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Abstract
The bystander intervention approach to campus sexual violence has received increased attention as a promising prevention
strategy. However, there lacks research on the perspective of historically minoritized students, such as students of color,
LGBTQ-spectrum students, and the intersections thereof. As such, the purpose of this paper is to present the findings from an
exploratory study regarding bystander intervention that focused exclusively on the perspectives of 101 racialized and/or LGBTQ-
spectrum students at three campuses across a large public university. Using concept mapping methodology, the study was
conducted in three phases: brainstorming of statements about bystander intervention, sorting and rating of statements, and
mapping and interpretation of the results. Using multidimensional scaling and hierarchical cluster analysis, a six-cluster solution
was determined, representing key themes related to supporting students’ efforts as helpful bystanders. Overall, findings indicate a
need for bystander intervention efforts to widen their focus by employing an intersectional, social justice lens. Study participants
identified various forms of racism, homophobia, transphobia, and microaggressions as intertwined with their ability to be active
bystanders on college campuses.

Keywords Sexual violence prevention .Minoritized populations . Concept mapping . Social justice

Bystander intervention has emerged as a popular and wide-
spread strategy for addressing campus sexual violence preven-
tion and frames sexual violence as a community issue for
which everyone has responsibility (Banyard 2015).
Bystanders have the opportunity to help prevent violence by
disrupting risky situations, intervening during a situation in
which violence is occurring or engaging in tertiary prevention
by providing assistance to those that disclose (McMahon and
Banyard 2012). Research demonstrates multiple positive ef-
fects of bystander intervention programs on a number of out-
comes including student attitudes, efficacy, and behaviors
(Katz and Moore 2013; Jouriles et al. 2018) as well as victim-
ization and perpetration (Coker et al. 2017).

Despite the promise of bystander intervention programs,
we know little about the bystander intervention experiences
of minoritized students, such as students of color, LGBTQ-
spectrum students, and the intersections thereof (Harris 2017;
Linder 2018). Further, this gap has led to neglecting the po-
tential of bystander intervention to address broader forms of
violence, harm, and oppression unique to the experiences of
students minoritized by race, sexuality, and gender. Sexual
violence prevention efforts more broadly have been critiqued
for not addressing the role of identity, power, and historical
oppression (Harris and Linder 2017). A shift to better “center”
the experiences of those excluded from positions of power is
especially pressing, given findings that students minoritized
by race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, and/or gender identity
are significantly more likely to be subject to sexual violence
than their dominant identity (white, cisgender, heterosexual)
counterparts while in college (Porter and McQuiller Williams
2011). Further, recent research indicates that positive preven-
tion program effects may not apply to students minoritized by
sexuality in high schools (Coker et al. 2020), though findings
with college students are more promising (Ollen et al. 2017).

In addition, research has yet to specifically explore what
factors facilitate or inhibit prosocial bystander intervention
from the perspective of minoritized students. It is important
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to identify these factors to tailor prevention efforts and ensure
that current approaches to bystander intervention encompass
the experiences of students from diverse backgrounds. Given
the stigma and discrimination faced by many minoritized stu-
dents, it is particularly essential to establish the level of insti-
tutional responsibility required to help create environments
that foster bystander intervention. As such, the purpose of this
paper is to present the findings from an exploratory concept
mapping study regarding bystander intervention that focused
exclusively on the perspectives of racialized and/or LGBTQ-
spectrum students.

Factors Influencing Bystander Intervention
and the Role of Identity

Research has focused largely on identifying individual and
peer level factors that contribute to prosocial intervention
(Banyard 2015). Individual factors include having certain at-
titudes (e.g., sense of responsibility), skills, and efficacy, and
peer level factors include social norms that support helping
behavior (Rothman et al. 2019). Experiencing multiple forms
of oppression and discrimination may influence students’ per-
spectives on the unique barriers to intervention that they face.
Additionally, there remains a lack of research on the role of
institutions in fostering environments in which individuals
feel supported to act as helpful bystanders (McMahon
2015), which may be especially salient for minoritized
students.

