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Abstract
This research reports the findings of an evaluation of a peer-facilitated, 
bystander sexual violence prevention program to determine its effectiveness 
at changing attitudes and behaviors related to sexual violence with university 
males who are at low- and high-risk of using sexually coercive behavior. 
Bystander interventions focus on men and women as bystanders to change 
social norms in a peer culture that supports abusive behaviors. Few studies 
have examined the effectiveness of these interventions with high-risk 
populations, which is the focus of this study.

A bystander sexual violence prevention program was presented to 142 
fraternity members. A quasi-experimental design utilizing pre-, post-, and 
follow-up surveys was used to compare the effectiveness of this prevention 
program with university males who are at low- and high-risk of using sexually 
coercive behavior in intervention and comparison groups.

Participants’ risk status was measured prior to the intervention using 
the Modified-Sexual Experiences Survey. The measures evaluated changes 
in attitudes (rape myth acceptance and bystander attitudes) and behaviors 
(sexually coercive behaviors, sexually coercive behavioral intentions, and 
bystander behaviors).
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Data analyses included Repeated-Measures Analysis of Covariances. The 
findings suggest that a bystander sexual violence prevention program has a 
positive impact on attitudes and behaviors related to sexual violence among 
fraternity members, however, the program had less impact on high-risk 
males. The results of this study will expand our ability to design programs 
that can have an impact on reducing sexual violence on campus by ensuring 
the programs are having the desired impact on the target audience.

Keywords
sexual assault, sexual violence, bystander interventions, prevention, 
universities

Introduction

Research has demonstrated that sexual violence on college campuses is a prev-
alent problem (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2008; Gidycz, Hanson, & Layman, 
1995; Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987; Krebs, Lindquist, Warner, Fisher, & 
Martin, 2009). Krebs and colleagues (2009) found that one in five women is 
sexually assaulted while in college. Fisher, Daigle, and Cullen (2010) reported 
that about 16% of college women experienced at least one form of sexual vic-
timization and 47% were repeat victims during an academic year. Exposure to 
sexual violence has been associated with a variety of negative mental health 
outcomes such as humiliation, fear, anxiety, guilt, mistrust, suicidal ideation, 
pain, and loss of self-esteem (Campbell & Soeken, 1999; Maletzky, 2000; 
Monnier, Resnick, Kilpatrick, & Seals, 2002; Schiefelbein, 2002).

In recent years, measures to address the pervasiveness of sexual violence on 
college campuses have increased. Legislative action has been taken in the form 
of the Campus Sexual Violence Elimination (SaVE) Act of 2013 to help protect 
students from sexual violence on campus. The Campus SaVE Act, enacted in 
March 2013 as part of the Violence Against Women Reauthorization Act of 
2013 (VAWA), increases transparency on campus about incidents of sexual 
violence, guarantees victims enhanced rights, sets standards for disciplinary 
proceedings, and requires campus-wide prevention education programs. The 
Campus SaVE Act amended the Clery Act to mandate extensive “primary pre-
vention and awareness programs” regarding sexual misconduct and related 
offenses. The Campus SaVE Act is the most recent, and far reaching, in a long 
line of laws that protect students from sexual violence. Universities across the 
nation are working to develop and implement bystander prevention programs 
on campus to meet the requirements of the Campus SaVE Act.
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As many universities are beginning to implement bystander sexual vio-
lence prevention programs on campus, evaluation of these programs to ensure 
they are effective is essential. The purpose of this study was to evaluate a 
theoretically based, peer-facilitated, in-person, bystander sexual violence 
prevention program at the university level to determine its effectiveness at 
changing attitudes and behaviors related to sexual violence with university 
males who are at both low and high risk of using sexually coercive behavior. 
Men’s risk status was determined prior to the intervention, and the partici-
pants were classified into low- and high-risk groups.

We begin by discussing the significance of the study and the bystander 
approach to sexual violence prevention. We proceed by describing our meth-
odology, including our procedures, measures, and data analysis. We then 
describe our results and conclude with a discussion of our results and our 
study limitations.

Significance of This Study

Sexual violence is most often perpetrated by an acquaintance (Bureau of 
Justice Statistics, 2008; Fisher, Cullen, & Turner, 2000). With regard to per-
petration, 99% of people who commit rape are men (Rennison, 2002). Studies 
of college men have found that 25% to 57% acknowledged committing sex-
ual assault, with 7% to 15% describing an act that met standard legal defini-
tions of rape (Abbey, McAuslan, & Ross, 1998; Lisak & Miller, 2002).

As men have been found to be the majority of perpetrators of sexual vio-
lence, Katz (2000) suggested that this should lead us to also examine men as a 
gender for the causes and solutions to sexual violence. Schwartz and 
DeKeseredy (1997) believed that sexual assault on the college campus will not 
stop until men stop sexually assaulting women. However, not all men are sexu-
ally aggressive. Only some men have a high potential to sexually aggress in the 
future; these men are therefore deemed as high risk. Based on a social learning 
framework, men who have engaged in sexually coercive behavior in the past 
(high-risk men) will be less receptive to anti-rape content. They are likely to 
have developed stubborn attitudes, expectancies, and habits commensurate 
with experiencing women as legitimate targets of sexual violence. Attitudinally, 
past perpetration correlates to rape-supportive attitudes (Malamuth, Linz, 
Heavey, Barnes, & Acker, 1995; Mouilso & Calhoun, 2013). Behaviorally, past 
perpetration predicts nonsexual aggression against women (Malamuth, 1981), 
arousal to rape depictions (Malamuth, 1986), and sexual harassment (Pryor, 
1987). Past perpetration also predicts the self-reported likelihood of commit-
ting future rape if assured of not being caught (Malamuth, 1981). These find-
ings attest to the close linkage between past sexual aggressiveness and the 
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harboring of congruent attitudes and behavioral tendencies. Men who have 
been sexually aggressive or coercive in the past are liable to have a vested inter-
est in affirming and potentially defending attitudes that legitimize and condone 
sexually aggressive inclinations. They are likely to be less swayed by anti-rape 
content than their noncoercive counterparts. Therefore, these high-risk males 
may require a different type of prevention program that can help change the 
stubborn attitudes and habits they have developed.

