe-TH-on-universiby-students-in-the-BHC-To evaluate the TIIL Fenton

and Mott (2018a) adopted a within subjects repeated measure design., administering a

questionnaire before and after 4 two-hour sessions. ; and-used-paired-t-testsfor131-matched

results-after-Following the intervention,-with-taw-stadents the authors found: decreases of rape

and domestic violence myth acceptance and denial; and increases in bystander efficacy,

readiness and intent to help, and responsibility scores (Fenton-&Motte 2080—

interventions—(Labhardt—et—al;—2017-—Hewever— Although, there was no effect of the

intervention on students engaging in bystander behaviours.; albeitthe researchersnotethat To

account for this finding, the authors arcued that participants may not have had sufficient time

at the point they completed the intervention (1 — 8 weeks following) to apply their learning into

practice.
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There is eertainly-a need for bystander interventions in the UK given the extent of interpersonal
violence and abuse experienced by students at universities in the UK (NUS, 2011;-2048; Phipps
and Young, 2015; Roberts et al., 2019; Stenning et al., 2013). In Roberts et al’s. (2019)

research, using an online university-wide survey in 2016, students were asked about their

experiences of interpersonal violence and abuse whilst at university. Women were more likely

to report experiencing verbal sexual harassment and sexual physical assault than men. Reberts

sexualviolencemorethanmen-Such sexual violence, the perceived hetero-normative practices

of pre-dating and courtship, happened both on and off campus in public spaces, with the sexual

physical assault particularly occurring in-the-night-time-econemy;—+e--in the pubs and clubs.

An analysis of the qualitative responses to the survey found that women reported adopting a

range of measures-strategies to resist the sexual violence as well as others intervening. For

example, a bystander witnessing sexual harassment of ‘a drunk girl’ reported to the survey how

she actively intervened to remove her from the perpetrators (Roberts et al.. 2019, p. 332).

The authors identified that women rarely reported their experiences of sexual violence due to

their perceptions that such sexually violent behaviours against women are normal and are

accepted at university behavioursin-atauniversity eontext(Roberts ef al., 2019; see also NUS,
2011;-2048; Phipps and Young, 2015), and in the-night-time-econemypubs and clubs (Roberts
et al., 2019; see also Kavanaugh, 2013). The authors further identified that most of the

interpersonal violence and abuse occurred in public spaces. This is important to note because
there is some evidence of the bystander effect, where individuals do not intervene because they
feel less responsible for the interpersonal violence _and abuse when in groups and crowd

settings. There were fewer reports of bystanders, other than friends, intervening. Students also

reported that the sexual violence had affected their mental health and academic study (Roberts
etal., 2019).

Bystander interventions are arguably of great importance when applied to the issues referred

to above by enhancing the likelihood of bystanders actively intervening. encourage potential

victims to feel safe and reducing harm caused (Fileborn, 2017). The next section discusses our

methodology to evaluate a bystander intervention. Fhis-is-particularhyso-giventhe-reported
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Methodology

The Bystander Session

A 2 90 minute taster session! had been designed. The session teaches participants about a broad

range of interpersonal violence and abusive behaviours, the impact of these, and how to safely

intervene to disrupt such behaviours. For example, facilitators delivering the session use

students’ anonymous reports to illustrate student experience and impact of verbal abuse,

including sexual verbal abuse, racism, homophobia. The current bystander session was broader

in its education of examples of verbal abuse than other bystander interventions reviewed in the

existing evaluations that covered primarily sexual and dating/domestic violence, albeit the

underlying model of change is the same (see Donovan and Corr, 2018).

Findings from the evaluation of the pilot in 2017/18 suggested the taster session had a positive

impact (Donovan and Corr, 2018). Consequently, the bystander session was delivered at the

university in 2018/19. which we evaluated to ascertain whether it met its four aims. Fhe-99
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mintte-bystandersesston-had-four-atms—The first two aims of: 1) ‘increase knowledge about

and confidence to be active bystanders’; and ii) ‘increase knowledge and awareness about

harms/impacts of interpersonal violence/abuse’ were informed by TII. The session aimed to

provide practical information about being an active bystander in a range of contexts and to
enhance empathy about victims (Donovan and Corr, 2018, unpaginated; see Fenton and Mott,
2018a, 2018Db). If these aims are met, it is thought that the intervention will enhance individual

responsibility_for the interpersonal violence and abuse observed, and thus increase the

likelihood of bystander intervention (see Fenton ef al., 2015; Labhardt et al., 2017). The last
two aims of: 1ii) ‘raise knowledge and awareness about services provided by the University’;
and iv) ‘encourage reporting/help-seeking regardless of where incident(s) take place’
(Donovan and Corr, 2018, unpaginated) were informed by the findings from the university-
wide-online-survey;-diseussed-abeve, university-wide online survey that identified earried-out
at—the—university —with-—students—(see Roberts ef al., 2019) non-reporting of incidents of

interpersonal violence and abuse to the university, which happened off campus (Donovan and

Corr, 2018;-unpaginated).

