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ABSTRACT
Youth Bystander Intentions to Intervene in Peer Intimate Partner Violence: The Co-Influence of
Perceived Perpetrator Race and Perceived Culpability
by
Nana Amoh, M.A., M.Phil.

Advisor: Maureen Allwood, Ph.D.

In recent years, bystander intervention programs that focus on addressing violence have notably
become more popular and prevalent on college campuses. Bystander intervention programs serve
to help college students identify and intervene in emergency situations like intimate partner
violence. Despite advances in the bystander intervention literature, there is a dearth of research
that has examined bystander intentions to intervene in situations of intimate partner violence
among youth who have witnessed violence between peers. This study examined bystander
intentions to intervene among young adults who witnessed peer male-to-female physical intimate
partner violence and whether intentions to intervene varied depending on perpetrator race.
Specifically, the study examined White undergraduates’ (n=147) responses to vignettes depicting
peer intimate partner violence perpetrated by either a Black man or a White man in a same-race
or interracial straight relationship. The study used a 2x2x2 (bystander sex (male/female) x
perpetrator race (Black/White) x victim race (Black/White)) between-subjects factorial design to
examine main effects and interaction effects of bystander sex and perpetrator and victim race on
bystander intentions to intervene. Differences in perceived perpetrator and victim culpability
were examined across conditions (e.g., race configurations), and intentions to intervene were

examined in relation to perceived perpetrator culpability and victim culpability. Although race

v



did not emerge as a significant variable in the study, there are a number of caveats and related

findings to be considered that can help to inform bystander intervention models.
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Youth Bystander Intentions to Intervene in Peer Intimate Partner Violence:
The Co-Influence of Perceived Perpetrator Race and Perceived Culpability
Intimate partner violence refers to “physical violence, sexual violence, stalking, and

psychological aggression (including coercive acts) by a current or former intimate partner”
(Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2015). Such violence among current or former
intimate partners has been recognized as a serious, worldwide public health concern (Campbell,
2002) that can lead to negative psychological outcomes, severe injury, and death (Black et al.,
2011; Breiding et al., 2008; Exner-Cortens et al., 2013; Silverman et al., 2004; Wolitzky-Taylor
et al., 2008). According to the National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey, 13.8% of
males and 24.3% of females have experienced intimate partner violence (Breiding et al., 2014).
Although intimate partner violence is largely considered to be widespread among adults
(Breiding et al., 2015), emerging research suggests that rates of intimate partner violence among
adolescents and young adults are as high, if not higher, than rates observed among adults. In fact,
a review by Dardis et al. (2015) indicated that intimate partner violence among college students
is fairly common, with 80% of college students reporting being either the perpetrator or victim of
violence in a dating relationship. In addition, Johnson et al. (2015) found that perpetration of
intimate partner violence peaks between the ages of 17 — 20 for males and between the ages of
19 — 22 for females, indicating that rates of intimate partner violence are highest during
adolescence and young adulthood, which coincides with the college years. These findings
indicate that college-aged young adults are at risk for both victimization and perpetration of
intimate partner violence, which suggests that college-aged young adults are also likely to be

bystander witnesses of intimate partner violence.



Bystanders of intimate partner violence are those who see violence, but who are not
directly involved as a perpetrator or victim (Banyard & Moynihan, 2011). According to the
Bureau of Justice Statistics, over 66% of physical assaults and nearly 33% of sexual assaults
occur within the presence of a bystander (Planty, 2002). These high rates of bystander presence
suggest that bystanders are also likely to be present during acts of violence that occur between
intimate partners. Although adolescents and young adults are likely to witness intimate partner
violence as bystanders, they are unlikely to intervene (Hamby et al., 2016; Rueda et al., 2015;
Weisz & Black, 2008). In fact, bystanders often have trouble recognizing and interpreting acts of
intimate partner violence (Levy, 1990). This is perhaps because most intimate partner violence
among young adults is covert rather than overt or physical (Hines & Saudino, 2003; Shorey et
al., 2008). An international review of European and North American studies found that reported
rates of overt violence (e.g., physical) in adolescent dating relationships range from 2.6%-59%
and reported rates of covert violence (e.g., emotional and psychological abuse) in adolescent
dating relationships range from 17-88% (Leen et al., 2013). In addition, research on intimate
partner violence is shifting towards a focus on coercive control—a covert form of abuse that
conceptualizes violence as a tool that is used by perpetrators to assert power and control over
victims (Dutton & Goodman, 2005; Hamberger et al., 2017). Coercive control often involves a
combination of multiple tactics including physical violence, isolation, intimidation, and threats
(Dutton & Goodman, 2005; Hamberger et al., 2017). Physical violence is easily detectable by
bystanders, and police intervention in cases of intimate partner violence is generally only
warranted if and when the violence is physical (Klein, 2004). Thus, examining bystander
intentions to intervene among youth who witness physical intimate partner violence among peers

is of particular importance, because bystanders in these situations have the potential to identify



the actions as violent and assaultive, as well as the potential to reduce the likelihood of severe
physical injury and death (Arriaga & Foshee, 2004; Cercone et al., 2005; Foshee, et al., 2007;
Molidor & Tolman, 1998) via direct (e.g., stopping the fight) and/or indirect intervention (e.g.,
calling the police).

Although acts of overt intimate partner violence, such as physical assaults, are less
prevalent, assaults are more easily observable by bystanders, and therefore are likely to warrant
bystander interventions like notifying the police or calling a family member for help (Klein,
2004; Klein 2012). Thus, examination of bystander perceptions and intentions to intervene in
intimate partner violence among peers should focus on observable partner violence like physical
assaults. In addition, the salience of physical violence is of particular importance, because
bystanders might be able to intervene in ways that reduce the risk of severe physical injury and
even death (Arriaga & Foshee, 2004; Cercone et al., 2005; Foshee, et al., 2007; Molidor &
Tolman, 1998).

Given that bystanders are sometimes able to intervene, call for assistance, and/or de-
escalate violence between partners, identifying factors that influence intentions to intervene
might have important implications for interventions designed to reduce rates of intimate partner
violence. The examination of how demographic characteristics affect bystander intervention
behaviors remains an important, yet underdeveloped, area of inquiry within the literature on
intimate partner violence and bystander intervention behavior. Findings from existing research
suggests that race is one characteristic that may be critical in predicting intentions to intervene
and actual intervention behaviors among bystanders of intimate partner violence.

Understanding how the race of a potential perpetrator or victim of intimate partner

violence may influence bystander behavior is specifically important given the studies showing



substantial racial differences in the risk and response to intimate partner violence (Breiding et al.,
2011; Cho, 2012; Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 2012; West, 2004). Rennison and Welchans
(2000) found that Black females experience intimate partner violence victimization at a rate 35%
higher than rates experienced by White females, and Black males experience intimate partner
violence victimization at a rate approximately 62% higher than rates experienced by White
males. This higher prevalence is coupled with numerous empirical studies that have shown that
racial minority victims generally receive slower or less intervention from bystanders compared to
White victims (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1977; Gaertner et al., 1982; Katz et al., 2017).

Therefore, the present study aims to increase understanding of young adult bystanders’
intentions to intervene in witnessed situations of physical intimate partner violence among peers
who are either phenotypically Black or phenotypically White. To shed light upon the factors that
influence bystander intervention behaviors, I will first describe Latané and Darley’s (1970)
Bystander Intervention Model and contextual factors associated with bystanders’ intentions to
intervene. Next, [ will discuss the literature on demographic factors associated with perpetration
and victimization of intimate partner violence as potential correlates of bystander intentions to
intervene. [ will then review research on perceptions of victim and perpetrator credibility and
criminality in cases of intimate partner violence to examine how perceptions may be relevant in
shaping bystander intentions to intervene among civilians and law enforcement personnel who
witness intimate partner violence. Finally, I will draw attention to the ways in which current
research has yet to directly assess race as a theorized predictor of bystander intentions to

intervene among young adult witnesses of physical intimate partner violence among peers.



Factors Related to Bystander Attitudes, Behaviors, and Intentions

to Help Victims of Intimate Partner Violence

Bystander Intervention Model

Understanding how bystander intervention can work to prevent and reduce rates of
intimate partner violence is critical because bystanders have the potential to prevent and defuse
violence in emergency situations (Banyard & Moynihan, 2011). Latané and Darley’s (1970)
Bystander Intervention Model states that there are five stages of bystander intervention: (a)
noticing the event; (b) interpreting the event as an emergency that requires assistance; (c)
accepting responsibility for intervening; (d) knowing how to intervene or provide help; and (e)
implementing intervention decisions. Though bystanders often rely on others’ reactions to
determine whether an event should be considered an emergency (Latané & Darley, 1968),
bystanders are less likely to rely on the presence of others to guide their behaviors in situations
perceived as dangerous (Fischer et al., 2011). Bystanders in the presence of other bystanders may
choose to not intervene, because they may believe that another bystander will intervene (Darley
& Latané, 1968). Once bystanders have decided to accept responsibility to intervene, they must
know what to do to intervene effectively. When they have a plan, bystanders can implement their
plan to actively intervene in the emergency. Successful bystander intervention generally requires
that individuals complete all five stages of the model (Latané & Darley, 1970). However,
decisions to actively intervene may be impacted by various demographic and interpersonal
factors that may ultimately increase or decrease the likelihood of bystander intervention (Burn,

2009; Dovidio et al., 2006; Loewenstein & Small, 2007).



The Impact of Social Influence on Bystander Intervention Behavior

Several researchers have reported that bystander intervention decisions are
strongly impacted by social influence (Becker-Haven & Lindskold, 1978; Bickman, 1972;
Harada, 1985; Stalder, 2008). Social influence broadly refers to changes in emotion, attitudes,
and/or behaviors that occur, consciously or unconsciously, in response to other people (Cialdini
& Goldstein, 2004). Importantly, social influence has been shown to both facilitate and stymie
bystander intervention. Fear of negative evaluation (Berkowitz, 2009; Karakashian et al., 2006),
diffusion of responsibility (Bennett et al., 2014), audience inhibition (e.g., fear of being
negatively evaluated because one has misinterpreted a situation and help is not required)
(Bennett et al., 2014), and the size of the audience, such as large crowds, when witnessing a
potentially dangerous situation (Latané & Nida, 1981) have all been shown to be associated with
lower likelihood of bystander intervention. On the other hand, a recent study by Deitch-
Stackhouse and colleagues (2015) demonstrated an association between social influence and
prosocial intervention among 449 college students attending a college in the Northeastern region
of the U.S. Results from this study suggested that the association between perceptions of social
norms and intended bystander intervention was contingent upon how serious intimate partner
violence was considered to be within participants’ communities (e.g., college campuses). Thus,
bystanders who came from communities where intimate partner violence was perceived to be
serious were more likely to endorse intentions to engage in prosocial intervention.