Within research on bystander intervention and campus sex-
ual violence, there is a dearth of attention to student identities
(Linder 2018). Literature related to race finds mixed effects;
some studies document greater bystander action and readiness
to help Black and Latinx students compared to others (Brown
et al. 2014; Christensen and Harris 2019), while other studies
found that Black and Hispanic students reported more missed
opportunities (Hoxmeier et al. 2017) and less likelihood to
intervene (Brewster and Tucker 2016). Others found no main
effects of race and ethnicity on bystander outcomes but did
find interaction effects between gender and race (Burns et al.
2019; Diamond-Welch et al. 2016). Vignette studies have
demonstrated less willingness to help minoritized victims
(e.g., Katz et al. 2017) and less empathy for victims of color
(Franklin and Garza 2018). These mixed findings call for fur-
ther research.

Intersectionality, Power Consciousness,
and Campus Prevention

Increasingly, researchers in public health and prevention sci-
ence recognize that an intersectional approach is needed, one
that acknowledges an individual’s various positionalities (e.g.,

racial, ethnic, sexual orientation, gender identity, economic,
religious), how they work together and impact experiences of
sexual violence and its prevention (Crenshaw 1991) and cam-
pus sexual violence specifically (Christensen and Harris 2019;
Harris and Linder 2017). Linder (2018) draws on
intersectionality while foregrounding the role systems of op-
pression (e.g., racism, sexism, homophobia, transphobia,
classism) play in over-exposing minoritized groups to multi-
ple forms of violence. Linder proceeds to develop a power-
conscious framework to address the deeply embedded roots of
violence (including sexual violence), accounting for the cen-
trality of power and privilege and calling for solidarity in
undermining oppressions that allow violence to perpetuate.

A bystander approach informed by these frameworks urges
a centering of minoritized identities and how they are impact-
ed by systems of oppression that may lead to different expe-
riences as bystanders and different needs to support acting to
prevent violence. This includes asking students about their
perceived roles as bystanders, how they view their ability to
engage in prosocial action and barriers to action, and what
types of support they need to successfully intervene. In addi-
tion, it is important to know to what extent students feel they
have influence over the factors that facilitate intervention, ver-
sus factors that are the responsibility of the institution. As
such, the guiding questions for this exploratory study are (1)
“What supports do students of color and/or LGBTQ-identified
students say they need to overcome their unique set of bar-
riers, to positively intervene in situations related to sexual
violence and other forms of harm or oppression?” and (2)
“How are these types of support prioritized by students of
color and/or LGBTQ-identified students, and how much in-
fluence do students believe they have over implementing
these supports?”

Methods

This study employed the canonical concept mapping process
outlined by Trochim (1989) to learn more from minoritized
students regarding their perspectives on bystander interven-
tion related to sexual violence, dating violence, and other
forms of harm. Concept mapping is a mixed-methods ap-
proach that uses a structured process to gather input from
participants through a series of phases that result in a visual
depiction of their conceptualization of a particular idea
(Trochim 1989). The process includes gathering qualitative
statements from participants about a particular topic and then
having participants group the statements by perceived similar-
ity. Participants then rank the statements by importance and
other factors, which leads to the generation of visual maps
demonstrating participant perceptions and priorities. Given
its stakeholder-driven process, concept mapping provided an
appropriate fit for the study’s intent of foregrounding
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minoritized student identities, experiences, and priorities with-
in knowledge surrounding bystander intervention and its
resulting initiatives (Kane and Trochim 2007).

Specifically, the current study focused on students who
were identified as individuals of color and/or on the
LGBTQ-spectrum, recruited from multiple campuses that
are part of a large, public university in the mid-Atlantic.
Campus 1 has a significantly larger student population (more
than 40,000 students) than campuses 2 (more than 13,000
students) and 3 (more than 7,000 students). In line with the
campus sizes, campus 1 comprises 55% of overall participa-
tion, with campus 2 comprising 23%, and campus 3 compris-
ing 22%. Based on concept mapping methodology, three
phases were conducted: brainstorming, sorting and rating,
and finally mapping and interpretation of the results
(Trochim 1989). A total of 101 students participated in the
entirety of the study. All materials and procedures for the
project received approval by the university’s Institutional
Review Board (IRB).