Bystander Approach to Sexual Violence Prevention

In recent years, one of the most promising directions for sexual violence pre-
vention is to focus on men and women as bystanders to change social norms 
in a peer culture that supports abusive behaviors (Banyard, Moynihan, & 
Plante, 2007; Edwards, 2009; Foubert, 2000; Katz, 2003). Norms are atti-
tudes, beliefs, and standards that are taken for granted. They are the way in 
which the environment tells people what is okay and not okay (Davis, Parks, 
& Cohen, 2006). While most people are not perpetrators of sexual violence, 
and therefore it is not normal behavior, the current societal norms that exist 
about sexual violence imply a level of acceptance and a sense of compla-
cency regarding the issue. They promulgate an environment in which sexual 
violence can take place and inhibit appropriate action while condoning inap-
propriate inaction. Given this, it is not surprising that some people commit 
sexual violence and many bystanders do not speak up or intervene.

Bystander interventions acknowledge and attempt to change these norms to 
create and sustain healthy norms. Bystander interventions approach partici-
pants, both men and women, as empowered bystanders who can confront sex-
ist and abusive behavior among their peers, instead of potential perpetrators or 
victims. This type of format also offers an approach that can motivate men to 
attend the program out of a desire to help others, rather than accusing them of 
being actual or potential perpetrators (Berkowitz, 2002; Foubert, 2000; 
Schwartz, DeKeseredy, Tait, & Alvi, 2001). The bystander model focuses both 
on increasing community members’ receptivity to prevention messages and 
training and supporting bystander behaviors. Thus, unlike many other pro-
grams, this approach does not rely on identifying men as potential perpetrators 
or focus on women as victims, messages which may promote defensiveness. 
The bystander approach may reduce both men’s and women’s resistance to 
rape prevention messages and enhance efforts to change broader group and 
community norms around sexual violence (Banyard et al., 2007).

The bystander model targets all community members as potential bystand-
ers and seeks to engage them in proactive behaviors that establish intolerance 
of violence as the norm, as well as reactive interventions in high-risk 
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situations, resulting in the ultimate reduction of violence. The strategy is to 
educate socially influential people in the techniques of bystander intervention, 
who in turn influence others to join in, creating a sort of viral enthusiasm for 
the cause (Banyard et al., 2007; Edwards, 2009; Foubert, 2000; Katz, 2003).

Bystander programs have been evaluated with both university men and 
women in the general campus populations as well as with Greeks and athletes 
and have shown positive results (Banyard et  al., 2007; Foubert, 2000; 
Moynihan & Banyard, 2008). Moynihan and Banyard (2008) found signifi-
cant increases in participants’ willingness to engage in prosocial bystander 
behaviors and also a significant increase in participants’ self-efficacy related 
to engaging in bystander behaviors. Foubert (2000) found a significant 
decline in rape myth acceptance that was maintained over 7 months.

Although studies have found positive outcomes of bystander programs, 
there is little empirical support on the effectiveness of bystander sexual vio-
lence prevention programs with both males who are at high and low risk of 
using sexually coercive behavior as few studies have assessed participants’ 
risk status prior to the intervention (Schewe & O’Donohue, 1996; Stephens 
& George, 2004, 2009). Breitenbecher (2000) concluded that routine pretest-
ing of participants to determine risk status is needed to assess if interventions 
are truly effective with their target populations. Without this knowledge, it is 
impossible to effectively design programs that will engage male bystanders 
and reduce sexual violence on college campuses. The few studies that have 
assessed risk status prior to intervention (Schewe & O’Donohue, 1996; 
Stephens & George, 2004, 2009) utilized 28- to 50-min videos to present the 
bystander prevention program. No studies known to the author have used an 
intensive, in-person, bystander prevention program and also assessed risk 
status prior to the intervention.

Method

This is a quasi-experimental study utilizing a pretest, posttest, follow-up, 
nonequivalent, comparison group design to evaluate the effectiveness of a 
bystander sexual violence prevention program with university males who are 
at low- and high-risk of using sexually coercive behavior.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: University males who participate in the sexual violence 
prevention program will show significant positive changes in attitude and 
behavior outcome measures compared with the comparison group at post-
test and 5-week follow-up.
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Hypothesis 2: Intervention effectiveness will be moderated by risk status; 
specifically, low-risk men will show greater improvement across outcome 
measures compared with high-risk men. However, high-risk men will show 
significant positive changes in attitude and behavior outcome measures 
compared with the comparison group at posttest and 5-week follow-up.

Sample Size

An a priori power analysis was computed using G*Power 3.1.2 (Erdfelder, 
Faul, & Buchner, 1996) to determine prospectively the appropriate sample 
size for the study hypotheses. Based on a one-tailed test, a medium effect size 
of 0.5, power of .90, and an alpha level of .05, the total number of participants 
needed for this evaluation is 140 (t = 1.66, df = 138), with 70 participants split 
evenly among the intervention and comparison groups.