Darley and Latané’s (1968) theory of pluralistic ignorance suggests that bystander
intervention responses to violence are largely influenced by the way that others choose to
respond to violence in the moment and by the way others have historically responded to

violence. Individuals whose values do not match up with group norms (e.g., norms that support



active prosocial responses to violence) are still likely to behave in ways that are in line with
values directly or indirectly espoused by the majority (Fabiano et al., 2003; Paluck, 2009). For
example, youth are likely to endorse willingness to intervene when peer norms support bystander
intervention in response to violence (Brown et al., 2014; Fabiano et al., 2003; Stein, 2007).
However, youth may remain passive in ambiguous situations involving violence if they notice
their peers’ passivity while violence is occurring. For instance, youth may choose not to
intervene because they may infer that their peers are passive, because they do not believe that the
situation warrants intervention (Sandstrom et al., 2012). Youth may conversely be likely to
intervene in ambiguous situations of violence if they see their peers actively trying to stop the
violence. Taken together, these findings suggest that social influence may increase conformity
among individuals in a group, which may encourage group members to shape their behaviors in
line with group standards and behaviors.

The aforementioned findings indicate that bystander intervention decisions are largely
influenced by the way that other bystanders respond. Importantly, individuals whose values do
not match up with those of their peers are still likely to behave in ways that are in line with
values espoused by the majority (Casey et al., 2017; Fabiano et al., 2003; Paluck, 2009), because
peer norms that support bystander intervention appear to encourage and predict willingness to
intervene (Brown et al., 2014; Fabiano et al., 2003; Stein, 2007). For these reasons, social
influence may increase conformity among individuals in a group, which may, in turn, encourage
group members to shape their behaviors in line with group standards. Indeed, data from the 1995
Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods (PHDCN), which surveyed 8,782
residents of 343 neighborhoods in Chicago, Illinois, demonstrated that greater sense of

community was associated with higher intent to help and higher actual helping behavior among



adults living in the community (Sampson et al., 1997). Rutkowski et al. (1983) also found that
male college students who regard social responsibility as a group norm are more likely to engage
in prosocial bystander intervention behaviors (e.g., helping an injured confederate) when in
cohesive groups. Though findings from Rutkowski et al. (1983) suggest that group norms
influence bystander behaviors, it is important to bear in mind that all participants were male, thus

findings may not be generalizable to female populations.

The Impact of Social Connectedness on Bystander Intervention Behavior

Whether bystanders and individuals involved in potentially dangerous situations are
socially connected also seems to have a strong influence on bystander behaviors (Darley &
Latané, 1968; Laner et al., 2001). Bystanders in emergency situations are most likely to offer
help to family, then to friends, next to acquaintances, and finally to strangers (Coons & Guy,
2009; Graziano et al., 2007; Kuramoto et al., 2008). Research with over 700 college students
found that the likelihood of intervention among bystanders is lower if bystanders believe that the
perpetrator and victim are related or know each other (Laner et al., 2001). Decisions to intervene
become more complicated when bystanders are familiar with those involved in a potentially
dangerous situation. For example, a study by Palmer et al. (2018) demonstrated that college
students (n=721) asked to make bystander intervention decisions in response to vignettes
depicting intimate partner violence chose both direct and indirect interventions based on their
perceived relationships with the individuals described in the vignettes. Specifically, students who
knew the victim or perpetrator were more likely to report that they would directly intervene in

the situation.



Recent research that has examined how relationships to victims and perpetrators may
influence bystander intervention behaviors among individuals who witness intimate partner
violence suggests that these associations may be more nuanced than previously thought. For
example, in contrast to Palmer et al. (2018), Bennett et al. (2017) found that female college
students were equally likely to report an intention to intervene when witnessing intimate partner
violence whether they knew the perpetrator or not, whereas male college students were less
likely to report an intention to intervene if the perpetrator was someone they knew. Researchers
postulated that male college students may have been less likely to intervene if they knew the
perpetrator involved, because they may have believed that doing so would make their peer
vulnerable to sanction. Overall, these findings indicate that social connectedness differentially
impacts bystander intentions to intervene among male and female college students who are
personally related to individuals involved in situations of intimate partner violence. Specifically,
bystander connectedness may increase the likelihood that female bystanders can identify and
consequently help victims in intimate partner violence situations. Given that social
connectedness appears to increase willingness to intervene among female, but not male,
bystanders of intimate partner violence, studies examining bystander intentions to intervene
should specify the connectedness to both perpetrators and victims and address potential sex

differences.

Demographic Differences in Bystander Intervention Behavior
Gender Socialization and Bystander Intervention Behavior
A considerable amount of literature has been published on sex differences in bystander

intervention behaviors, but explanations for gendered behaviors have largely focused on



determining how and why masculinity influences male bystander behaviors (Carlson, 2008;
Eagly & Crowley, 1986; Tice & Baumeister, 1985; Brown et al., 2014). Less research has
focused on explanations of female bystander behaviors. Nonetheless, research of college students
has shown that females are more likely to report engaging in prosocial bystander behavior than
males are (McMahon & Banyard, 2012). In a sample of 178 college students attending a
university in the Southwest, Sylaska and Walters (2014) examined whether participant sex,
victim sex, and perpetrator sex influenced participants’ responses to a hypothetical situation of
intimate partner violence. Study findings demonstrated that male participants were more likely
than female participants to perceive the victim as responsible for the violence and also more
likely to ignore the situation. In contrast, female participants were more likely than male
participants to encourage the victim to seek professional help and also to seek help from another
person for the victim.

Other studies have also shown that male college students endorse fewer positive attitudes
about bystander intervention than female college students endorse (McMahon et al., 2011;
McMahon & Banyard, 2012). Among a community-based sample of over 200 adult males,
Leone and colleagues (2016) examined whether masculinity would influence bystander decision-
making processes among men responding to hypothetical situations involving male-to-female
sexual aggression. Men completed measures of bystander efficacy (e.g., confidence in being able
to implement bystander behaviors) and behavior, gender role norms, and masculine gender role
stress, and findings showed that the belief that men should not engage in stereotypically feminine
behaviors and the belief that men should be tough and aggressive were each independently
positively associated with low bystander efficacy. The established associations between

stereotypical beliefs about gender roles and bystander behaviors underscores the importance of
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examining sex and gender differences in bystander intentions to intervene in situations involving

intimate partner violence.

Race and Bystander Intervention Behavior

Contrary to the large body of research that has examined how sex and gender influence
bystander intentions to intervene and bystander behaviors, few studies have investigated how
race may influence bystander intentions to intervene and bystander behaviors. Research that has
examined how race may impact bystander intervention behaviors has some caveats to consider:
1) this research is largely comprised of homogenous samples (e.g., all Latinx youth) and has not
utilized comparison groups to examine whether racial differences in bystander intervention
behaviors exist and 2) this research is largely comprised of small samples. In a community
sample of 202 African American seventh-graders, Weisz and Black (2008) found that most
students reported that they would not get involved in a hypothetical situation involving intimate
partner violence, because “the violence was only the couple’s business” (Weisz & Black, 2008,
p. 186). Some adolescents also expressed worry about potentially worsening the situation by
intervening. Findings from this research suggest that African American youth may be less likely
to intervene in situations involving intimate partner violence when the individuals involved are
familiar to them and/or when the individuals involved are similar to themselves (e.g., same race).

Focus group research that has examined how the race and ethnicity of bystanders influence
intervention behaviors also suggests that race may moderate the association between witnessing
intimate partner violence and intervening in intimate partner violence (Ocampo et al., 2007;
Rueda et al., 2015). Among a sample of 43 Latinx teens in the ninth grade, reluctance to express

intentions to intervene in situations involving intimate partner violence was common if the

11



described hypothetical situation involved a perpetrator and victim that the teens were friends
with (Ocampo et al., 2007). Many teens reported that they would not intervene because they
believed that “it’s not their business and they don’t want to get in trouble” (Ocampo et al., 2007,
p. 186). Similar findings yielded from a study that examined help-offering among 64 Mexican-
American teens (ages 15 to 17) showed that adolescents would offer help to peers experiencing
intimate partner violence only when they specifically asked for it (Rueda et al., 2015). Findings
from these research studies suggest that Latinx and perhaps African American youth bystanders
of intimate partner violence may be likely to behave in line with cultural standards that advocate
for the importance of privacy above the importance of help-offering. However, it remains
unclear whether youth bystanders’ decisions to intervene vary by racial or ethnic differences
between bystanders and the parties directly involved. Several studies have demonstrated that
race, ethnicity, and sex are tightly correlated with assumptions of credibility (Eigenberg &
Policastro, 2016; George & Martnez, 2002), which importantly implies a potential association

between assumptions of credibility and bystander intentions and behaviors.

Perceptions of Victim Credibility in Cases of Intimate Partner Violence
Bystander, perpetrator, and victim demographic factors influence bystander intentions to
intervene (Hart & Rennison, 2003; Katz et al., 2017; Rueda et al., 2015) which suggests that
these factors also influence perceptions of victim credibility. Studies that have examined
associations between victim and perpetrator sex and perceptions of victim credibility in cases of
intimate partner violence suggest that female victims are generally viewed as less credible than
male perpetrators (Eigenberg & Policastro, 2016; George & Martinez, 2002; Gillum, 2002). A

law review by Schafran (1997) highlighted landmark cases of women being regarded as less
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credible, including the 1991 Anita Hill case, which centered on allegations of sexual harassment
against then Supreme Court Nominee, Clarence Thomas. Schafran (1997) stated that “custom
and law have taught that women are not to be taken seriously and not to be believed” (p. 40).
Race-based stereotypes may further impact perceptions of credibility of female victims of
intimate partner violence, such that individuals view Black female victims as less credible than
White female victims because of stereotyped perceptions of Black women as “non-feminine,
independent, overpowering” (Taft et al., 2009, p. 53), and unchaste (Crenshaw, 1992). As
pointed out by Crenshaw (1992), courts equated chastity with other virtues, including truth-
telling. Judges warned jurors “that the general presumption of chastity applicable to white
women did not apply to Black women” (Crenshaw, 1992, p. 1470). In contrast to widely held
negative perceptions of Black women, White women are commonly viewed as passive,
suggestible, warm, and pious (Collins, 2000; Landrine, 1985; Niemann et al., 1994; White,
1985). Research suggests that perceptions of Black women as domineering can actually lead to
victim blaming because individuals may perceive Black female victims as intentionally
provocative and thus responsible for experiences of violence (Brice-Baker, 1994).