The Survey and the Sample

We used an adapted version of the survey from the previous evaluation (see Donovan and Corr,
2018). Some questions were added/refined to ensure testing of the programme aims. We also
changed the response format of the questions to scales, for example, ‘from 1 not at all to 10 yes
definitely’, to ensure parametric tests, which are more powerful in finding differences, could
be used (see Carifo and Perla, 2007, 2008). The survey was piloted on social science

undergraduate students_to ensure accuracy in the design and delivery. The study was approved

by the university Ethics Research Group. Students were not randomly allocated to the session

nor did they self-select to take part in the session, which may avoid introducing bias in such

non-probability samples (de Vaus, 2014). The session is often scheduled into students’

timetables, as part of their curriculum, because of the synergy between their programmes of

study and the bystander session. Before the start of the bystander session, participants were

asked to read a study information sheet, confirm that they understood, and that they consented

to take part. There were no incentives offered to students to take part in the study.

Page 10 of 23
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Sessions ran in late 2018 and in early 2019. The participants completed the survey, mostly

electronically in Survey Monkey. but some hard copies were completed, -then-administered

before and immediately after the 90 minute session. The aim was to measure differences over

time, i.e., before and after the session, to ascertain if the aims of the session were met.-(hard

Data Analysis

Data was-were cleaned and entered into a master SPSS dataset. During 2018/19, 212 new
students to the university, participated on the 90 minute bystander session.? Of these students,
152, most of whom were at level 3_study,? completed the pre-test survey. However, not all of
these students completed the post-test survey immediately after the session*. Given this and the
deletion of cases that were not useable®, 121 matched cases at pre- and post-intervention were
used for testing whether aims i and iv of the session had been met. There were 116 cases paired
at pre- and post-intervention to test whether aim ii had been met. This is because there were 5
missing responses in total, not at random (see Kang, 2013), on both scale items® of victim-
blaming, which were used to test aim ii (see findings section). There were 120 matched cases
at pre- and post-intervention testing aim iii because there was 1 missing random response on
the scale item testing aim iii. Table I shows the four aims of the intervention, the participants

tested at each, and the missing responses.
‘Table I’ here

Paired t-tests were unsuitable to test the data due to violations of the assumption of normality
found in the data. As one-way within subjects ANOVA is closely related to the paired t-test,
and it is more robust to violations of the normality assumption, particularly with large samples
>30 (Reid, 2014), we present the findings of one-way repeated measures ANOVA to test

whether the programme met its aims. It is hypothesised that if there are statistically significant

positive shifts in the mean scores on the scale/s for each of the aims of the programme, from
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before the intervention to after the intervention, then the session will have met its aims. Time

is the independent variable and the scale scores are the dependent variables. The design of the

evaluation was thus a within subjects, one-way repeated measures design.

Findings
The Sample and the Session

The sample consisted of 45% (n=55) male and 55% (n=66) female students. The modal age of
the sample was 20, the mean age was 25, and 67% (n=81) of the sample were aged between 18
and 24. This is a usual distribution of age of students at universities (see Universities UK, 2016)
and an age group most at risk of interpersonal violence and abuse (see the Crime Surveys for
England and Wales). As most of the pre- and post-test surveys were completed electronically,
we were able to work out the length of the 90 minute bystander session as delivered in practice.
We found that the modal time was 63 minutes, the mean and median time were 74 minutes
(based on 88 cases). This excludes time to complete the surveys. For some sessions then, the
delivery of the bystander session fell short of its prescribed time. Qualitative evaluation of the
bystander session, including observations of the session, have been carried out during 2019/20,
to assess this finding further. Moving on, frequency data shows that after the session, 98%
(n=118) of students rated the quality of the bystander session-on-a-seale-frem1-very-weakte
10-exeellent-5 and above- and Seventy-ninepereent 79% (n=96) of students rated the quality

of the bystander session 8 and above (where 1 is very weak and 10 is excellent). Students after

the session selected one of the following responses: they already considered themselves to be
an active bystander (46%, n=54); the session had given them the confidence to be an active
bystander (48%, n=57); I feel apprehensive/not confident to be an active bystander (6%, n=7)
(based on 118 cases’). It might be argued that almost half of students do not need the session
to be an active bystander, however, shifts in the mean scores of the scales before and after the

bystander session indicate that the intervention met its aims, as the next section tabulatesshows.