Participants

Participants were 142 undergraduate, fraternity men at a large central univer-
sity (comparison group = 63, intervention group = 79). Mean age of the sam-
ple was 21.0 years (SD = 1.7, range = 18-26). The majority of participants 
were European American (47.9%), 29.6% were Hispanic, 11.3% were 
African American, 8.5% were Asian, and 2.8% self-identified as “Other.” 
Only 1.4% of the participants were first-year students, 36.6% were sopho-
mores, 35.2% were juniors, and 26.8% were seniors. Participants primarily 
identified as heterosexual (98.6%). A little less than half of the participants 
(43.7%) reported participating in sexual violence prevention activities in the 
past through either a workshop, a video, or during orientation. Univariate 
analyses showed that there were no significant differences between groups on 
any demographic variables at pretest.

Procedures

Participants were recruited by working with Fraternity and Sorority Life staff 
on campus. Fraternity members were chosen as the participants as there is a 
higher probability that there are more high-risk males in this population 
(Katz, 2003; Schwartz & DeKeseredy, 1997). Fraternity and Sorority Life 
staff made participation in the bystander prevention program mandatory for 
their members. However, the participants were informed that they did not 
have to take part in the evaluation of the study to be part of the program.

Participants were randomized into the comparison and intervention con-
ditions by drawing a colored card from a bag upon entering the room where 
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the pretest was administered. Based on the color of the card they drew, they 
were asked to sit on opposite sides of the room with one side reserved for 
participants assigned to the comparison group and the other side reserved 
for participants assigned to the intervention group. After completing the 
informed consent and pretest measures, the intervention group participants 
were divided into three groups of no more than 30 participants each and 
were escorted to three separate rooms by their respective peer educators. 
The participants in the intervention condition received the 90-min Bringing 
in the Bystander (BITB) prevention program (Banyard, Plante, & Moynihan, 
2004).

The comparison group participants received a lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 
transgender (LGBT) training program presented by a community LGBT 
resource center. This training included information on gender roles, sexual 
identity, sexual behavior, the “coming out” process, and a discussion about 
how the straight community can be allies to the LGBT community.

The posttest measures were administered following both the comparison 
and intervention programs. The follow-up survey measures were adminis-
tered 5 weeks after each program at each fraternity chapter’s meetings. The 
study received university Institutional Review Board approval.

Banyard and colleagues’ (2004) BITB prevention program was used in 
this study. The BITB program is based on studies that point to the role of 
community norms as a significant cause of sexual violence, particularly in 
communities such as college campuses. This program focuses on increas-
ing community members’ receptiveness to prevention messages and train-
ing and supporting prosocial bystander behaviors with the intent of 
preventing assaults from happening and assisting survivors who may dis-
close. The main goal of this program is to work to promote attitude and 
behavior changes in individuals that are intended to then link to individual 
empowerment to contribute to community changes and shifts in broader 
community norms. Each component of the program is based on the empiri-
cal literature on bystander behavior (Berkowitz, 2002; Edwards et al., 2000; 
Katz, 1995, 2003; Kilmartin & Berkowitz, 2001), as well as noted best 
practices regarding rape prevention (Lonsway, 1996). The program incor-
porates predictors of successful bystander intervention that can be rein-
forced through education: recognizing inappropriate behavior, skill 
building, requesting a commitment to intervene, and role modeling (Christy 
& Voight, 1994; Laner et  al., 2001). Following the recommendations  
from the college campus rape prevention literature, the program uses peer 
educators (DeKeseredy, Schwartz, & Alvi, 2000), single-sex groups (Katz, 
1995), and active learning methods to address knowledge, attitudes, and 
behavior.
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The BITB program can be administered in a one-session (90 min) or two-
session (4.5 hr) format. In this study, the 90-min version of the program was 
administered in one afternoon. The program is designed to be administered in 
single-sex groups led by a pair of peer leaders (one male and one female). 
The program is scripted and includes a facilitator’s guide. BITB has been 
evaluated by both university males and females in the general campus popu-
lation and also by Greeks and athletes and has shown positive results (Banyard 
et al., 2007; Moynihan & Banyard, 2008).

Program content covers basic information about prevalence, causes, and 
consequences of sexual violence. It also includes discussions of how com-
munity members can play important prevention roles as bystanders observing 
risky situations before and during acts of sexual violence (e.g., observing a 
very intoxicated person being led into a bedroom at a party by a group of 
people) and afterward if approached by a friend who discloses that they have 
been a victim. Active learning exercises, such as role-playing, are used to 
help participants think about how they might intervene safely and be a sup-
portive ally to survivors. A particular emphasis is placed on participants’ own 
safety and on using resources such as campus police and rape crisis center. 
Participants are also asked to generate a “bystander plan” and to sign a pledge 
(both of which they are asked to keep) that they would be active, prosocial 
bystanders in the community.

Peer Educators

Six peer educators (three male and three female) from the campus sexual 
violence prevention program presented the BITB program to the fraternity 
members. The presentations were cofacilitated by one male and one female 
peer education team. Peer educators received two full days of sexual vio-
lence prevention training conducted by the director of the campus sexual 
violence prevention program. The training provided basic information and a 
general overview of the issues that surround sexual violence. The training 
included discussions about gender roles, rape culture, healthy relationships, 
ethics, and theories. Skills development around programming, facilitation, 
presenting, team building, leadership skills, and crisis intervention was also 
a large part of the training. The peer educators also received specific training 
on the BITB curriculum, and the importance of fidelity to the BITB curricu-
lum was emphasized. They were also provided with information about on-
campus and off-campus resources for survivors and students. Finally, the 
training addressed any potential issues that may arise during the program 
presentations.
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Measures

Background Questionnaire

A background questionnaire was used to collect basic demographic informa-
tion, such as age, ethnicity, class standing, sexual identification, fraternity 
membership, athletics participation, housing situation, and previous exposure 
to sexual violence prevention programming.