Similar biases have been found in studies that have examined the influence of race on
likelihood of arrest among victims and perpetrators of intimate partner violence (Bachman &
Coker, 1995; Harrison & Esqueda, 1999). Though Black women are more likely to call the
police after a domestic dispute than White women are (Bachman & Coker, 1995; Harrison &
Esqueda, 1999), research suggests that police may be less likely to arrest a man accused of
violence against a Black woman (Ferraro, 1989; Robinson & Chandek, 2000). In addition, a
recent study by Kahn et al. (2016) notably demonstrated that police use less force with

individuals who appear more phenotypically White compared to individuals who look less
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phenotypically White, suggesting that Whiteness is a protective factor against harsh treatment
from police officers. Findings from these studies suggest that police officers may be less likely to
use harsh methods when intervening in situations involving intimate partner violence when
perpetrators appear more phenotypically White and when perpetrators engage in violence against
Black female victims. Bystanders who witness intimate partner violence may similarly be less
likely to intervene when violence is perpetrated by a White (or seemingly White) partner against
a Black female partner. These potential intervention biases have been further explained by
studies examining perceptions of culpability and criminality (Ferguson & Negy, 2004; Stewart et

al., 2012).

Perceptions of Culpability and Criminality

Associations between aspects of identity and perceptions of culpability or blame in cases
of intimate partner violence suggest that sex and race greatly influence whether and the extent to
which suspects of intimate partner violence perpetration are perceived as culpable for their
alleged actions. Among a sample of students from two universities in the South, Stewart et al.
(2012) found that both male and female participants perceived female perpetrators as less
culpable for perpetration of intimate partner violence compared to male perpetrators. Participants
in the study also attributed less behavioral stability to female perpetrators of intimate partner
violence, suggesting that participants may have viewed violence perpetrated by females as
stemming from situational factors versus dispositional factors (Stewart et al., 2012). Based on
study findings, researchers concluded that perceptions of male perpetrators as more culpable than
female perpetrators may be linked to perceptions of male violence as trait-like behavior versus

state-dependent behavior.
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With regards to race and culpability, in a vignette study using an experimental design,
Ferguson and Negy (2004) found that White college students expressed greater criticism towards
Black perpetrators of intimate partner violence compared to White perpetrators of the same exact
offense. Similarly, in another vignette study, Willis et al. (1996) found that a White man who
perpetrated violence against a woman was thought of as less culpable for the violence when the
woman was Black versus White. Esqueda and Harrison (2005) also utilized vignettes in their
study and found that college students’ culpability ratings of married couples that were engaged in
intimate partner violence varied by race. Specifically, culpability ratings of a Black husband who
perpetrated violence against his Black wife were lower when the Black woman was described as
being provocative (e.g., screaming obscenities and slapping him prior to being punched by the
husband), but not resistant (e.g., punching the husband back or stabbing him in retaliation).
However, culpability ratings of a White husband who perpetrated violence against a White wife
did not differ regardless of the wife’s described use of provocation or resistance. Results from
these vignette studies suggest that Black and White men who perpetrate violence against Black
women may be viewed as less culpable for the violence, perhaps due to perceptions of Black
women as aggressive and provocative (Esqueda & Harrison, 2005; Taft et al., 2009). Given that
research suggests an association between attributions of blame and perceptions of negative traits
(Capezza & Arriaga, 2008; Harrison & Esqueda, 1999; Tonizzo et al., 2000), it may be the case
that bystanders are less likely to intervene in situations of intimate partner violence that involve

Black female victims if they perceive less culpability for men when the victim is a Black woman.
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Ascription of Criminality

Black men and women (same-race partners) involved in intimate partner violence may be
viewed as more culpable of the violence compared to White men and women involved in
intimate partner violence, because Black men and Black women are widely stereotyped as
criminals or as having criminal characteristics (Blair et al., 2004; Eberhardt et al., 2006; Rome,
2004; Welch, 2007). Extant literature has established a clear link between perceptions of race
and criminality such that racial minorities, particularly Black men, women, and children, are
perceived as having a propensity for criminal behaviors (Correll et al., 2007; Goff et al., 2014;
Mears et al., 2013). Utilizing a sample of police officers and college students, Eberhardt et al.
(2004) demonstrated that seeing Black faces influences ability to detect images of objects
associated with crime. This relationship was shown to be bidirectional, and crime-related objects
similarly activated attentional biases of the faces of social group members thought to be criminal
(e.g., Black individuals). In line with these findings, bystanders of intimate partner violence may
be likely to view Black men and women involved in intimate partner violence as perpetrators
rather than victims of crime.

Findings from Eberhardt et al. (2004) corroborated findings from Payne (2001), which
similarly showed that being primed with Black faces led to faster identification and
categorization of crime-related objects like guns among college students. Implicit racial bias may
also make bystanders who witness intimate partner violence perpetrated by Black men or women
against White women or men, respectively, more likely to identify and intervene in violence in
the aforementioned situations, because these situations may be perceived as more dangerous in
line with stereotypes of Black criminality. Research has also shown that Black people are viewed

as more threatening and more dangerous than their White counterparts (Correll et al., 2007,
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Correll et al., 2011; Payne, 2001). Indeed, in comparison to Black men and women, White men
and women are commonly perceived to be intelligent, sophisticated, worldly, and articulate
(Fordham & Obgu, 1986; Fryer Jr. & Torelli, 2010; Ogbu, 2004). Findings suggest that implicit
biases may influence culpability ratings of perpetrators of intimate partner violence, such that
Black perpetrators are viewed as more culpable of violence compared to White perpetrators of

violence.

Summary and Limitations of Research on Bystander Intentions to Intervene

In sum, the current body of literature on intimate partner violence and bystander
intentions to intervene among young adults who witness peer intimate partner violence suggests
that factors that may promote or preclude help-offering among this population are varied.
Research has shown that intimate partner violence is prevalent among adolescents and young
adults (Dardis et al., 2015; Johnson et al., 2015). Furthermore, previous studies have shown that
bystanders are directly exposed to intimate partner violence and resultantly may be able to
intervene in violence as it is happening (Banyard & Moynihan, 2011; McMahon & Banyard,
2012). Myriad factors influence bystander intentions and decisions to intervene, including victim
and perpetrator sex and race (Burn, 2009; Dovidio et al., 2006; Loewenstein & Small, 2007).
However, it is unclear whether bystander intentions to intervene vary in response to same-race
couples versus in response to interracial couples. Given extant research that suggests that
demographic factors like race and sex influence and shape bystander intentions and behaviors,
further examination of race and sex as potential covariates of bystander intentions to intervene is

of critical importance.
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Examining factors that influence intentions to engage in bystander intervention among
young adults is essential because youth bystanders have the potential to intervene in intimate
partner violence while it is happening. Bystanders can aid in violence intervention and reporting
of violence, and they may be able to do so without facing the same risks and consequences faced
by the victims (and the perpetrators) of intimate partner violence who initiate the report.
Identifying factors associated with intentions to intervene among young adults who witness
physical intimate partner violence among peers may also help to inform bystander intervention
programs designed to reduce intimate partner violence among young adults, which is critical
because intimate partner violence specifically places young adults at increased risk for serious
mental health problems and sexual health risks (Exner-Cortens et al., 2013; Silverman et al.,

2004; Wolitzsky-Taylor et al., 2008).

The Current Study

Among a sample of 147 White-identifying college students, this study utilized vignettes
depicting intimate partner violence to examine whether bystander intentions to intervene in the
violence varied by perpetrator race, victim race, and the racial composition of the couple
(interracial; same race). Because racial differences in perceptions of the events described and
intentions to intervene were expected to vary by participant race, this study included only White
participants in the current analysis. This single participant-race study allowed for the most
parsimonious examination of bystander-perpetrator-victim characteristics in relation to bystander
intentions to intervene. Specifically, this study utilized a 2x2x2 (bystander sex (male/female) x
male perpetrator race (Black/White) x female victim race (Black/White)) between-subjects

factorial design (see Figure 1 for depiction of the examined model). Participants were randomly
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assigned to read one of four vignettes depicting bidirectional, male-to-female physical intimate
partner violence between Black and White college students in either same-race or interracial
romantic straight relationships. The study also examined whether perceived culpability ratings
were related to the race of the perceived perpetrator or victim or the racial composition of the
couple, and perceived victim and perpetrator culpability ratings were also examined as potential
correlates of perceived likelihood of intervention and reporting.

Three hypotheses of bystander intentions to intervene were examined.

Hypothesis 1. Regardless of bystander sex, vignettes depicting violence by Black male
perpetrators against White female victims will be associated with higher perceived likelihood of
intervention and higher perceived likelihood of reporting compared to vignettes depicting all
other perpetrator-victim configurations (i.e., White male perpetrators against White female or
Black female victims; Black male perpetrators against Black female victims).

Hypothesis 2. Perceived culpability ratings of Black male perpetrators will be higher
compared to perceived culpability ratings of White male perpetrators.

Hypothesis 3. Perceived culpability ratings will be associated with higher perceived
likelihood of intervention and higher perceived likelihood of reporting, and perceived culpability
ratings will moderate the associations between perpetrator race and decisions to intervene, such
that Black men rated as highly culpable will be associated with the highest perceived likelihood

of intervention ratings and the highest perceived likelihood of reporting ratings.
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METHODS

Power Analysis

The power analysis was conducted using the program G*Power (Faul et al., 2007).
Given that no known studies have examined the effects of race on intimate partner violence
perceptions, the coefficients from a study evaluating the effects of participant-perpetrator-victim
sex on perceptions of intimate partner violence (Sylaska & Walters, 2014) were used in the
power analyses. With 178 college students in the study, Sylaska and Walters (2014) found
outcomes that were significant at or below the .001 alpha level, and effect sizes ranged from
medium to large according to conventions established by Cohen (1988). Post-hoc power analyses
determined that the Sylaska and Walters (2014) study yielded a power of .99. Based on the
coefficients found in Sylaska and Walters (2014), a power analysis using G*Power showed that,
at a power of .80 and p-value of .05, at least 126 participants were needed to detect a medium
effect size (e.g., /=.25) using analyses of variance (ANOVA) (Cohen, 1988). Thus, it was
estimated that for the current study at least 126 participants would be needed to attain sufficient

power to detect small to moderate effects.