Phase 1: Brainstorming

Brainstorming Sample and Recruitment

The study was open to any currently enrolled undergradu-
ate or graduate student over the age of 18 who was identi-
fied as a person of color, identified on the LGBTQ-spec-
trum, or held overlapping identities. To recruit participants
from these hard-to-reach populations, researchers imple-
mented “purposive social network sampling” (Pfeffer
2018), asking that key centers on each campus who work
with students of color, LGBTQ-spectrum students, or the
intersections thereof partner with us in disseminating the
opportunity to participate in the study. Prospective partic-
ipants completed online eligibility forms that ensured they
met inclusion criteria. Prior to the initial round of brain-
storming sessions, researchers made all materials available
to the violence prevention office on each campus (three
total) for feedback prior to submitting for IRB approval.
This helped establish face validity of materials. Partners
were asked to ensure that materials were complete, inclu-
sive, and clear. The team received minor feedback about
the language used to describe certain services and offices
on campus, as well as suggestions for recruitment strate-
gies and accessible locations. Partners were advised to
adapt the screening form to allow participants to select
overlapping racial/sexual/gender identities rather than hav-
ing to choose between identity groups.

Demographic questions were formulated to account for
intersectional identities, allowing participants to select
multiple identifiers, to self-identify, or to not disclose
(see Table 1). Optional identifiers included orientations
and genders that exceed binaries, such as “asexual” or

“genderqueer,” as suggested by Consortium of Higher
Education LGBT Resource Professionals (n.d.). Terms
such as “multiracial” accounted for overlapping racial or
ethnic identities (University of Arizona n.d.). Participants
often selected multiple gender identities, sexual orienta-
tions, races, and ethnicities. Thus in Table 1, the number
of responses often exceeds the total number of participants
in a given activity. Following the conclusion of the brain-
storming activity, with IRB approval, we included two ad-
ditional racial/ethnic categories (South Asian or Southeast
Asian, and Caribbean or Afro-Caribbean) to online sorting
and rating to further accommodate the range of participant
identities.

Brainstorming Procedures

Hour-long brainstorming sessions were conducted on each of
the three campuses, with one geared toward persons of color,
and one geared toward LGBTQ-spectrum individuals, for a
total of six brainstorming sessions. Participants with intersec-
tional identities (e.g., queer of color) were invited to partici-
pate in either or both sessions, with the assurance of being
compensated for two sessions if they chose this route. This
option was offered in recognition of the fact that identities
always contain their overlapping positionalities. Two eligible
students opted to attend both of their campus sessions. A total
of 39 students participated in the brainstorming phase.
Participants received a $30 gift card in compensation for their
time and input.

Brainstorming Measures

Traditionally in concept mapping, brainstorming revolves
around one “focus prompt,” or single complete-the-sentence
statement that gets at the intent of the project (Trochim and
McLinden 2017). All brainstorming participants were asked
to respond to the following focus prompt: “One thing that
would support students in becoming active bystanders who
prevent violence, harm, and oppression on this campus
is…”. Before asking participants to respond, researchers
handed out a sheet that defined the terms violence, harm,
sexual violence, dating violence, oppression, bystander, and
bystander intervention, based on bystander intervention cur-
ricula developed by the Utah Department of Health, Violence
and Injury Prevention Program (2018). Researchers reviewed
the definitions and then invited participants to respond to the
focus prompt. Depending on the technology available, partic-
ipants then responded to the focus prompt by writing their
statements on index cards that were read aloud and displayed
or had their statements added to a visible list within online
software.
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Brainstorming Analysis