Evaluating the Session

Page 12 of 23
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As the survey was kept short to maximise the response rate (see for example Fenton and Mott,

2018a), there were 10 scale items testing the 4 aims of the session. This meant that aims iii and
iv were measured using 1 scale item each. Aims i and ii were each tested using 4 scale items.
We felt that knowledge and confidence were two different constructs to test aim i: increase
knowledge about and confidence to be active bystanders. Knowledge was therefore tested with
1 scale item: on a scale from 1 not at all to 10 yes definitely, do you know what an active
bystander is? We found a significant effect of time on knowledge score, F(1, 120) = 536.63, p
<.001, n*>=.82. There was a significant increase in knowledge score from before (mean = 3.48)

and after (9.66) the intervention. There was a large effect size. Table-H-shows-this-

Confidence was tested with 3 scale items: on a scale from 1 not confident to 10 very confident,
how confident would you feel intervening if you saw someone being physically assaulted; how
confident would you feel intervening if you saw someone being verbally abused; how confident
would you feel intervening if you saw one person being bullied by a group? We found a
significant effect of time on confidence scores, F(1, 120) =97.86, p<.001, n*=.45. There was a
significant increase in confidence scores from before (mean = 19.02) and after (mean = 23.75)

the intervention. There was a large effect size. Fable HH-shows-this:

To test aim ii of the session: increase knowledge and awareness about harms/impacts of
interpersonal violence/abuse we used four scale items. First, we asked on a scale from 1 not at
all to 10 yes definitely, do you understand how people feel who are victimised by
violence/abuse/bullying/hate comprising one scale item about victim-empathy. We found a
significant effect of time on victim-empathy score, F(1, 120) = 13.41, p<.001, n*>=.10. There
was a significant increase in victim-empathy score from before (mean = 8.23) and after (mean

= 8.94) the intervention. There was a medium effect size. Fable FV-shows-this:

Second, we asked on a scale from 1 not at all to 10 yes definitely, do you think that girls that
get drunk are asking for trouble and do you think people who are offended by banter are too
sensitive, comprising two scale items about victim-blaming.® We found a significant effect of

time on victim-blaming scores, F(1, 115) = 7.26, p<.008, n*>=.06. There was a significant
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decrease in victim-blaming scores from before (mean = 5.87) and after (mean = 5.07) the

intervention. There was a medium effect size. Fable- \-show-this-

Third, we asked on a scale from 1 not at all to 10 yes definitely, do you think it is important to
promote attitudes of respect, tolerance and care to challenge bullying (including body
shaming), hate acts (e.g., racism, homo-bi-transphobia, disablism, Islamaphobia) and sexual
harassment, which comprised one scale item about inclusive attitudes. Results are not
significant for the inclusive attitudes scale, n> < .01=2080. Students embraced inclusive attitudes
before the bystander session, as 70% (n=85) scored 10 on the scale at that time, rising to 79%

(n=96) after the session.

To test aim 1iii: raise knowledge and awareness about services provided by the University, we
asked on a scale from 1 not at all to 10 yes definitely, if something happened to you/a student
you know that impacted upon your/their ability to study, would you know where to go/send
them in the university for help? We found a significant effect of time on raising awareness
about services score, F(1, 119) = 188.72, p<.001, n*>=.61. There was a significant increase in
raising awareness about services score from before (mean = 5.34) and after (mean = 9.07) the

intervention. There was a large effect. Fable Vishows-this:

To test aim iv: encourage reporting/help-seeking regardless of where incident(s) take place, we
asked on a scale from 1 not at all to 10 yes definitely, if something happened to you or a student
you know, regardless of where the incident took place, would you report it to the university for
help? We found a significant effect of time on reporting score, F(1, 120) = 54.63, p<.001,
n?=.31. There was a significant increase in reporting score from before (mean = 5.99) and after