Participants

Participants were 147 White-identifying young adults (ages 18 — 25 years) recruited from
two commuter colleges in the Northeastern region of the U.S. One of the colleges has a primary
social justice focus (NV=94) and the other college has a primary business focus (N=53). The
average age of participants was 19.32 years (SD=1.77). The sample was predominantly female
(59.2%). Approximately 67 percent (66.7%) of the sample was comprised of first or second-year

students.
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Procedures

As part of Introductory Psychology course requirements at two colleges, students either
completed a brief paper on research or participated in research studies. This study was offered as
one research option and students self-selected into the study. Participants were informed that the
purpose of the study was to increase understanding of peer friendships among young adults. All
procedures were approved by the Institutional Review Board and all participants provided
informed consent. Thirty-seven participants completed the study in an on-campus computer lab,
and in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, 110 participants completed the study off-campus.
Regardless of location, all study materials were completed online using the Qualtrics data

collection platform.

On Campus Procedures

Participants completed the study in a computer laboratory on campus on a desktop
computer in small groups of 10 or fewer under the supervision of a trained research assistant.
Upon arrival at the computer laboratory, participants signed in with a trained research assistant to
confirm attendance. Participants were then handed cards with assigned alphanumeric
identification (ID) codes. After providing informed consent, participants entered their assigned
ID code, provided demographic information that included questions about age, race/ethnicity,
sex, and college standing, and completed study measures.

Following completion of the study, participants were debriefed regarding the nature of
the study by a trained research assistant. Debriefing highlighted the potential impact of reading
the vignettes (e.g., “We recognize that these vignettes may have been difficult to read given the

depiction of violence, and we are able to provide you with resources in the case that you found
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any of the study materials distressing.”). Participants also received a copy of the debriefing form,
which included a list of referrals to on-campus (e.g., Wellness Center) and local resources (e.g.,
Safe Horizon). The trained research assistant then collected all ID cards from participants and

destroyed them.

Off Campus Procedures

In light of the COVID-19 pandemic, data collection conducted during and after April
2020 took place remotely, with participants using their own personal electronic devices. All
responses in Qualtrics were anonymized to prevent Qualtrics from collecting any identifiable
information including contact information, IP addresses, etc. Instead of receiving ID cards,
participants were asked to use the following random number generator website
(https://numbergenerator.org/random-6-digit-number-generator) to generate their 6-digit ID
number to ensure that their ID number was not linked with any identifying information.

Participants who completed the study remotely received the debriefing form and resource
list electronically. The debriefing form and resource list were included as graphics that were
automatically displayed following completion of the study. The debriefing form and resource list
were also available as downloadable files. Following completion of the study, participants
received an automated email that indicated that they had completed the study, which they were

asked to forward to the Principal Investigator as proof of their completion of the study.

Vignettes

Vignettes were randomized such that each condition was distributed equally among male

and female participants. Participants read the vignette randomly assigned to them and answered
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all questions and prompts related to the vignette. Vignettes were adapted from a study conducted
by Sylaska and Walters (2014), which examined college students’ perceptions and reactions to
peer intimate partner violence. Participants were randomly assigned to read one of four vignettes
depicting a scenario involving physical intimate partner violence between undergraduate peers in
a straight dating relationship. Each vignette detailed a scenario in which participants witnessed a
female peer being victimized by a male partner. Vignettes encompass steps 1 and 2 of the
Bystander Intervention Model (e.g., 1. noticing that something is happening 2. interpreting the
event as an emergency).

The perceived races of the male and of the female were manipulated using photos and
assigned names. For example, race and sex of perpetrators and victims were indicated using
names denoting race (e.g., Keisha representing a Black woman and Brad representing a White
male). Names were selected from a study that aggregated common male and female names
widely recognized as White or Black/African American (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004).
Photos of Black and White male and female faces accompanied vignettes to ensure that
respondents correctly identified the race and sex of the perpetrators and victims described in the
vignettes. Photos were selected from the Chicago Face Database, which is a free stimulus set
comprised of 158 high-resolution, standardized photos of Black and White males and females
between the ages of 18 and 40 (Ma et al., 2015). Pictures were selected and matched based on
age, average ratings of attractiveness, and average ratings of threateningness. In total, four
pictures of college-aged male and female faces were used (i.e., Black male, Black female, White
male, White female). Only names, pronouns, and pictures were changed across vignettes; all

other details provided were identical. As a manipulation check, participants were required to
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identify the victim and the perpetrator described in the vignette after reading it. Vignettes are

provided in Appendix A.

Measures
Perceived Intentions to Intervene and Likelihood of Intervention

Based on previous research (Darley & Latané, 1968; Latan¢ & Darley, 1970) and the
aims of the current study, participants were asked to provide qualitative and quantitative
information about their intentions to intervene in the situation and their likely course of action
following witnessing this event (see Appendix B).

There were three questions that focused on intentions to intervene. The questions
assessed perceptions of responsibility, perceptions of knowledge regarding how to intervene or
provide help, and perceptions of actual intentions to intervene. Participants answered each
question with a Yes/No response (1. Given the situation, are you responsible for intervening? 2.
If you were in this situation, would you know how to intervene or provide help? 3. Would you
intervene?). These questions map onto steps 3, 4, and 5 of the Bystander Intervention Model,
respectively (e.g., 3. take responsibility for providing help 4. decide how to provide help 5. take
action to provide help). Following the three quantitative items, participants were asked to
provide 2-3 sentences describing what they would do to intervene and why, and if they indicated
that they would not intervene, participants were asked to provide 2-3 sentences describing what
it would take for them to intervene. There was also one question in which participants rated the
likelihood that they would intervene using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“Extremely
unlikely”) to 7 (“Extremely likely”). This one-item rating is referred to as the perceived

likelihood of intervention item.
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Perceived Intentions to Report and Likelihood of Reporting to Authorities

Participants were asked to indicate if they would report violence to authorities with a
Yes/No response (Would you report the violence to authorities?). This question maps onto step 5
of the Bystander Intervention Model (e.g., 5. take action to provide help). Participants also rated
the likelihood that they would report violence to authorities using a 7-point ranging from 1
(“Extremely unlikely”) to 7 (“Extremely likely”). This one-item rating is referred to as the

perceived likelihood of reporting item.

Intervention and Reporting Behaviors

To assess which behaviors participants were most likely to select if they were in the
situation depicted by the vignette, they were then asked to rank order ten intervention behaviors
according to their perceptions of how likely they would be to engage in the listed behaviors.
Participants were asked to use 1 to indicate the first choice of what they would do, 2 to indicate
their second choice, etc. They were also asked to use a “0” to indicate something that they would
not do.

Intervention behaviors were selected and adapted based on findings from a research
report on bystander intervention behaviors in situations involving sexual violence conducted by
Banyard, et al. (2005) on behalf of the U.S. Department of Justice (see Appendix C). Direct
interventions were operationalized as the following behaviors: 1) Try to stop the fight by
physically getting in between (victim’s name) and (perpetrator’s name), 2) Tell (perpetrator’s
name) to stop and encourage him/her to walk away, 3) Tell (victim’s name) to stop and
encourage him/her to walk away, 4) Help (victim’s name) fight back against (perpetrator’s

name), 5) Ask for help from the passengers on the subway car. Reporting was operationalized as
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the following behaviors: 6) Alert a police officer/call 911, 7) Alert train or station personnel.
Participants also had the option to 9) Do nothing and/or 10) Wait for the passengers on the
subway car to do something. The following behaviors were categorized as indirect interventions:
5) Alert a police officer/call 911 6) Alert train or station personnel 7) Ask for help from the
passengers on the subway car. Participants who indicated that they would engage in an “Other”

intervention behavior wrote in how they would intervene in 2 or 3 sentences.

Perceived Culpability

Information about the perceived culpability of victims and perpetrators (see
Appendix D). Four items were included to assess participants’ perceptions of culpability of the
perpetrator and victim (e.g., “Is (perpetrator’s name) responsible for what happened?”).
Participants were first asked to indicate whether they believed the perpetrator was responsible for
what happened with a Yes-No response, participants rated the extent to which they viewed the
perpetrator as culpable of the violence using a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“Not at all”)
to 6 (“Entirely”) (see Appendix D) These questions are referred to as the perceived perpetrator
culpability item and the perceived perpetrator culpability rating, respectively. Participants were
asked these same questions with regard to the victim and these two questions are referred to as

the perceived victim culpability item and the perceived victim culpability rating, respectively.
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Experiences with Intimate Partner Violence

Participants were also asked to indicate whether they had ever been in a situation
involving peer intimate partner violence similar to the situation described in the vignette (1.
Have you ever been in a situation like this? 2. If yes, indicate whether you intervened in the
situation). If they intervened in the past situation, participants were asked to provide 2-3

sentences describing how they intervened.

Statistical Analyses

All analyses were conducted using SPSS version 26.0 and PROCESS macro (Hayes,
2013). Data cleaning and management took place before analyses were conducted. Preliminary
analyses included descriptive statistics, which assessed the distribution and properties of each
measure. First, data were screened for skewness and kurtosis to ensure that both values were
within the acceptable range and did not exceed recommended cutoff values of 3.0 and 8.0,
respectively (Kline, 2011) for any of the variables. Data points that were beyond 2 standard
deviations from the mean were considered outliers. No outliers were found for these measures
which were primarily Yes/No responses or one-item Likert scale ratings. Results from t-test
analyses showed no significant differences for outcome measures for on campus versus off
campus completions and no significant differences for outcome measures for participants across
campuses. Therefore, all analyses included the full sample of 147 participants who identified as
White. Preliminary analyses also included chi-square and t-test examinations of sex differences
on all items.

Chi-square analyses were also conducted to examine whether perceived intentions to

intervene and perceived intentions to report differed across the four conditions. Next, analysis of
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variance (ANOVA) was used to assess main effects and interaction effects of each factor (e.g.,
bystander sex, perpetrator race, and victim race) on perceived likelihood of intervention and
perceived likelihood of reporting across the four conditions (Hypothesis 1). T-tests were then
used to determine whether mean perceived culpability ratings of Black male perpetrators were
significantly higher than mean perceived culpability ratings of White male perpetrators
(Hypothesis 2). To test Hypothesis 3, hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted
to determine if perceived perpetrator culpability ratings were associated with higher perceived
likelihood of intervention and perceived likelihood of reporting. Hayes (2013) PROCESS macro
was used to examine whether perceived perpetrator culpability ratings would moderate
associations between perpetrator race and perceived likelihood of intervention and between
perpetrator race and perceived likelihood of reporting. PROCESS macro was also used to
examine indirect effects of perceived perpetrator culpability ratings on perceived likelihood of
intervention and perceived likelihood of reporting.