After the brainstorming sessions, researchers compared
transcriptions of participant responses to session audio to
ensure collected statements were accurate. Participants col-
lectively brainstormed a total of 165 ideas that then went
through a meticulous idea synthesis process by applying
the “keyword-codeword framework” outlined by Kane and
Rosas (2018). Two researchers identified keywords within
statements, assigned statements broader codes, then com-
bined similar statements, separated multi-focus statements,
ensured statements were understandable and ratable, and

included statements that responded to the focus prompt
(Kane and Rosas 2018). While some ideas unique to each
campus were presented (such as raising awareness of a
campus-specific antibias group), most of the thematic con-
tent was found to overlap across the three campuses, sug-
gesting that “saturation of the topic” was achieved (Kane
and Rosas 2018). This resulted in a final list of 102 state-
ments across the campuses, on par with the recommendation
to produce around 100 statements (Kane and Trochim
2007). These synthesized statements were imported to con-
cept mapping software, CS Global MAX, where they were
randomized prior to phase 2.

Table 1 Participant demographic
characteristics for brainstorming,
sorting, and rating

Characteristics Brainstorming (n = 39) Sorting and rating (n = 78)

Gender identity N % N %

Woman 28 61 51 49

Man 5 11 14 13

Transgender 3 7 10 9

Agender 2 4 4 4

Nonbinary 5 11 14 13

Gender fluid 0 0 4 4

Genderqueer or gender nonconforming 2 4 8 8

Prefer not to disclose 1 2 0 0

Sexual orientation N % N %

Asexual 2 4.5 4 4

Bisexual 12 26 31 28

Gay 1 2 8 7

Straight (heterosexual) 19 41.5 26 23

Lesbian 1 2 3 3

Pansexual 5 11 9 8

Queer 5 11 22 20

Same-gender loving 0 0 4 4

Identity not listed 0 0 2 1.5

Prefer not to disclose 1 2 2 1.5

Race/ethnicity N % N %

African or Black 23 45 16 16.5

Native American or Alaska Native 4 8 0 0

Asian American or East Asian 8 15 20 21

South Asian or Southeast Asian – – 16 16.5

Caribbean or Afro-Caribbean – – 3 3

Middle Eastern or North African 0 0 3 3

Multiracial/ethnic 6 12 9 9

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0

White 5 10 20 21

Latinx or Hispanic 4 8 10 10

Prefer not to disclose 1 2 0 0

A stand-alone dash represents unavailable data due to the IRB-approved inclusion of two additional racial/ethnic
categories (South Asian or Southeast Asian and Caribbean or Afro-Caribbean) following brainstorming and thus
only represented in sorting and rating. This was done to further accommodate the range of participant identities.
Participants often selected multiple gender identities, sexual orientations, races, and ethnicities. Thus, the number
of responses often exceeds the total number of participants in a given activity
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Phase 2: Sorting and Rating

Sorting and rating activities comprise the statement structur-
ing phase that helps generate overarching themes. Sorting
serves to collect individual and thus collective perceptions of
the interrelationship between generated statements (Kane and
Trochim 2007). This combined data becomes the basis for
future point and cluster maps. Rating allows researchers to
determine how participants prioritize ideas and, in the case
of this study, how they understand the degree of influence
they have over implementing ideas. All sorting and rating took
place online via CS Global MAX software.

Sorting and Rating Sample and Recruitment

Eligibility and recruitment procedures were the same as for the
brainstorming phase. Students who participated in the brain-
storming phase were invited to participate, and additional re-
cruitment was conducted by working with campus partners to
send emails to listerves. All prospective participants filled out
the screening form to determine eligibility. A total of 91 stu-
dents participated in the sorting and rating phase, with a total
of 78 participants providing usable data. See Table 1 for
demographics.

Sorting and Rating Procedures

Participants were emailed a link to the sorting activity, which
they were instructed to complete first, and rating activity,
which they could thereafter choose to complete. Participants
had a 3-week period of time to complete sorting and rating.