(mean = 7.97) the intervention. There was a large effect. Fable- VH-sheows-this:

Discussion

Page 14 of 23
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There were statistically significant positive shifts in the mean scores on the scale/s from before

the intervention to after the intervention for each of the aims of the programme. Although, the

difference of the scores on the one scale item about inclusive attitudes, which part measured

aim ii, from before the session to after the session, was not statistically significant, the

frequency data indicates that participants held fairly inclusive attitudes at the start of the

session. Moreover, the other three scale items, which measured aim ii were statistically

significant. Like Coker et al. (2016), we may have suffered a TYPE Il error with our small

sample size and inability to find a difference in the data. That said, our evaluation was a

repeated measures design where the same participants completed both pre- and post-test

surveys. This reduces the error in the data from the ‘pre-existing subject differences’, as each

participant is matched to themselves, they thus serve as their own controls (Reid, 2014, p. 325).

Consequently, we are able to make powerful inferences from the data. This is particularly

salient given students did not ‘self-select’ to participate in the session (see also Fenton and

Mott, 2018a, p. 655)_potentially avoiding bias in the sample (de Vaus, 2014). Moreover,

frequency data indicated that most participants rated the quality of the bystander session as

veering towards excellent.

As the scale items measuring such changes in knowledge and skills were mostly all statistically

significant, there is potential, albeit theoretically, for those participants who participated in the

session and the evaluation to become active bystanders. Given the extent of interpersonal

violence and abuse that university students experience, it is likely that these participants will

observe interpersonal violence and abusive behaviours in the future. As such, they have the

potential to challenge the passiveness and inactivity of individuals in a group or crowd setting

in such situations, whether that is in the moment or afterwards e.g., by reporting it. In doing so,

they have the potential to reduce the bystander effect, uphold important social values about

collective responsibility (Manning et al., 2007) and acceptability of challenging inappropriate
beliefs and interpersonal violence and abusive behaviours (Fenton and Mott, 2017).

Given the bystander session evaluated in this paper is much broader in educating participants

about a wide range of verbal abuse than existing bystander interventions reviewed in the

literature, which primarily focus on sexual and dating/domestic violence, students who
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participated in the session are likely to have a broader understanding of what constitutes

interpersonal violence and abusive behaviours. There is a theoretical argument that supports

participants becoming active bystanders after participating in the 90 minute taster session, but

there is no empirical support from this research that participants have become active bystanders

after participating in the taster session (see also Fenton and Mott, 2018a).

Limitations

There were a-number-ofseveral limitations. -to-the-research-As we were treating a Likert scale

as scale data, analysing single items _(i.e., the dependent variables) on an ‘item-by-time’ basis

is limiting (Carifio and Perla, 2007, p. 106). If there are sufficient scale points, for example 7,
analysing items on a single basis is not so limiting (Carifo and Perla, 2007). Our scales had 10

points. Yet, as the survey was not validated, questions might be raised over whether we were

sufficiently measuring the aims of the session. Furthermore, our small sample size as a result
of attrition, meant that we could not measure the longer-term impact of the session. Despite the

advantages of using a repeated measures design they are notable for loosing sample numbers

over time (Fenton and Mott, 2018a; Knapp, 2018; Reid, 2014). Small-sample-sizes-alsoreduee
the-powerof ANOVA-to-find significant differences-in-the-data— Similar to other UK bystander

evaluation (see Fenton and Mott, 2018a), we could not generalise the findings to a wider sample

of students due to non-random sampling.{see-alse-Fenton-and Mot 2048a);

Recommended Changes

A number of recommendations arise from the evaluation. —forresearch—methodeologies;
bystanderinterventions;anduniversities-Firstly, in terms of evaluations, if they are to measure

the longer-term impact of an intervention_upon participants, they must begin with a large

sample hich-numbers-of participants-them-to allow for theirattrition over time (Knapp, 2018).