Finally, post-hoc analyses were conducted to further examine participants’ perceptions of
bystander intervention behaviors. First, a Friedman test was conducted to determine whether
participants differentially rank ordered intervention behaviors. Then, chi-square analyses were
used to examine the potential role of having previous experience with intimate partner violence

in past intervention behaviors

RESULTS
Preliminary Analysis and Sample Characteristics
Preliminary analyses examined the distributional properties of each measure to ensure

that assumptions of normality were met for analyses. Assumptions of normality were met, and
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the structure of the data met all necessary criteria for analyses with chi-square tests of
independence, t-tests, ANOV As, and hierarchical multiple regression analyses.

Among the full sample, 76.2% of participants said that, given the situation, they were
responsible for intervening, 72.1% said they would know how to intervene in the situation,
95.9% said that if they were in the situation they would intervene, and 37.4% said that they
would report the violence to the authorities. There were significant sex differences in these
reports. As shown in Table 1, chi-square analyses indicated that 100% of women reported that
they would intervene in peer intimate partner violence compared to only 90% of the men (y*(1,
N=147)=9.070, p = .003, Cramer’s '=.248). Women were also significantly less likely to report
that they would know how to intervene compared to men (y*(1, N=147) = 13.269, p <.001,
Cramer’s V=.300). Moreover, significantly more women than men indicated that they would
report the violence to the authorities (}*(1, N=147) = 6.965, p = .008, Cramer’s V=.218).
Examining the mean ratings of likelihood of reporting the violence to authorities showed that
women had a marginally higher rating than men (Table 2). There were no other significant or
marginally significant sex differences in the ratings for likelihood to intervene and report nor

were there any sex differences in mean culpability ratings (Table 2).

Primary Analyses

Contrary to hypotheses, the percentage of participants that reported intentions to
intervene, intentions to report violence to authorities, responsibility to intervene, and knowledge
about how to intervene did not significantly differ across conditions (see Table 3). To further test
the hypothesis that there would be a higher rate of intervention for vignettes depicting Black men

as perpetrators (Hypothesis 1), a one-way ANOV A was conducted to compare the effect of
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perpetrator race on the ratings of perceived likelihood of intervention across conditions depicting
different perpetrator-victim configurations. A one-way ANOVA demonstrated that there was no
statistically significant difference in the mean ratings of perceived likelihood of intervention
across conditions, F(3, 137) = .661, p = .577,1,’=.014.

A one-way ANOVA was also conducted to compare the effect of perpetrator race on the
ratings of perceived likelihood of reporting to authorities across conditions depicting different
perpetrator-victim configurations. Findings demonstrated that there was no statistically
significant difference in ratings of perceived likelihood of reporting across conditions, F(3, 143)
=258, p = .855,1,°=.005

A three-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the effect of bystander sex, perpetrator
race, and victim race on ratings of perceived likelihood of intervention. There was a marginally
statistically significant main effect of bystander sex on ratings of perceived likelihood of
intervention, F (1, 133) =2.960, p = .088, 1,’=.022. Estimated marginal means demonstrated that
males reported greater perceived likelihood of intervention (M=5.791,95% CI [5.232, 6.350])
compared to females (M=5.170,95% CI [4.725,5.614]). There was also a marginally statistically
significant interaction between the effects of bystander sex, perpetrator race, and victim race on
ratings of perceived likelihood of intervention, F(1, 133) = 3.327, p = .070, n,>=.024. Estimated
marginal means demonstrated that perceived likelihood of intervention was greatest among male
participants in response to violence perpetrated by a Black male against a Black female
(M=6.250,95% CI [5.255,7.245]) and lowest among female participants in response to violence
perpetrated by a Black male against a Black female (M=4.538,95% CI [3.434,5.643]. There was

no statistically significant interaction effect and no statistically significant interaction between
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the effects of bystander sex, perpetrator race, and victim race on perceived likelihood of
reporting, F' (1, 139) = .010, p = 919, 1,2=.000.

To test the hypothesis that Black males would be seen as more culpable than White males
(Hypothesis 2), an independent t-test was conducted to examine differences in ratings of
perceived perpetrator culpability. Contrary to Hypothesis 2, ratings of perceived perpetrator
culpability of Black males (M=4.67, SD=1.093) compared to ratings of perceived perpetrator
culpability of White males (M=4.83, SD=1.065), t(145)=-.859, p=.391, d= 0.148) did not
significantly differ. To further examine whether race might be related to perceived culpability, t-
test analysis was conducted for perceived victim culpability. Differences in perceived victim
culpability among female victims were marginally significant such that ratings of culpability of
Black females (M=2.75, SD=1.060) were slightly higher than ratings of White females (M=2 .46,
SD=1.012), 1(145)=.861, p=.098, d=. 280).

Although the direct associations between perceived perpetrator race, intentions to
intervene, and ratings of culpability were not directly associated as hypothesized, the potential
indirect effects were examined using hierarchical multiple regression and PROCESS analyses.
Using hierarchical multiple regression to examine ratings of perceived likelihood of intervention,
bystander sex was entered in the first step, race of male perpetrators and female victims were
entered in step 2, and ratings of perceived perpetrator culpability and perceived victim
culpability were entered in the third step, (see Table 4). At step 1, sex was not shown to be
significantly associated with ratings of perceived likelihood of intervention, f =-.122,#(139) = -
1.453, p=.149. At step 2, sex, male perpetrator race, and female perpetrator race were not shown
to be significantly associated with ratings of perceived likelihood of intervention (see Table 4).

Perceived perpetrator culpability ratings were significantly associated with ratings of perceived
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likelihood of intervention, f = 229, #(135) = 2.643, p=.009, and perceived victim culpability
ratings were also significantly associated with perceived likelihood of intervention, f = .370,
1(135) = 2.206, p=.029, f=.092. As shown in Table 4, together with sex and perpetrator and
victim race, the culpability ratings of perceived perpetrators and perceived victims accounted for
8.4% of the variance in perceived likelihood of intervention (R? change =.084). The model
remained the same when sex was excluded from the model. A moderation analysis using the
Hayes (2013) PROCESS macro was then conducted to determine whether perceived perpetrator
culpability moderated the relationship between perpetrator race and perceived likelihood of
intervening. A non-significant interaction term indicated that no moderation was present, b=
0.022,1(137.00) =.4041,95% CI [-.0857, .1297], p=.6867. Results from a mediation analysis
conducted using the Hayes (2013) PROCESS macro demonstrated no direct or indirect effect of
perpetrator race on perceived likelihood of intervention. A hierarchical multiple regression
analysis was also conducted with same-race couples and interracial couples as predictor variables
in the model, and similar to the use of separate variables for perpetrator and victim race, results
showed no significant associations between race of couples (e.g., same race versus interracial)
and likelihood of intervention.

A second hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine whether
bystander sex, race of male perpetrators and female victims, and culpability ratings of perpetrator
and victim would be significantly associated with ratings of likelihood of intention to report
violence to authorities. Bystander sex was entered at step 1, race of male perpetrators and female
victims were entered in step 2, and culpability ratings were entered at step 3. Findings
demonstrated that none of the aforementioned predictors were significantly associated with

likelihood of intention to report violence to authorities (see Table 5). The model remained the
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same when sex was excluded from the model. A moderation analysis using the Hayes (2013)
PROCESS macro was then conducted to determine whether perceived culpability moderated the
relationship between perpetrator race and perceived likelihood of reporting. A non-significant
interaction term indicated that no moderation was present, b= 0.0523, #(143.00) =.1.2348,95%
CI [-.0314, .1361], p=.2189, f*=.038. Results from a mediation analysis conducted using the
Hayes (2013) PROCESS macro found no direct or indirect effect of perpetrator race on ratings of
perceived likelihood of reporting. Similar to the findings for likelihood of intervention, there
were no changes in the findings if the variables were organized to illustrate same race versus

interracial couples.

Post-Hoc Analyses

To further examine participants’ perceptions of their bystander options, a Friedman test
was conducted to determine whether participants differentially rank ordered intervention
behaviors. Bystanders rank ordered ten intervention behaviors that were either direct (e.g., trying
to stop the fight by physically getting in between the victim and the perpetrator) or indirect (e.g.,
doing nothing). Participants were given the option to do nothing in response to violence in light
of research that has shown that direct intervention has the potential to escalate the intensity of
violence and/or to displace the violence onto the bystander (Berkowitz, 2009). Results from the
Friedman test showed that there was a significant difference between rank orders of intervention
behaviors, yr(9) = 33.417, p< .001. Findings demonstrated that most participants reported that
they would most likely use direct interventions in response to a situation of intimate partner
violence involving peers. Most participants (28.6%) ranked the following behavior as their first

choice of action: Try to stop the fight by physically getting in between (victim’s name) and
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(perpetrator’s name). When first and second choice rankings were combined, this behavior was
still shown to be ranked highest by most participants (34.7%). The second highest ranked
behavior by participants (20.4%) was “Other.” Examples of Other interventions included the
following:

“I would do a combination of get physically involved and tell Jamal to walk away” “I
would attempt to verbally calm down the situation and allow the two of them to talk it out”
“Rather than encouraging them to walk away, I’d probably try to get them to talk it through. I
guess it depends on how the situation is going.” Participants were also asked to explain why they
chose the intervention they ranked first in two or three sentences. Examples of explanations
included the following: “Because they are my friends—I care about them and I don’t want them
to hurt each other.” “I feel like getting between them would be instinctual, however, this might
not be the safest.” “If they’re my friends I would prefer to stop the fight myself.”

Post-hoc analyses also examined the potential role of having previous experience with intimate
partner violence in past intervention behaviors. Eight percent of female participants (»=7) and
11.7% of male participants (n=7) reported that they had previously witnessed peer intimate
partner violence (9.5% of sample). Of those who reported previously witnessing peer intimate
partner violence, 85.7% indicated that they intervened in the situation. One hundred percent of
female participants who had previously witnessed intimate partner violence indicated that they
intervened in the situation, and 71.4% of male participants who had previously witnessed

intimate partner violence indicated that they intervened in the situation.
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DISCUSSION

Few studies have examined bystander intervention behaviors among youth who have
witnessed peer intimate partner violence. Specifically, there remains a paucity of research that
has focused on the influence of victim and perpetrator sex and race on young adult bystander
intentions to intervene. The majority of research conducted on bystander intervention behaviors
has primarily focused on situational variables and individual variables related to characteristics
of the bystander. This study built upon on existing research by exploring whether perceived
likelihood of intervention, perceived likelihood of reporting, perceived intentions to intervene,
and perceived intentions to report were related to differences in bystander sex, perceived
perpetrator race, and perceived victim race. The present study modified and adapted measures
currently being used in a bystander intervention program evaluation among college students to
examine student perceptions of peer intimate partner violence and prosocial bystander behaviors.
This chapter will provide a summary of the statistical results of the study and provide a
discussion about the clinical and policy implications of findings for clinicians, educators, and
advocates along with a discussion of the limitations of the study and future directions for this line
of research.