Modified–Sexual Experiences Survey (M-SES)

Risk status was measured using a modified version (M-SES; Dahl, 1993) of 
the Sexual Experiences Survey (SES; Koss & Oros, 1982). The M-SES is an 
18-item scale used to measure self-reported sexually coercive behavior and 
served as the basis of participant classification into sexually coercive and 
noncoercive groups. High-risk status at pretest was determined by at least 
one admission to a sexually coercive behavior, whereas low-risk men reported 
no past sexually aggressive behavior. Participants indicated on a 5-point 
Likert-type scale the frequency of each behavior on a scale ranging from 0 
(never) to 4 (10 or more times). For example, “engaged in kissing or petting 
with a woman when she didn’t really want you to.” Wheeler, George, and 
Dahl (2002) reported acceptable reliability in a previous sample (α = .69); 
reliability with the current sample (α = .60) is also acceptable.

Marlowe–Crowne Social Desirability Scale–Short Form 
(MCSDS-SF)

This 11-item scale was used to assess a socially desirable response bias 
among participants. Participants indicated whether each of the statements 
was “true or false in terms of their own behavior.” For example, “I’m always 
willing to admit it when I make a mistake.” Higher scores indicate high 
socially desirable patterns of responding. This scale has been shown to be an 
adequate substitute for the original Marlowe–Crowne Social Desirability 
Scale (MCSDS; Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) with a Cronbach’s alpha of .74 
(current sample, α = .46; Reynolds, 1982).

As the reliability of the MCSDS was low (α = .46) with the current study 
sample, it could not be used as a covariate to control for socially desirable 
responses. Participants seemed to be confused about whether the questions were 
related to situations involving sexual violence or just typical life situations. The 
scale is meant to ask how participants would react in typical life situations, but 
many participants appeared to respond to the scale from a perspective of how 
they would react if sexual violence was present during the situation.
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Attitudinal Measures

Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale–Short Form (IRMAS-SF).  This is a 20-item 
scale developed to assess participants’ endorsement of common myths about 
sexual violence. Participants indicated on a 7-point Likert-type scale the 
extent to which they agree with each item. For example, “It is usually only 
women who dress suggestively that are raped.” Higher scores indicate greater 
acceptance or endorsement of rape myths. The short-form version (α = .87; 
current sample, α = .85), based on the 45-item Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance 
Scale (IRMAS), was validated and assesses general rape myth acceptance 
and not any specific rape myth components (Payne et al., 1999).

Bystander Attitude Scale–Revised (BAS-R).  A revised version of the Bystander 
Attitude Scale (BAS) was used to assess bystander attitudes. This scale 
includes 16 potential bystander helping behaviors that participants are asked 
to respond on a 5-point Likert-type scale how willing or likely they would be 
to engage in that bystander behavior. For example, “How likely are you to 
check in with a friend who looks drunk when she or he goes to a room with 
someone else at a party?” Higher scores indicate more likelihood to stop their 
own or someone else’s sexually violent behavior. This scale has demonstrated 
adequate reliability and validity (McMahon et al., 2011). Cronbach’s alpha 
for the revised version of the BAS was .86 (current sample, α = .76).

Behavioral Measures

Attraction to Sexual Aggression Scale–Modified (ASA).  A modified version of the 
Attraction to Sexual Aggression Scale (Berg et al., 1999) was used in this 
study to assess sexually coercive behavioral intentions. The scale includes 
four behavioral intentions (Likelihood to Use Force [LF], Likelihood to Rape 
[LR], Likelihood to Use Coercion [LC], and Likelihood to Use Alcohol to 
attain sexual relations [LAlc]) that participants are asked to respond on a 
5-point Likert-type scale their likelihood of engaging in those behaviors if 
they knew no one would find out. Higher scores indicate more attraction to 
sexual aggression. The scale shows high internal consistency reliability (α = 
.91; current sample, α = .78) and adequate test–retest reliability (r = .76).

M-SES.  The M-SES (Dahl, 1993) was readministered at the 5-week follow-up to 
assess self-reported sexually coercive behavior that occurred between posttest 
and follow-up. This measure was not included in the posttest survey as one 
would not expect behavior changes from the time of pretest administration prior 
to the program to the time of posttest administration directly after the program.
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Bystander Behavior Scale–Revised (BBS-R).  A revised version of the Bystander 
Behavior Scale (McMahon et al., 2011) was used to assess bystander behav-
iors and was administered at 5-week follow-up. This scale includes the same 
16 potential bystander helping behaviors as the BAS-R. For example, “Have 
you walked a friend home from a party who has had too much to drink?” The 
response options include “yes,” “no,” and “wasn’t in the situation.” Higher 
scores indicate more positive bystander behaviors in which participants 
engaged in the 5 weeks between the posttest and the follow-up survey. Cron-
bach’s alpha for the revised version of the BBS was .69 (current sample, α = 
.69). This measure was not included in the posttest survey as one would not 
expect behavior changes from the time of pretest administration prior to the 
program to the time of posttest administration directly after the program.

Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics were used to describe the sample. Univariate analyses 
were computed at pretest to examine differences between participants in the 
intervention and comparison groups. Repeated-measures ANCOVAs were 
computed with five outcome measures. Three time points (pretest, posttest, and 
5-week follow-up) were assessed. Previous sexual violence prevention pro-
gram participation was used as a covariate. Repeated-measures ANCOVAs 
were also computed to compare sexually coercive participants’ responses with 
nonsexually coercive participants’ responses. Multiple comparison tests were 
also performed using Scheffe and Tukey post hoc tests to determine significant 
group differences. Effect sizes were calculated for statistically significant dif-
ferences found between the intervention and comparison groups. All the 
numerical analyses were performed using the SPSS 20 statistical software.

Results

Preliminary Data Screening

Participants had to answer 90% or more of the questions for each measure to 
be included in the analyses. Missing data ranged from 0% to 2.1% across all 
measures. All dependent measures were significantly correlated with one 
another in the predicted direction, except the M-SES, which measures self-
reported sexually coercive behaviors, was not significantly correlated with 
the BBS; r = −.09, p = .265) or the IRMAS (r = .16, p = .065). As the M-SES 
and the BBS measure unrelated types of behaviors, it would be expected that 
they do not correlate. As the M-SES and the IRMAS measure the distinct 
constructs of behaviors and attitudes, respectively, it would also be expected 
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that they do not correlate, as research does not indicate a change in sexual 
violence attitudes will certainly lead to a change in sexually coercive behav-
iors (Cook & Flay, 1978; Weisz & Black, 2009).

Of 142 participants who completed the pretest and posttest surveys, 55 
(38.7% follow-up response rate) completed the follow-up survey. Univariate 
analyses were computed to examine differences between participants who 
completed the pretest, posttest, and follow-up surveys and those who only 
completed the pretest and posttest. No significant differences were found on 
any demographic variables or any outcome measures.

Pretest Differences Between Intervention and Comparison 
Groups

Based on univariate analyses, no significant differences were found for any 
demographic variables or any outcome measures between participants in the 
intervention and comparison groups. Also, no significant differences were 
found for any demographic variables or any outcome measures between low- 
and high-risk participants in the intervention and comparison groups.

Significance Level

For hypotheses testing in this study, the significance level of .10 has been 
chosen for the following reasons. First, this is an exploratory study evaluating 
the effects of a bystander focused sexual violence prevention program on 
both high- and low-risk university males’ attitudes and behaviors related to 
sexual violence. There is little empirical support on the effectiveness of 
bystander sexual violence prevention programs with both males who are at 
high and low risk of using sexually coercive behavior.

Second, the concept of bystander interventions for sexual violence pre-
vention is still new as are the measures used to evaluate bystander attitudes 
and behaviors. The measures that exist to evaluate bystander attitudes and 
behaviors are still in the development phase. They have been validated and 
have been shown to be reliable with a few samples (Banyard, Plante, & 
Moynihan, 2005; McMahon et al., 2011), but they have yet to be validated 
with larger and more diverse samples. For these reasons, the significance 
level of .10 was chosen for hypotheses testing in this study.

Reported Sexually Coercive Behaviors

Based on the responses to the M-SES (Dahl, 1993), in the intervention group, 
65.8% of the participants were classified as low risk of using sexually 
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coercive behavior (no past sexually coercive behavior reported on M-SES) 
and 34.2% were classified as high risk of using sexually coercive behavior (at 
least one past sexually coercive behavior reported on the M-SES). In the 
comparison group, 60.3% of the participants were classified as low risk of 
using sexually coercive behavior and 39.7% were classified as high risk of 
using sexually coercive behavior. At pretest, the breakdown for the highest 
level of sexually coercive behavior reported for high-risk men was as fol-
lows: 32.7%—forced sexual contact, 25.0%—verbally coercive sexual 
behavior, and 42.3%—attempted or completed rape.

Tests of Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1.  The first hypothesis stated that fraternity members who partici-
pated in a bystander sexual violence prevention program would show signifi-
cant positive changes on attitude and behavior measures at posttest and 
5-week follow-up compared with a comparison group. Contrary to the 
hypothesis, no significant differences were found for bystander attitudes or 
bystander behaviors from pretest to posttest and follow-up survey.

A main effect of testing time was found for rape myth acceptance among 
intervention group participants, F(2, 68) = 2.51, p < .10. Participants’ accep-
tance of rape myths significantly decreased from the time of the pretest sur-
vey (M = 38.03, SD = 11.17) to both posttest survey (M = 33.94, SD = 13.37) 
and follow-up survey (M = 35.00, SD = 10.87; see Table 1). The effect size at 
posttest for rape myth acceptance (d = .26; see Table 2) indicated that these 
positive outcomes were modest in magnitude. However, effect size at follow-
up was small (d = .11).

A main effect of testing time was also found for sexually coercive behav-
iors among intervention group participants, F(1, 34) = 6.66, p < .05. As 
shown in Table 1, participants’ sexually coercive behaviors, as reported on 
the M-SES, significantly decreased from the time of the pretest survey (M = 
5.46, SD = 5.73) to follow-up survey 5 weeks later (M = 2.94, SD = 2.27). 
However, effect size at follow-up (d = −.02) indicated very little difference in 
sexually coercive behaviors between the intervention and comparison groups 
(see Table 2).