Sorting and Rating Measures

During the sorting activity, participants were given instruc-
tions based on Kane and Rosas (2018). First they were asked
to categorize the 102 statements derived from the brainstorm-
ing sessions into between 5 and 20 “piles” or groups, based on
how similar in meaning they perceived them to be. They were
instructed to begin by reviewing all statements and then to
click and drag statements into piles in a way that made sense
to them while also attributing a descriptive name to each pile
(e.g., “Outreach”). Sorting participants were instructed to cat-
egorize ideas based on perceived similarity, not based on pri-
ority; to attribute descriptive labels, not labels such as “mis-
cellaneous”; and to place all statements in a pile, even if a
statement was in a pile of its own.

During the rating activity, students were asked to rate the
102 statements on a 4-point Likert scale for both 1 “how
important you feel each idea is for reducing violence, harm,
and oppression on your campus” and 2 “the level of influence
you feel students have/could have over the implementation of
these ideas on your campus”, ranging from 1 (relatively

unimportant/little to no influence) to 4 (extremely important/
strong influence). Whereas the “importance”measure is com-
monly used in concept mapping studies (Kane and Trochim
2007), the “influence” measure was developed uniquely for
this project to determine whether students felt they had the
ability to impact an idea’s implementation. Rating participants
were instructed to begin by reviewing all statements and then
attribute a value of 1–4 to each statement in comparison to all
other statements, to use the full scale range as appropriate, and
to avoid rating all statements with the same number.

Sorting and Rating Analysis

Upon closing the sorting and rating activities, researchers
went through a meticulous quality review of the data guided
by Kane and Rosas (2018). First, activities were removed for
participants who had initiated the process but did not provide
any data. Next, consultation between researchers and CS
Global MAX experts led to the exclusion of activities that
did not meet minimum data standards. This included activities
that sorted less than 75% of statements, those sorted with large
unnamed categories, those activities that attributed the same
rating throughout (e.g., rated every statement a “4”), and in-
complete ratings (Littlefield, J., personal communication,
May 2, 2019–May 6, 2019). This resulted in the exclusion
of seven sorts and two ratings. The final analytic sample in-
cluded 75 total sorts and 65 total rates from a total of 78
participants. All participants who provided data, even if ex-
cluded from use, received compensation of $30 for sorting and
an additional $30 for rating.

Phase 3: Mapping and Interpretation

Following the generation of a specified series of maps, re-
searchers conducted preliminary interpretation and then pre-
sented findings to stakeholders for feedback. In converting
qualitative data to quantitative data, a project similarity matrix
is internally generated by CS Global MAX based on the com-
bination of all participant sorting activities. The software then
applies multidimensional scaling to the similarity matrix,
which generates the point map, a two-dimensional represen-
tation of the spatial relationships between each statement plot-
ted as a point/coordinate. At this phase, the software calculates
stress value, representing the degree to which the distribution
of point map coordinates accurately reflects similarity matrix
data. The stress value of this study was 0.29, with typical
stress ranging from 0.20 to 0.36 and a lower figure
representing better fit (Kane and Rosas 2018). The software
then applies hierarchical cluster analysis deploying Ward’s
algorithm to consider every possible pairing of clusters at each
step while prioritizing the integrity of data (Everitt 1980).
Researchers explored a number of cluster solutions within
CS Global MAX via the cluster replay map feature, which
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compares on “loop” the possible cluster solutions, noting as
clusters become successively merged. Researchers found a
six-cluster solution to be most coherent with the original spa-
tial themes that emerged.

With visual maps generated and preliminary outcomes pro-
duced, researchers organized a stakeholder interpretation ses-
sion with the leadership of campus community centers who
had been close collaborators, as well as researchers adjacent to
the study. This provided a reliability check and an opportunity
to inquire if preliminary findings resonated with what experts
were seeing on-the-ground, to offer exploration of data that
may have gone overlooked, and to discuss next steps such as
actionable deliverables. A total of nine stakeholders and five
researchers attended the session. Researchers provided a brief
presentation to review the study purpose, methods, and pre-
liminary results and then asked a series of questions to seek
input, including whether the findings reflected what stake-
holders observed in their interactions with students and if there
were additional areas of data they wanted explored.
Participants confirmed that the findings mirrored the types
of conversations and observations they had with students,
and they agreed that the clusters made conceptual sense.
Minor suggestions were made, such as needing to refine de-
mographic categories for those of Asian descent.