The present study utilized a sample of White college students to investigate whether
bystander intentions to intervene among youth who witness male-to-female physical intimate
partner violence vary depending on bystander sex, victim race, and/or perpetrator race. Overall,
the results showed no differences in perceived likelihood of intervention and no differences in
perceived likelihood of reporting by race across conditions. Findings indicated that females
reported greater perceived likelihood of intervention at a marginally higher percentage compared

to males. In addition, ratings of culpability of White male perpetrators versus Black male
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perpetrators did not significantly differ, and ratings of White female victims and Black female
victims did not significantly differ. However, after controlling for bystander sex, male and
female culpability ratings were shown to be significantly positively associated with perceived
likelihood of intervention, but not significantly associated perceived likelihood of reporting.
Post-hoc analyses demonstrated differences in rank orders of intervention behaviors; differences
in how bystanders may choose to intervene may have affected the results of the analyses

examining if they would intervene (Yes/No) and the ratings of the likelihood of intervening.

Bystander Awareness and Knowledge

Guided by Latané and Darley’s (1970) five-step bystander model, bystander awareness
and knowledge were examined to determine whether intentions to intervene were contingent
upon awareness of the need for intervention in the emergency situation, personal responsibility to
intervene, and knowledge of intervention strategies. Among this White-identifying sample,
female participants were more likely than male participants to report that they would not know
how to intervene in the violence depicted or provide help to individuals involved in the violence.
Also, in line with previous research (Brown et al., 2014; McMahon & Banyard, 2012; Sylaska &
Walters, 2014), female participants were more likely to report that they would intervene in peer
intimate partner violence than male participants. Previous research suggests that females tend to
report greater perceived lack of skills than males report (Burn, 2009), and perceived lack of skills
are notably associated with lower engagement in bystander helping behaviors. (Banyard &
Moynihan, 2011; Burn, 2009). Results from this study suggest that reported intentions to
intervene may not necessarily be associated with knowledge of bystander intervention behaviors

or confidence in one’s ability to perform as a bystander. Females who witness peer intimate
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partner violence may notice the event, recognize the need for help, and resultantly assume
responsibility to intervene, which may make them likely to report prosocial intentions to
intervene as well as actual engagement in prosocial intervention behavior.

Results from this study also demonstrated that male participants were less likely than
female participants to report that they would report peer intimate partner violence to authorities.
This finding appears to reflect broad gendered differences in help-seeking socialization.
Research suggests that males are less likely to seek help from outside parties because they are
socialized to be self-reliant (Goodey, 1997). Indeed, males may choose to engage in self-help
violence, which involves retaliatory aggression, instead of reporting violence to the police
(Black, 1983), because they may want to handle violent incidents they are involved in on their
own (Langton et al., 2012).

Another possible explanation for sex differences in reported intentions to report violence
to authorities in this study could be that males reported lower intentions to report violence to
authorities because vignettes used in this study only depicted male-perpetrated violence. Other
research on reporting behaviors suggests that males and females report violence to authorities
differently depending on the sex of the perpetrator. Using a sample of 18,627 physical assaults
from the National Crime Victimization Survey (1993-2015), findings from a study by Hullenaar
and Ruback (2020) demonstrated that female victims were 21.9% more likely to report violence
to the police when the offender was male (versus female) and male victims were 45.8% more
likely to report violence to the police when the offender was female (versus male). These
findings indicate that victims of violence are more likely to report violence to authorities when
perpetrators are of the opposite sex. In addition, female victims may be more likely to report

male-perpetrated violence to authorities for protection, whereas male victims may be more likely
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to report female-perpetrated violence to authorities to facilitate de-escalation of violence. It is
important to note that findings from this research focused on victim experiences and not
bystander experiences. However, given that bystanders report violence using methods that are
similarly used by victims of violence, it is reasonable to presume that findings from this research

generalizes to bystander populations.

Differences in Likelihood of Intervention and Likelihood of Reporting across Perpetrator-
Victim Configurations

Contrary to Hypothesis 1, vignettes depicting violence by Black male perpetrators against
White female victims were not associated with higher intentions to intervene and report
compared to vignettes depicting violence by White male perpetrators against Black female
victims and all other perpetrator-victim configurations (i.e., White male perpetrators against
White female victims; Black male perpetrators against Black female victims). Previous literature
suggests that White college students may be less likely to help peers who are different from them
(Brown et al., 2014; Katz et al., 2017). Given that peers in this study were described as friends, it
is possible that participants reported virtually equal likelihood to intervene across conditions
because participants considered their affiliation with peers above and beyond the race
configurations depicted by the photos and names in the vignettes. Findings from post-hoc
analyses demonstrated that participants ranked direct interventions above indirect interventions,
suggesting that participants would be most likely to use direct interventions, such as trying to
stop the fight by physically getting in between (victim’s name) and (perpetrator’s name), telling
(perpetrator’s name) to stop and encourage him/her to walk away, and telling (victim’s name) to

stop and encourage him/her to walk away in response to a situation of intimate partner violence
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involving peers. Qualitative data provided by participants offered further evidence that
participant decisions to directly intervene were influenced by the level of relatedness participants
had with the individuals described in the vignettes (e.g., friends). Participants described feeling
invested in taking direct action because the individuals involved in the violence they witnessed
were their friends and because they wanted to reduce the likelihood that their friends would
experience harm. Research has demonstrated that individuals are more likely to report
intervening in emergency situations when they know or are relationally close to the parties
involved versus when the individuals involved are strangers (Coons & Guy, 2009; Graziano et
al., 2007; Kuramoto et al., 2008), which may explain why participants did not report different
intentions to intervene across conditions. In addition, most participants in the study attended a
college with a social justice focus. Research has shown that youth who engage in bystander
intervention behaviors report being strongly motivated by a sense of social justice (Cappadocia
et al., 2012). This finding suggests that college students with an academic focus on social justice
may be similarly motivated to intervene. Furthermore, these students may have already received
education about the importance of bystander intervention in situations involving intimate partner
violence.

A marginally significant finding emerged indicating that males reported higher perceived
likelihood of intervention compared to females. Two marginal findings revealed that perceived
likelihood of intervention was highest in response to violence perpetrated by a Black male
against a Black female among male participants and lowest among female participants in
response to violence perpetrated by a Black male against a Black female. These findings should
be interpreted with caution given that findings only approached significance. However, these

findings appear to suggest that violence involving Black male perpetrators and Black female
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victims may elicit intentions to intervene from White male participants because these situations

may be viewed as particularly dangerous (Wilson et al., 2017).

Culpability Ratings of Perpetrators and Victims in Relation to Race of Perpetrators and
Victims

Given that individuals are less likely to provide help to individuals perceived as culpable
of violence (e.g., Black male and Black females) (Gaertner et al., 1982; Katz et al., 2017;
Merrilees et al., 2018), culpability ratings of perpetrators and victims were examined as potential
correlates of perceived likelihood of intervention and perceived likelihood of reporting. No
support was found for Hypothesis 2. Culpability ratings of Black female victims were marginally
higher than culpability ratings of White female victims, and this result should be interpreted with
caution given the marginal level of significance. However, it is worth noting that this difference
is consistent with what has been found in previous research. Indeed, previous research has shown
that culpability ratings of Black women in situations of intimate partner violence are typically
higher compared to culpability ratings of White women in the same situations (Esqueda &
Harrison, 2005). Perceptions of Black female victims as culpable of violence may lead to victim
blaming, which in turn, could make bystanders of intimate partner violence involving Black
female victims less likely to intervene.

Bystander sex and race of perpetrators and victims were not shown to be significantly
associated with perceived likelihood of intervention or perceived likelihood of reporting.
However, in partial support of Hypothesis 3, findings did show that higher perceived perpetrator
culpability ratings and higher perceived victim culpability ratings were significantly associated

with higher perceived likelihood of intervention but not at all associated with perceived
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likelihood of reporting. These results importantly demonstrate that perceived likelihood of
intervention is higher when individuals involved in violence are viewed as culpable of the
violence. Given that successful bystander intervention requires clear identification of an
emergency situation as a situation that warrants intervention, these findings suggest that
perceptions of culpability of partners involved in violence play an important role in helping
bystanders better recognize whether a situation requires intervention.

Participants in this study were notably unlikely to report that they would report violence
to authorities. Studies that have specifically looked at reporting of intimate partner violence to
the police have exclusively focused on victim and not bystander reporting behaviors. However,
research suggests that trust in the police may predict whether a victim or bystander decides to
report a crime to the police. Trust in the police influences reporting such that individuals who
trust the police are more likely to report victimization experiences to the police than individuals
who do not trust the police (Rocque, 2011; Tyler, 2004). Since approximately half of American
young adults report not having confidence in the fairness of the justice system (Harvard Institute
of Politics, 2015), it is not surprising that most participants in this study reported no intention to
report violence to authorities.

Research also suggests that demographic factors and characteristics of violence influence
whether victims report their victimization to the police (Baumer, 2002; Hart & Rennison, 2003;
Rennison, 2007). Female victims are more likely than males to either report to the police or to
have someone report to the police on their behalf (Baumer, 2002; Hart & Rennison, 2003). Older
victims are more likely to report to police than younger victims, and married individuals are
more likely to report to police than are single individuals (Baumer, 2002). Unemployed

individuals are less likely to report to police compared to individuals who work full-time
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(Baumer, 2002). In line with findings from this study, results from these studies collectively
suggest that single and unemployed young adults (e.g., college students) may be particularly

unlikely to report violence to the police.