A main effect of testing time was also found for sexually coercive behav-
ioral intentions as measured by the ASA, F(2, 68) = 4.84, p < .05. As shown 
in Tables 1 and 2, participants’ attraction to sexual aggression significantly 
decreased from pretest (M = 6.43, SD = 2.33) to posttest (M = 5.29, SD = 
2.74) with a moderate effect size (d = −.35). However, contrary to the hypoth-
esis, participants’ attraction to sexual aggression significantly rebounded at 
follow-up (M = 6.63, SD = 2.64), but the effect size was −0.01, meaning that 
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there was very little difference between the intervention and comparison 
group scores on attraction to sexual aggression at follow-up.

As expected, the main effect of testing time was not significant across all 
measures for the total sample in the comparison group. Participants’ scores 
did not significantly differ from pretest to posttest, or at follow-up on any of 
the outcome measures (see Table 1).

Hypothesis 2.  The second hypothesis stated that risk status would moderate 
intervention effectiveness. Specifically, low-risk men will show more posi-
tive changes across outcome measures compared with high-risk men. How-
ever, high-risk men would still show significant positive changes on attitude 
and behavior outcome measures compared with the comparison group at 
posttest and 5-week follow-up.

Table 1.  Repeated-Measures ANCOVAs for Total Sample.

Dependent Measures

Intervention Group
Pre  

(n = 79)
Post  

(n = 79)
Follow-Up  
(n = 35) F p Value

Attitudinal outcomes
  IRMAS 38.03 (11.17) 33.94 (13.37) 35.00 (10.87) 2.51 .09*
  BAS 51.51 (8.70) 51.57 (11.76) 53.97 (8.15) 2.39 .12
Behavioral outcomes
  M-SES 5.46 (5.73) — 2.94 (2.27) 6.66 .01**
  ASA 6.43 (2.33) 5.29 (2.74) 6.63 (2.64) 4.84 .01**
  BBS 0.69 (4.78) — 0.31 (4.17) 0.02 .14

Comparison Group
Pre  

(n = 63)
Post  

(n = 63)
Follow-Up  
(n = 20) F p Value

Attitudinal outcomes
  IRMAS 35.10 (8.24) 31.00 (8.45) 33.60 (13.67) 0.24 .67
  BAS 57.60 (7.56) 55.90 (15.03) 57.90 (8.73) 0.31 .65
Behavioral outcomes
  M-SES 4.50 (3.56) — 3.00 (3.63) 2.79 .11
  ASA 6.70 (3.05) 6.50 (4.06) 6.65 (3.83) 0.05 .90
  BBS 3.10 (4.48) — 1.60 (3.80) 0.06 .81

Note. Lower scores indicate positive change for IRMAS, ASA, and M-SES. Higher scores 
indicate positive change for BAS and BBS. IRMAS = Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale;  
BAS = Bystander Attitude Scale; M-SES = Modified–Sexual Experiences Survey; ASA = 
Attraction to Sexual Aggression Scale; BBS = Bystander Behavior Scale.
*p < .10. **p < .05.
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There was a significant effect of risk status on scores on sexually coercive 
behaviors (M-SES), t(140) = −6.77, p < .001, rape myth acceptance (IRMAS), 
t(140) = −2.24, p < .05, and sexually coercive behavioral intentions (ASA), 
t(140) = −3.45, p < .05. Consistent with the etiology literature, high-risk men 
scored significantly worse on all three measures at pretest compared with 
low-risk men. A significant effect of risk status was not found on scores on 
bystander attitudes (BAS), t(139) = 1.75, p = .083, and bystander behaviors 
(BBS), t(140) = .45, p = .656.

Contrary to the hypothesis, for low-risk men in the intervention group, no 
significant differences were found for bystander attitudes, bystander behav-
iors, or sexually coercive behaviors from pretest to posttest and follow-up 
survey. For low-risk men in the intervention group, a main effect of testing 
time was found for rape myth acceptance, F(2, 46) = 2.49, p < .10. Participants’ 
acceptance of rape myths significantly decreased from the time of the pretest 
survey (M = 37.79, SD = 11.50) to both posttest survey (M = 35.00, SD = 
12.65) and follow-up survey (M = 34.29, SD = 11.12; see Table 3). As shown 
in Table 2, effect size at posttest for rape myth acceptance (d = .27) and at 
follow-up (d = .48) indicated that these positive outcomes were modest to 
moderate in magnitude.

For low-risk men in the intervention group, a main effect of testing time 
was also found for sexually coercive behavioral intentions as measured by 
scores on the ASA, F(2, 46) = 2.46, p < .10. As shown in Tables 2 and 3, 
participants’ attraction to sexual aggression significantly decreased from 

Table 2.  Effect Size (d).

Dependent Measures Total Sample Low-Risk Males High-Risk Males

Attitudinal outcomes
  IRMAS post .26 .27 .21
  IRMAS fu .11 .48 −.25
  BAS post −.32 −.74 −.08
  BAS fu −.47 −.70 −.18
Behavioral outcomes
  M-SES fu −.02 .27 −.30
  ASA post −.35 −.32 −.40
  ASA fu −.01 .71 −.63
  BBS fu −.32 −.51 −.02

Note. IRMAS = Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale; BAS = Bystander Attitude Scale;  
M-SES = Modified–Sexual Experiences Survey; ASA = Attraction to Sexual Aggression Scale; 
BBS = Bystander Behavior Scale.
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pretest (M = 6.46, SD = 2.36) to posttest (M = 5.29, SD = 2.33) with a modest 
effect size of −0.32. However, contrary to the hypothesis, participants’ attrac-
tion to sexual aggression significantly rebounded at follow-up (M = 6.42,  
SD = 2.43), with a large effect size of 0.71.