Results

Identification of Supports for Students to be Helpful
Bystanders

To respond to the research question regarding supports needed
for students to be effective bystanders, statements within the
point map were systematically grouped into regional themes
to form a point cluster map. The final cluster solution was
selected by finding the arrangement that most maintained the
ideological coherence of each cluster and minimized the sep-
aration of like ideas while disallowing the fusion of clusters
containing disparate ideas (Everitt 1980). This led researchers
to agree upon a six-cluster solution as seen in Fig. 1, with
labels selected for each cluster based on familiarity with re-
gional thematic content and the category labels proposed by
participants during the sorting activity (Kane and Rosas
2018).

The point cluster map depicts the six primary conceptual
themes emerging from the study as brainstormed and sorted
by participants: (1) creating and improving student services,
(2) intensifying bystander intervention initiatives, (3) pro-
gramming rooted in identity and social justice, (4) institutional
respect for identity, (5) institutional assurance of safety and
justice, and (6) shifting campus norms via community collab-
oration (see Table 2 to review a sample of verbatim statements
representative of each cluster; see online supplemental

material for a comprehensive list of clusters and associated
statements).

Participants likewise rated each statement based on per-
ceived importance and level of influence, thereby generating
average ratings for each statement and for each cluster overall.
All statements were rated above the midpoint value of 2.0 in
terms of importance and influence. On the 4-point Likert
scale, 21% of items were rated under 3.0 for importance
(i.e., the majority were rated highly important), whereas
63% of items were rated under 3.0 for level of student influ-
ence (i.e., the majority were rated as having moderate
influence).

Importance of and Influence over Identified Supports

Visual maps were generated to respond to the research ques-
tions regarding what students of color and/or LGBTQ-
spectrum students prioritize by importance and feel they do/
do not have influence over. An effective way to compare
cluster ratings by importance and influence is by way of a
“relative pattern match” (Fig. 2), which compares different
rating values in the form of a ladder graph, in this study
displaying “importance” and “influence” values side-by-side.
When a pattern match is generated as “relative,” it applies the
actual highest and lowest average cluster rating values to the
left and right vertical sides of the pattern match, “anchoring”
both data sets to these values and assigning them equal posi-
tion, thus relativizing how data is displayed (Kane and Rosas
2018). As demonstrated in Fig. 2, there is a mid-range nega-
tive correlation between the ratings of importance and influ-
ence (Pearson’s r = − 0.47) implying that the clusters partici-
pants considered most important were conversely the ones
they felt they had the least influence over (Beins and
McCarthy 2018).

There were significant t test differences between partici-
pants’ perceptions of average importance and influence rat-
ings for clusters one through five (1, creating and improving
student services; 2, intensifying bystander intervention initia-
tives; 3, programming rooted in identity and social justice; 4,
institutional respect for identity; and 5, institutional assurance
of safety and justice) although no significant difference for
cluster six, shifting campus norms via community collabora-
tion which is also the cluster over which participants felt that
they and their peers have the greatest degree of influence (see
Table 3).

Discussion

This study focused exclusively on the perspectives of students of
color and/or LGBTQ-spectrum students on bystander interven-
tion as a form of prevention for violence, oppression, and harm.
Overall, findings indicate a need for bystander intervention
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efforts to widen their focus by employing a social justice lens.
Current bystander intervention programs tend to focus exclu-
sively on addressing sexual and dating violence without inte-
grating other forms of oppression. Yet, in addition to dating and
sexual violence, study participants identified various forms of
racism, homophobia, transphobia, and microaggressions as
needing bystander intervention. Participants also highlighted
the ways that their identities are intertwined with their ability
to be active bystanders on college campuses. For example, some
students reported that interveningmay present additional risks or
seeking formal assistance may not be perceived as a helpful
option. Indeed, the results suggest that intersectional approaches
to prevention are needed that acknowledge and address their
lived experiences of violence, harm, and oppression as a part
of sexual violence prevention—not as separate initiatives, which
is typically the practice.