Clinical and Policy Implications

Bystander education programs, particularly on college campuses, have been effective in
preventing and reducing intimate partner violence among youths (Ahrens et al., 2011; Coker et
al., 2011; Banyard et al., 2007; Foubert et al., 2010; Gidycz et al., 2011; Moynihan et al., 2011;
Potter et al., 2009), which is encouraging, because bystanders can potentially help victims
before, during, and/or after violence occurs (McMahon & Banyard, 2012; Planty, 2002). Studies
on sexual assault prevention suggest that increasing understanding of assault among bystanders
may be key to increasing rates of intervention among young adults who witness this kind of
violence (Banyard et al., 2005; Burn, 2009; Coker et al., 2011; McMahon, 2010). Feeling as
though one has the skills to intervene in violence and taking responsibility for helping are both
critical steps in successful bystander intervention according to Latané and Darley’s (1970)
Bystander Intervention Model. Notably, 76.2% of participants in this study said that they were
responsible for intervening in the situation of intimate partner violence, 72.1% of participants
said they would know how to intervene in the situation, and 95.9% of participants reported an
intention to intervene. These findings suggest that youth may intervene in intimate partner
violence situations without having the proper knowledge about how to effectively do so. All
youth have the propensity to be helpers/prosocial allies of youth involved in intimate partner

violence (McMahon & Banyard, 2012). However, many youths do not feel responsible for
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intervening in violence and many youths are not aware of how to intervene in violence, rendering
them unlikely to successfully intervene in violence.

As violence prevention and educational programming becomes more popular on college
campuses, continued dissemination of information on bystander intervention to students and
assessment of individual and situational factors that influence an individual’s willingness to
engage in positive bystander intervention behaviors by providers, educators, researchers, and
clinicians will be of critical importance. Trainings should address issues of perceived
dangerousness and perceptions of female victim culpability, given that perceived dangerousness
and perceptions of victims as culpable may both limit bystander willingness to intervene. This
growing knowledge base will be instrumental in improving multi-pronged primary prevention
and intervention approaches focused on increasing bystander intervention knowledge and

prosocial bystander intervention strategies among youth bystanders of intimate partner violence.

Limitations

There are a few chief limitations of this study. First, all participants identified as White.
As a result, findings from this study may be more representative of White youth experiences and
consequently may not generalize to youth experiences of individuals who identified as non-
White. In addition, 94 participants in the study were students at a college with a social justice
focus whereas 53 participants in the study were students at a college with a business focus.
Given that the sample was primarily drawn from an institution focused on social justice, it is
possible that participants’ tendency to indicate that they would intervene in situations of intimate

partner violence more broadly reflects students' personal and academic commitment to social
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justice and activism. It could be the case that conducting the study with a different sample would
yield different results.

An additional limitation of this study is the examination of self-reported bystander
intentions to intervene and report violence to authorities using vignettes and not actual bystander
intervention and reporting behaviors. Reading a vignette about peer intimate partner violence
does not fully capture the experience of witnessing and responding to this form of violence in an
everyday life situation. In turn, using vignettes along with proxy measures to explore bystander
intervention behaviors may have limited the predictive validity and external validity of results
from this study given that these measures may not necessarily generalize to actual bystander
intervention behaviors. In addition, the use of one-item measures may have limited measure
sensitivity and content validity given that these items did not allow for a measure of internal
consistency. Thus, future research should utilize multi-item measures of bystander intervention
behavior in order to better examine how and whether numerous factors influence intervention
behaviors in real scenarios that require bystander behavior.

Finally, this study focused on responses to peer intimate partner violence among straight
couples in college, and the vignettes only depicted male-to-female physical violence. For this
reason, results from this study do not provide information about intentions to intervene in
response to other forms of intimate partner violence (e.g., cyber dating abuse) or in response to
violence among other youth populations who experience intimate partner violence as frequently,
if not more frequently, than youth who experience male-to-female violence in straight couples
(e.g., LGBTQ couples, adolescents with disabilities, homeless youth) (Bonomi et al., 2018;
Goldenberg et al., 2018; Petering et al., 2014; Scheer et al., 2019). Given this study limitation,

inferences about responses to intimate partner violence among LGBTQ couples, adolescent
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couples with disabilities, and homeless youth cannot be drawn based on findings from this

research.

Future Directions

Recommendations for Future Research

There are a number of important considerations for future research. First, future research
should aim to replicate findings from this study using a sample of students attending a college of
general studies. Given the study focus, it is important to determine whether intentions to
intervene in response to peer intimate partner violence among students attending a college with a
social justice focus vary or compare with intentions to intervene endorsed by other college
student populations. Furthermore, measurement and assessment issues present in this study
should be addressed in future research. Future studies should focus on creating reliable and valid
multi-item measures of perceived perpetrator and victim culpability, bystander intentions to
intervene and report, and actual bystander intervention behaviors. Single-item measures do not
fully capture the constructs measured in this study (e.g., perceived perpetrator and victim
culpability or intentions to intervene and report). Moreover, it remains unclear whether the
aforementioned measures can be used to predict actual bystander intervention behaviors. More
robust measures are needed to better assess perceived perpetrator and victim culpability and
intentions to intervene and report among college students who witness situations of intimate
partner violence. These measures should be integrated into prospective longitudinal studies to
facilitate increased understanding of the temporal sequencing of factors that may promote or

preclude prosocial bystander intentions to intervene in peer intimate partner violence.
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Bystander Intentions to Intervene and Report among Diverse Youth

The current findings extend the literature on bystander intentions to intervene by
examining the influence of sex, race, and culpability ratings of perpetrators and victims on
bystander intentions to intervene and report violence to authorities. These findings are important,
because they suggest that bystander intervention behaviors may vary depending on bystander
sex, perceptions of victim and perpetrator race, and perceptions of victim and perpetrator
culpability. Future studies should consider examining associations between bystander race and
culture and bystander intentions to intervene by utilizing comparison groups to examine whether
racial differences in bystander intervention behaviors exist. Individuals from cultures that
espouse values that emphasize the importance of female loyalty and male dominance may be
more likely to condone acceptance of intimate partner violence in relationships where males are
perpetrating violence against women who have committed a perceived wrong (Capezza &
Arriaga, 2008). As a result, these individuals may be less likely to report intentions to intervene
in situations of male-to-female peer intimate partner violence. Research should specifically
examine bystander race and culture as potential moderators in the relationship between
witnessing intimate partner violence and likelihood of intervention. Findings from this research
could help to inform prevention and intervention programs for bystanders of intimate partner

violence and for youth personally at risk for intimate partner violence.

Bystander Intentions to Intervene and Report among LGBTQ Youth
Future research should also focus on examining intentions to intervene and report
violence to authorities among youth commonly involved in intimate partner violence as

bystanders and as victims (e.g., LGBTQ youth). Data from national samples have shown that
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sexual minority males and females experience higher rates of intimate partner victimization than
their heterosexual counterparts (Basile et al., 2020; Goldberg & Meyer 2013). LGBTQ youth are
also at increased risk for disabilities and homelessness (Kidd et al., 2016; Rhoades et al., 2018),
which makes them particularly vulnerable to exposure to intimate partner violence given that
disability classifications and homelessness are both associated with increased risk for intimate
partner violence exposure and victimization (Breiding & Armour, 2015; Tyler et al. 2008).
LGBTQ youth are also more likely to experience higher rates of discrimination due to stigma
associated with being a sexual minority, which impacts their access to services for victims of
intimate partner violence, and in turn, places them at heightened risk for revictimization (Gaetz
2004; Martin-Storey, 2015; Tyler and Beal 2010; Walls and Bell 2011). As a result, LGBTQ
youth may rely more greatly on partners or peers for social support (Scheer et al., 2020), which
suggests that they may also be more likely to seek help for violence from bystanders versus
authorities. Research on bystander intentions to intervene and report violence among LGBTQ
youth may play a significant role in helping to identify and develop affirmative prevention and

response strategies to violence that occurs among young LGBTQ couples.

Bystander Intentions to Intervene and Report in Response to Cyber Dating Abuse
Research has yet to examine bystander intentions to intervene in response to other forms of
intimate partner violence that occur in online contexts. Cyber dating abuse is a form of intimate
partner violence that causes harm to a partner’s reputation and/or sense of psychological safety.
Cyber dating abuse may involve impersonating a partner online, publicly posting private or
embarrassing photos or negative comments about a partner, frequently contacting a partner for

information about the partner’s location, and/or using a technological device (e.g., cell phone) to
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stalk, control, or harass a partner (Zweig et al., 2013). Since online violence between adolescents
is highly prevalent (Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Lenhart et al., 2011), many youths may not
necessarily perceive acts of violence that occur online as serious because they may not see
tangible evidence of experienced injury or harm to victims online. Given the covert and
complicated nature of online violence, determining whether and how bystanders of cyber dating
abuse intervene in this form of violence with empirical research is critical. Online interactions
are typically viewed by large audiences, and bystanders may resultantly be less likely to respond
to violence perpetrated on public online platforms due to diffusion of responsibility. Most social
media sites have features that allow for reporting of abusive or inappropriate content, but it is
unclear whether youth use these features to report witnessed peer intimate partner violence.
Findings from research on bystander intentions to intervene and report online violence may help
to increase understanding of ways that youth can identify and report online incidents of intimate
partner violence, which is important because online violence has the potential to escalate into

real-life violence (Patton et al., 2014).

Conclusions
Many adolescents engage in romantic relationships during adolescence, and relationships
among adolescents who date are likely to involve some form of intimate partner violence (Dardis
etal., 2015; Johnson et al., 2015). Research has shown that less than 3% of adolescents who have
experienced intimate partner violence reported violence to an authority figure (Molidor &
Tolman, 1998), which suggests that other modes of prevention and intervention may be more
effective in reducing intimate partner violence among youth. The aforementioned findings

highlight the need for more education and training about intimate partner violence, the various
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forms it may take (e.g., physical versus cyber), and intervention strategies that bystanders can
use to safely and effectively defuse and/or stop violence before it happens, as it is happening, and
after it happens. Incorporating this education and training into core college curriculums could
help to ensure that students learn how they can help before actually being confronted with
violence. Enhancing awareness and knowledge of bystander intervention behaviors should help

to mobilize a wider community response to youth intimate partner violence.
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Table 1
Chi-Square Analyses of Perceived Intentions to Intervene and Perceived Intentions to Report by
Participant Sex

Intentions to Intervene and Report Male Female
(n=60) (n=87)
Given the situation, are you responsible 80% 73.6%

for intervening?

If you were in this situation, would you 88.3% 60.9%***
know how to intervene?

Would you intervene (either directly or 90% 100%**
indirectly)?
Would you report the violence to 25% 46.5%**
authorities?