As expected, the main effect of testing time was not significant across all 
measures for low-risk males in the comparison group. Participants’ scores did 
not significantly differ from pretest to posttest or at follow-up on any of the 
dependent measures (see Table 3).

Contrary to the hypothesis, for high-risk men in the intervention group, no 
significant differences were found for rape myth acceptance, bystander atti-
tudes, bystander behaviors, or sexually coercive behavioral intentions.

For high-risk men in the intervention group, a main effect of testing time 
was found for sexually coercive behaviors, F(1, 10) = 5.85, p < .05. 
Participants’ sexually coercive behaviors significantly decreased from the 
time of the pretest survey (M = 10.27, SD = 8.09) to follow-up survey 5 
weeks later (M = 3.18, SD = 2.52; see Table 3). At follow-up, the high-risk 
males’ self-reported sexually coercive behaviors as reported on the M-SES 
were almost equal to the low-risk males’ self-reported sexually coercive 
behaviors at pretest (M = 3.25, SD = 1.96). As shown in Table 2, effect size 
(d = −.30) indicated that the outcomes were modest in magnitude. At follow-
up, the breakdown for the highest level of sexually coercive behavior reported 
by high-risk males in the intervention group was as follows: 9.1%—forced 
sexual contact, 9.1%—verbally coercive sexual behavior, and 27.4%—
attempted or completed rape.

As expected, the main effect of testing time was not significant across all 
measures for high-risk males in the comparison group. Participants’ scores 
did not significantly differ from pretest to posttest or at follow-up on any of 
the dependent measures (see Table 3).

Discussion

Similar to the findings of other studies (Foubert, 2000; Foubert & Newberry, 
2006; Schewe & O’Donohue, 1996; Stephens & George, 2004, 2009), the 
results of this study found a significant decrease in rape myth acceptance for 
the total sample from pretest to posttest and 5-week follow-up. This is an 
important finding given that believing rape myths and conveying that belief 
to rape survivors can be damaging. One of the best means of support that 
friends can provide to a survivor is to help determine how to identify what 
occurred, so that the survivor can begin recovery (Warshaw, 1994). In addi-
tion, if men cannot identify what rape really is and is not, one could assume 
that it would hamper their decisions during intimate encounters.
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A very promising finding of this study is that, for the total sample, partici-
pants’ self-reported sexually coercive behaviors significantly decreased from 
pretest to follow-up survey 5 weeks later, which is contrary to the few studies 
that have included behavioral measures of sexually coercive behaviors 
(Foubert, 2000; Stephens & George, 2009). If this program can effect posi-
tive changes in participants’ self-reported sexually coercive behaviors, then it 
is effectively reducing the total amount of sexually coercive behavior occur-
ring within that community, in this case fraternity members, which in turn 
would lead to an overall reduction in sexual violence among fraternity mem-
bers at this university.

Results of this study indicate a significant decrease in sexually coercive 
behavioral intentions from pretest to posttest, which is similar to the findings 
of other studies (Foubert, 2000; Foubert & Newberry, 2006). However, this 
study also found that participants’ sexually coercive behavioral intentions sig-
nificantly rebounded at the 5-week follow-up, which is in contrast to Foubert’s 
(2000) findings. This is a disappointing finding because it shows that if men 
are assured that no one will know their actions, they appear to be more willing 
to engage in sexually coercive behaviors. Similarly, Malamuth (1989) asked 
college men how likely they would be to rape a woman if they were certain 
that there would be no negative consequences. He found that on average, one 
third of college men indicated that they would be at least somewhat likely to 
rape a woman if they could be certain they would not get caught. It may be that 
over the course of the time, participants may forget or dismiss the messages 
presented during the program and revert back to their old behavioral inten-
tions. One reason for this rebound may be the short (90-min) intervention. In 
a meta-analysis of the effectiveness of college sexual assault education pro-
grams, Anderson and Whiston (2005) found that longer interventions were 
more effective than brief interventions at promoting positive change in atti-
tudes related to sexual violence. It may be that we cannot expect to see huge 
changes after a 90-min intervention, as these behavioral intentions have been 
learned over a lifetime. A longer, more intense intervention may be necessary 
to effect a long-term change in sexually coercive behavioral intentions.

Analyses conducted with both low- and high-risk males revealed that out-
comes were moderated by risk status, consistent with study predictions. Low-
risk men, those least likely to use sexually coercive behaviors, produced 
similar positive effects for rape myth acceptance and sexually coercive behav-
ioral intentions as for the total sample. While high-risk men showed signifi-
cant changes on only one outcome measure: sexually coercive behaviors.

Similar to the findings of other studies (Stephens & George, 2004, 2009) 
and results for the total sample in this study, low-risk men’s acceptance of 
rape myths significantly decreased from pretest to posttest and was 
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maintained through the 5-week follow-up. Similar to the results found for the 
total sample in this study, low-risk men’s sexually coercive behavioral inten-
tions significantly decreased from pretest to posttest but significantly 
rebounded at follow-up. Of the few studies that have assessed risk status prior 
to the intervention (Schewe & O’Donohue, 1996; Stephens & George, 2004, 
2009), none of them included measures to assess sexually coercive behav-
ioral intentions among the participants. As expected, the findings from the 
current study indicate that attitudes, such as rape myth acceptance and sexu-
ally coercive behavioral intentions, may be more easily changed among low-
risk participants than high-risk participants. For low-risk men, simply 
providing information and raising awareness about the topic of sexual vio-
lence may be enough to influence their attitudes and behaviors. However, it 
may be that high-risk men are likely to have developed stubborn attitudes and 
habits commensurate with experiencing women as legitimate targets of sex-
ual violence and may be less swayed by anti-rape content than their noncoer-
cive counterparts (Malamuth et  al., 1995; Muehlenhard, 1988). Therefore, 
these high-risk males may require a different type of prevention program that 
can help change the stubborn attitudes and habits they have developed. As 
Moynihan and Banyard (2008) suggested, it may be that longer, more inten-
sive interventions are required to see changes in attitudes related to sexual 
violence among high-risk males.