Within the study, participants identified the need for re-
sponse services as the most important in terms of facilitating
bystander intervention. This study was conducted at a
resource-rich campus with numerous victim services offices
and programs, so this warrants further unpacking. It is unclear
whether students are not aware of services, do not feel safe or
comfortable seeking assistance, or may not believe the ser-
vices are relevant to their own experiences. All of these are
critical issues to explore to better understand how tomake sure
all students perceive campus resources as welcoming, power
conscious, and intersectional in their approaches. However,
this cannot be done with an “ahistorical” approach which ne-
glects to recognize that students who were identified as

belonging to a marginalized group may experience a warrant-
ed lack of trust in more formal systems or reporting (Hong
2017) and unique barriers based on fear of being disbelieved,
mistreated, or discriminated against based on identity (Ollen
et al. 2017). While campuses may work to improve their re-
sources and address issues unique to students minoritized by
race, sexuality, or gender identity, there is also the need to
build authentic relationships and trust.

In calling for increased services, participants in this study
acknowledged the need for services tailored toward those
committing acts of violence, in line with a social justice par-
adigm focused on the actions of those who perpetrate vio-
lence, harm, and oppression that simultaneously examines
the systems that allow these acts to occur (Hong 2017).
Applied to college campuses, this means better understanding
perpetration on campus, establishing systems to hold individ-
uals accountable for perpetrating harm against others, and
offering services to potentially change their behavior. This
includes gathering data not just about victimization but also
perpetration experiences and building student trust in fair, just
adjudication processes. Onemodel gaining increased attention
is restorative justice, a victim-centered process in which the
person who perpetrated the act accepts responsibility, with the
goal of repairing the harm caused to the victim/survivor and
those around them (Koss et al. 2014).

As demonstrated by the results, students called for “pro-
gramming rooted in identity and social justice.” Models are
needed for bystander intervention programs that are cross-cut-
ting, addressing multiple forms of oppression, harm, and

Fig. 1 Point cluster map as conceptually grouped by participants. The
point cluster map depicts the original point map or brainstormed
statements plotted as points in two-dimensional space, with the final 6-
cluster solution overlaid (Kane and Trochim 2007). Statements within
each cluster (or “shape”) generally fall under the theme of the descriptive

label attributed. A small number of exceptions may occur with “bridging”
statements, wherein a statement is conceptually related to multiple re-
gions of a map and its position is thus determined by being pulled toward
multiple statements simultaneously (Kane and Rosas 2018)
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Table 2 Sample brainstorming
statements by cluster Cluster Sample statements

1. Creating and improving student
services

Having services/counseling available for those causing harm/acting
abusively who want to change their behavior. (#7)

Increasing staff, funding, and hours of service for therapy and
psychological counseling, Title IX, and victim services offices so
these services can support all students as their individualized needs
arise. (#40)

Creating alternative mechanisms of accountability on campus for those
who may not want to engage law enforcement, campus adjudication
processes, or criminal justice systems. (#76)

2. Intensifying bystander
intervention initiatives

Training authority figures, such as coaches, to engage students who may
not otherwise actively seek out bystander intervention trainings. (#90)

Mandatory skill-building workshops for faculty that will require them to
discuss and apply bystander intervention strategies in classroom set-
tings to prevent or interrupt violence, harm, and oppression. (#23)

Holding interactive skill-building workshops to build confidence and put
bystander intervention into conversation while teaching direct and
indirect intervention strategies for any possible situation. (#46)

3. Programming rooted in identity
and social justice

Training on race, gender, and sexuality needs to be ongoing for students,
faculty, and staff. (#89)

Contextualizing violence prevention education by incorporating dialog
around systems and histories of oppression such as racism, sexism,
homophobia, and transphobia so students can better identify when to
intervene. (#20)

Expanding the way violence is defined and discussed on campus in
educational programs and other forums to include other forms of
violence, harm, and oppression beyond sexual violence. (#88)