*p <05, #¥p<.01. ¥¥*p<001.
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Table 2
Item Means of Perceived Likelihood of Intervention, Perceived Likelihood of
Reporting, and Perceived Culpability Ratings by Sex

Entire Sample Male Female
(n=147) (n=60) (n=87)

How likely would you 5.48 (2.03) 5.80 (1.90) 5.29 (2.10)
be to intervene?
How likely would you 3.93 (1.65) 3.65 (1.66) 413 (1.61) F
be to report the
violence to authorities?
Perpetrator Culpability 4.76 (1.08) 4.67 (1.17) 4.82 (1.01)
Ratings
Victim Culpability
Ratings 2.61 (1.04) 2.70 (1.05) 2.55(1.04)

T .05 < p=<.10. *p <.05. #*p<.01. ***p<.001. Standard Deviations appear in parentheses beside
means.
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Table 3
Chi-Square Analyses of Perceived Intentions to Intervene and Perceived Intentions to Report

across Conditions

Black Male Perpetrator White Male Perpetrator
Intentions to Intervene and Report White Female Black Female White Black
Victim Victim Female Female
(n=37) (n=30) Victim Victim
(n=34) (n=46)
Given the situation, are you responsible  73.0% 70.0% 73.5% 84.8%
for intervening?
If you were in this situation, would you 70.3% 76.7% 67.6% 73.9%
know how to intervene?
Would you intervene (either directly or  91.9% 96.7% 100% 95.7%
indirectly)?
Would you report the violence to 48.6% 33.3% 41.2% 28.9%
authorities?

*p <05, #¥p<.01. #¥*p< 001.
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Table 4

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of Bystander Sex, Perceived Perpetrator Culpability Ratings, Perceived Victim Culpability

Ratings, Race of Male Perpetrator, and Race of Female Victim in Association with Perceived Likelihood of Intervention

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Variable B SE B S B SE B S B SE B S
Bystander Sex -509  .350 -.122 -.464 356 - 111 -.445 347 -.107
Perpetrator Race -.001 .058 -.002 -.003 .057 -.005
Victim Race -.074 .087 -.074 -.076 .086 -.075
Perpetrator Culpability 443 167 220%*
Ratings
Victim Culpability 370 .168 192%
Ratings
AR? .015 .020 .084*

*p <.05. **p<.01. **%p<.001.
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Table 5

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of Bystander Sex, Perceived Perpetrator Culpability Ratings, Perceived Victim Culpability
Ratings, Race of Male Perpetrator, and Race of Female Victim in Association with Perceived Likelihood of Reporting

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Variable B SE B b B SE B b B SE B b
Bystander Sex 476 274 143 482 279 144 460 279 138
Perpetrator Race -.029 .046 -.052 -.037 .046 -.068
Victim Race .004 .069 .005 -.013 .070 -.016
Perpetrator
Culpability Ratings .079 134 .052
Victim Culpability
Ratings -150 138 -.095
AR? .020 .003 .014

*p <.05. #*p<.01. **%p<.001



Table 6

Frequency Table of First and Second Choices of Intervention Reported by Participants

Intervention Behaviors in Rank Order based on
Participant Responses

First Ranked Choice of
Intervention

(% of participants)

Second Ranked
Choice of
Intervention

(% of participants)

1) Try to stop the fight by physically getting in
between (victim’s name) and (perpetrator’s name)

2) Tell (perpetrator’s name) to stop and encourage
him/her to walk away

3) Tell (victim’s name) to stop and encourage him/her
to walk away

4) Other

5) Help (victim’s name) fight back against
(perpetrator’s name)

6) Alert train or station personnel
7) Ask for help from the passengers on the subway car

8) Wait for the passengers on the subway car to do
something

9) Alert a police officer/call 911

10) Do nothing

28.6%

12.2%

9.5%

20.4%

12.9%

15.0%

12.9%

17.0%

10.9%

19.7%

6.1%

21.1%

12.2%

2.0%

10.2%

8.8%

6.8%

6.1%

10.2%

2.7%
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(IV) Victim Race

man against Black
woman

(IV) Bystander Sex (IV) Perpetrator Race | Black White

Male Black Violence by Black Violence by Black
man against Black man against White
woman woman

Female White Violence by White Violence by White

man against White
woman

Figure 1. 2x2x2 Between-subjects factorial design.
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Appendix A

Black Male Perpetrator/Black Female Victim

Keisha and Jamal are two of your best friends. The three of you have been friends since early
high school and have remained close since coming to college. Keisha has been in a dating
relationship with Jamal for about 10 months. You’ve hung out with Jamal and Keisha together
and feel that they make a good couple; Keisha has told you that she’s in love with Jamal and you
have sensed that Keisha seems very happy with her life. Since the school year started, Keisha has
mentioned casually some of Jamal’s behavior that has made you suspicious of their relationship.
Jamal has been starting fights quite frequently because he is jealous that Keisha spends much of
her time with other men; Jamal genuinely believes that Keisha is cheating on him. Jamal gets
very heated during these fights and, in his anger, has been known to throw things. In preparation
for an upcoming exam, Keisha suggests that you, her, and Jamal study together. After you have
finished studying together, Keisha invites you over to hang out with her and Jamal at their
apartment. You all take the subway together, and you notice that there are very few passengers
on the subway car. While on the subway, Jamal and Keisha begin arguing. Jamal then punches
Keisha in the face. After getting punched in the face, Keisha slaps Jamal, and they both start

hitting each other.

Note. (Modified vignettes are adapted from Sylaska & Walters, 2014)
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Black Male Perpetrator/White Female Victim

)

Emily and Jamal are two of your best friends. The three of you have been friends since early

high school and have remained close since coming to college. Emily has been in a dating
relationship with Jamal for about 10 months. You’ve hung out with Jamal and Emily together
and feel that they make a good couple; Emily has told you that she’s in love with Jamal and you
have sensed that Emily seems very happy with her life. Since the school year started, Emily has
mentioned casually some of Jamal’s behavior that has made you suspicious of their relationship.
Jamal has been starting fights quite frequently because he is jealous that Emily spends much of
her time with other men; Jamal genuinely believes that Emily is cheating on him. Jamal gets very
heated during these fights and, in his anger, has been known to throw things. In preparation for
an upcoming exam, Emily suggests that you, her, and Jamal study together. After you have
finished studying together, Emily invites you over to hang out with her and Jamal at their
apartment. You all take the subway together, and you notice that there are very few passengers
on the subway car. While on the subway, Jamal and Emily begin arguing. Jamal then punches
Emily in the face. After getting punched in the face, Emily slaps Jamal, and they both start

hitting each other.

Note. (Modified vignettes are adapted from Sylaska & Walters, 2014)
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White Male Perpetrator/Black Female Victim

Keisha and Brad are two of your best friends. The three of you have been friends since early high
school and have remained close since coming to college. Keisha has been in a dating relationship
with Brad for about 10 months. You’ve hung out with Brad and Keisha together and feel that
they make a good couple; Keisha has told you that she’s in love with Brad and you have sensed
that Keisha seems very happy with her life. Since the school year started, Keisha has mentioned
casually some of Brad’s behavior that has made you suspicious of their relationship. Brad has
been starting fights quite frequently because he is jealous that Keisha spends much of her time
with other men; Brad genuinely believes that Keisha is cheating on him. Brad gets very heated
during these fights and, in his anger, has been known to throw things. In preparation for an
upcoming exam, Keisha suggests that you, her, and Brad study together. After you have finished
studying together, Keisha invites you over to hang out with her and Brad at their apartment. You
all take the subway together, and you notice that there are very few passengers on the subway
car. While on the subway, Brad and Keisha begin arguing. Brad then punches Keisha in the face.

After getting punched in the face, Keisha slaps Brad, and they both start hitting each other.

Note. (Modified vignettes are adapted from Sylaska & Walters, 2014)
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White Male Perpetrator/White Female Victim

Emily and Brad are two of your best friends. The three of you have been friends since early high
school and have remained close since coming to college. Emily has been in a dating relationship
with Brad for about 10 months. You’ve hung out with Brad and Emily together and feel that they
make a good couple; Emily has told you that she’s in love with Brad and you have sensed that
Emily seems very happy with her life. Since the school year started, Emily has mentioned
casually some of Brad’s behavior that has made you suspicious of their relationship. Brad has
been starting fights quite frequently because he is jealous that Emily spends much of her time
with other men; Brad genuinely believes that Emily is cheating on him. Brad gets very heated
during these fights and, in his anger, has been known to throw things. In preparation for an
upcoming exam, Emily suggests that you, her, and Brad study together. After you have finished
studying together, Emily invites you over to hang out with her and Brad at their apartment. You
all take the subway together, and you notice that there are very few passengers on the subway
car. While on the subway, Brad and Emily begin arguing. Brad then punches Emily in the face.

After getting punched in the face, Emily slaps Brad, and they both start hitting each other.

Note. (Modified vignettes are adapted from Sylaska & Walters, 2014)
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Appendix B

Given the situation, are you responsible for intervening?
Yes No

If you were in this situation, would you know how to intervene or provide help?
Yes No

Would you intervene?
Yes No

Please describe what you would do to intervene and why in two or three sentences.

If you would not intervene, please describe why you would not intervene in two or three
sentences.

In two or three sentences, please describe what would it take for you to intervene?

Have you ever been in a situation like this?
Yes No

If yes, indicate whether you intervened in the situation.
Yes No

If you intervened in the past situation, please describe how you intervene in two or three
sentences.

How likely would you be to intervene?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all very much

Would you report the violence to authorities?
Yes No

How likely would you be to report the violence to authorities?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all very much
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Appendix C

Rank order each of the following statements according to how likely you would be to do that
behavior in response to what you just read. Include all behaviors whether you would do them
immediately or later on in relation to this specific event. Use 1 to indicate the first choice of what
you would do, 2 to indicate your second choice, etc. Be sure to put a number next to each
behavior. Use a “0” to indicate something that you would not do. For the response of
“Other,” please describe how you would intervene in one or two sentences.

__ Do nothing.

__Try to stop the fight by physically getting in between (victim’s name) and (perpetrator’s
name).

__Alert a police officer/call 911.

__Alert train or station personnel.

__Tell (perpetrator’s name) to stop and encourage him/her to walk away.

__Tell (victim’s name) to stop and encourage him/her to walk away.

__Help (victim’s name) fight back against (perpetrator’s name).

__Ask for help from the passengers on the subway car.

__ Wait for the passengers on the subway car to do something.
Other

Please explain why you chose the intervention you ranked first in two or three sentences.

Note. (Instructions and items are adapted from Banyard et al. (2005) and were originally
published by the National Institute of Justice (N1J), U.S. Department of Justice—all NIJ
materials are in the Public Domain)
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Appendix D

Is (perpetrator’s name) responsible for what happened?
Yes No

How responsible is (perpetrator’s name) for what happened?
1 2 3 4 5 6
not at all entirely

Is (victim’s name) responsible for what happened?
Yes No

How responsible is (victim’s name) for what happened?

1 2 3 4 5 6
not at all entirely
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