Carrying out a prospective power analysis to indicate the appropriate sample size is

fundamental Fhis-wit-to ensure the-peower-of-the-tests;sueh-as the tests, such as ANOVA, are

powerful to find differences in the data. In doing so, are-commensurate-with-appropriate-sample
sizes-and-thereby-avetding-a Type Il error is avoided (see Clark-Carter, 1997).
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Moreover, surveys need to be validated for their use in evaluations of bystander interventions
(see also Fenton and Mott, 2018a). Using Cronbach’s alpha to test the internal consistency of
the scales prior to analysis is paramount (Allen and Seaman, 2007 cited in Leung, 2011, p.
413). A pilot of the survey is therefore advised. Scales on the survey should start with 0 to
indicate complete absence of the attribute, which is being measured (Leung, 2011). H-we-had

done-thiss-we-could-have-reverse-coded-our-datarwhere-necded-:

While our statistical evaluation can tell us that the session werks-in-meetingmet its aims, we

do not know if the positive results lead to a reduction in the bystander effect when participants

are in a group or crowd setting observing interpersonal violence and abuse, and thus, we do not

know if they become active bystanders. Nor does our data #+deesnottellus inform how and

why it-the session met its aimswerks. Therefore, a recommendation for future research is to

assess the long term behaviour change of participants (see Banyard et al., 2004:-2005; Fenton

and Mott, 2018a), including why they do or do not intervene_when observing interpersonal
violence and abuse (Banyard-et-af52005:-Fileborn, 2017; Labhardt ef al., 2017). The surveys

used in our statistical evaluation gathered qualitative data about how and why the session works

(which is the focus of another paper), and students were invited for interview to discuss this,
but take up the-response-was low. Fhe-data—sathered—from-these—sourees—will-add-to-the
to-address-these-gaps-th-the-research:

In terms of the content of the bystander session, it is advised that one of the aims of the session
explicitly states ‘to increase individual responsibility in a group/crowd setting’ because this is
the theoretical premise for overcoming the bystander effect. Whilst this is implicit in aims i1

and iv of the current session, making it explicit ensures it is central, and the design of the

session can be adapted accordingly. This is important because much of the interpersonal

violence and abusive behaviours against students found at the university occurred in public

spaces amongst crowds and groups and it was—alse normalised (Roberts et al., 2019).
bystanders-are-tess-bhehto-view-the-behaviours-as-a-problem-teborn 2047 —andorthey
blame-the-vietim-for-eausto-thet-own-vietmbsation—thev-will-not-consider-themsehres—as
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o dividuall e for the il | abuseand-thusd loss likel .
(Banyard-et-a/2004)-Lastly, the bystander session is short. Single sessions are not thought to
be effective at changing behaviours long term (DeGue, 2014 cited in Fenton and Mott, 2018b,

p. 182).? Other bystander interventions have longer and multiple sessions (see Fenton and Mott,

2018a).

In summary, despite the limitations, a specific recommendation for universities would be to

implement the bystander session to all-stadents-i-a-yeargroup (University of Exeter, 2020) or

at least most students in a year group. As Coker et al., (2016, p. 301) claimed that the Green

Dot bystander intervention had the potential to impact upon students who had not participated

on the intervention by those who had participated on the intervention ‘modelling bystander

behaviours’. This creates a culture of intolerance to violent and abusive behaviours, which

needs to be driven by cohorts so they all act together to challenge the beliefs that uphold such
behaviours
perpetrators-and-vietims—(Banyard ef al., 2004). Given the small numbers of new students to

the university who participated in the bystander session in 2018/19, further research is needed

to understand how to extend the delivery of the session to more students in a year group.
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[1] There is an 8 week programme at the university that follows-on from the taster/‘introductory’ session.
[2] Rough estimates suggest that this is around 6% of new students at the university who engaged-participated in
the bystander session in 2018/19.

[3] This is the foundation stage: the year prior to first-year undergraduate study.

(4] The reasons why some students did not complete the post-test survey were because they did not take part in the
whole session, e.g., they had walked-out, or, for some students who remained in the session, they chose not to
complete it.

[31 Examples of why cases were not useable were because students did not provide usernames and there were non-
responses across the two surveys so cases/variables could not be paired for testing.

[] Failure to remove cases of non-responses on scale items could deflate/inflate the score of the scale for testing
(see for example de Vaus, 2014).

U] Difference in figures are non-responses.

(8] This was a reverse scale and the equal number of scale points did not allow us to reverse code the data.
91 Th : eramme-at-th bversity-tha ; Fsta tor;-but-aNot
many students engage-participate in i#-the 8 week programme that follows the taster session, at the universityer

its-entirety.
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Tables for Article (SCJ)
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Table I: Aims of the intervention, number of participants, and missing responses

11 Aim n = participants n = participants n = missing
12 (pre-intervention) (post-intervention) responses

13 i 121 121 0

I ii 116 116 5

16 iii 120 120 1

17 iv 121 121 0
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