An important finding from this study is that, for high-risk men, sexually 
coercive behaviors significantly decreased from pretest to follow-up 5 weeks 
later. This finding is in contrast to other studies that attempted to measure 
change in sexually coercive behaviors (Foubert, 2000; Stephens & George, 
2009). Interestingly, at follow-up, the high-risk males’ self-reported sexually 
coercive behaviors were almost equal to the low-risk males’ self-reported 
sexually coercive behaviors at pretest. This indicates that after participation 
in the program, high-risk males reported the same level of sexually coercive 
behavior as low-risk males reported prior to program participation. Results 
did not indicate a significant change in low-risk men’s sexually coercive 
behaviors, but that is to be expected as they already started at such a low level 
of self-reported sexually coercive behavior. However, the finding that sexu-
ally coercive behaviors significantly decreased for high-risk men needs to be 
considered cautiously. The length of time between pretest and the follow-up 
survey 5 weeks later is a short time period, which means that the opportunity 
for participants to initiate sexually coercive behaviors is substantially 
reduced. As we used the M-SES to assess lifetime prevalence of sexually 
coercive behaviors at pretest, the significant change in sexually coercive 
behaviors may be attributed to the short follow-up period. It is also possible 
that the reduction in sexually coercive behaviors at follow-up was due to the 
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training directly rather than the bystander component of the intervention. 
This supports the idea that more training may be more effective at changing 
behaviors related to sexual violence (Anderson & Whiston, 2005).

Surprisingly, no significant changes among the total sample, low-, or high-
risk males were found for both bystander attitudes and bystander behaviors 
after participation in the bystander sexual violence prevention program, which 
is in contrast to the few studies that have evaluated bystander attitudes and 
behaviors (Coker et al., 2011; Moynihan & Banyard, 2008). One reason for 
this finding may be that the concept of bystander interventions for sexual vio-
lence prevention is still new. More programs are beginning to introduce ideas 
about how to be proactive bystanders to help prevent sexual violence (Banyard 
et al., 2007; Coker et al., 2011; Edwards, 2009; Foubert, 2000; Katz, 2003; 
Moynihan & Banyard, 2008), but this message may be something that partici-
pants are not used to hearing, and therefore it may take longer, more intensive 
interventions to help participants make the changes required to be proactive 
bystanders. Also, the strong male peer support groups that exist within frater-
nities may be another explanation for this finding. There is much research on 
the powerful role of community norms in supporting a continuum of sexual 
violence among fraternity members (Schwartz & DeKeseredy, 1997; Schwartz 
et al., 2001). Due to the powerful influence of community norms among fra-
ternity members, it may be more challenging to change bystander attitudes 
and behaviors among members of this population.

Limitations

There are a number of limitations to the current study. The low response rate 
(38.7%) for the follow-up survey is one limitation. The lead author went to great 
lengths to try to obtain as much follow-up data as possible; however, obtaining 
follow-up data with this population was very challenging. Another limitation 
was not being able to control for social desirability bias. Clearer instructions 
could be provided regarding administration of the social desirability scale to 
ensure that participants understand the direction for the survey. Clarifying the 
instructions on the MCSDS might have made that instrument more reliable with 
this sample. Also, longer follow-up periods would help us better assess if behav-
ior change was truly maintained. Five weeks is a short period of time to assess 
behavior change. Another limitation is that the prevention program used in this 
study was a 90-min one-time only treatment. It may be possible that to see sig-
nificant changes across attitudes and behaviors with both low- and high-risk 
men, a longer, more intensive intervention may be required.

A direction for future research would be to evaluate longer, more intensive 
interventions with high-risk males as they may require a “higher dose” of 
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programming to see attitude and behavior changes (Moynihan & Banyard, 
2008; Stephens & George, 2004, 2009). If possible, it would be beneficial to 
evaluate programs that provide prevention information over multiple ses-
sions or semester-long interventions, as they may affect more change for the 
high-risk males, whose stubborn attitudes and behaviors related to sexual 
violence may be harder to change than those of their noncoercive counter-
parts (Malamuth et al., 1995; Muehlenhard, 1988). Also, future studies may 
benefit from longer time periods between posttesting and follow-up testing to 
ensure that attitude and behavior changes are maintained over time. Some 
challenges, such as how to get the most follow-up data, may arise when fol-
low-up periods are extended; however, incentives may be an effective way to 
obtain more follow-up data and ensure longer follow-up periods.

Conclusion

Bystander sexual violence interventions are a new method of sexual violence 
prevention used to engage all community members and teach them to be 
active bystanders to help end sexual violence. Results of this study indicate 
that bystander interventions produce positive outcomes with both low- and 
high-risk university males. These findings will expand our ability to design 
programs that can have an impact on reducing sexual violence at the univer-
sity level by ensuring that the program is having the desired impact on the 
target audience. The goal is to reach all participants with messages about how 
to be active bystanders, which will lead to individual changes, which will 
then hopefully lead to larger societal changes. In the end, the goal is for 
bystander interventions to help change the current social norms that exist, so 
that sexual violence is no longer tolerated in our society.
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