4. Institutional respect for identity Ensuring diverse identities are reflected within positions of authority
such as faculty, administration, and the dean of students office so
students will feel safer speaking up, and to remedy the dismissal of
Black and brown students. (#17)

Educating resident assistants, law enforcement, and other staff on the
discrimination faced by LGBTQ/POC/QTPOC students, working to
increase understanding and foster positive interactions. (#73)

Requiring professors to respect the gender identity and expression of
their students and use correct pronouns if a student chooses to disclose
their gender and pronouns. (#53)

5. Institutional assurance of safety
and justice

The institution holding those who harm others accountable and ensuring
their actions are met with consequences. (#21)

Knowing the voices of victims/survivors will be taken seriously and that
institutional action will be taken if they choose to report. (#94)

Ensuring there are institutional routes available to hold professors
accountable and making students aware of these options. (#66)

6. Shifting campus norms via
community collaboration

Having victim services programs, campus health programs, and other
offices collaborate in holding interactive events focused on
LGBTQ/POC/QTPOC experiences with harm, violence, and
oppression. (#37)

Recruiting students who hold positions of leadership or high status to
work toward shifting campus norms toward expectations of active
intervention. (#10)

Holding events that encourage interaction and relationship-building
between students from diverse backgrounds to strengthen a sense of
community and understanding on campus. (#34)

The statements in this table were sampled from each cluster to represent the range of ideas that fall within each
category
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violence (Hamby and Grych 2012). Work is needed to deter-
mine if a single bystander program can effectively address
multiple issues. This means that campus efforts to address
sexual violence and other forms of harm should not be siloed,
with disconnected offices and programs facilitating the work
in isolation. Rather, a social justice paradigm calls for multiple
entities across campus to work together to build capacity and
address the roles of identity, power, and privilege across pro-
grams, policies, and procedures (Hong 2017).

Students in this study also called for “intensifying bystand-
er initiatives,” which includes expanding programs to faculty,
staff, and administrators. Currently, bystander intervention
education programs are typically delivered exclusively to stu-
dents, yet the results from the study indicate a need for faculty
and staff to be equipped with skills to effectively intervene to

address microaggressions in the classroom as well as other
forms of harm and oppression they may witness. This is an
underdeveloped area within the field of bystander interven-
tion, and models are needed for effective program design,
implementation, and evaluation.

Study participants also identified the role of the institution
as salient in the current study. They identified a number of
institutional factors, such as “institutional assurance of safety
and justice” and “institutional respect for identity” as critical
to being effective bystanders. Typically, research on bystander
intervention has focused on individual level correlates
(Banyard 2011). Increasingly, there is recognition that the
context, climate, and environment also matter in facilitating
bystander intervention (McMahon 2015). Collectively, these
findings support the critical role of institutional responsibility

Fig. 2 Relative pattern match depicting participant rating comparison.
The pattern match takes on the form of a “ladder graph” as it compares
average cluster ratings side-by-side. The left vertical side displays average
cluster ratings by perceived importance (high of 3.34; low of 3.04), while

the right vertical side displays average cluster ratings by perceived degree
of influence (high of 3.02; low of 2.82). The data in this pattern match has
been “relativized,” meaning that data sets are anchored to and displayed
relative to the actual highest and lowest average cluster rating values

Table 3 Comparisons of
importance and influence ratings
for all clusters

Cluster Rating M SD t df p

1. Creating and improving student services Importance 3.34 0.23 4.6053 18 p < 0.001

Influence 2.88 0.22

2. Intensifying bystander intervention initiatives Importance 3.10 0.20 4.0832 50 p < 0.001

Influence 2.90 0.21

3. Programming rooted in identity and social
justice

Importance 3.24 0.16 5.6797 56 p < 0.001

Influence 2.98 0.19

4. Institutional respect for identity Importance 3.25 0.36 3.0658 18 p < 0.010

Influence 2.82 0.25

5. Institutional assurance of safety and justice Importance 3.23 0.42 2.7473 30 p < 0.020

Influence 2.87 0.29

6. Shifting campus norms via community
collaboration

Importance 3.04 0.12 0.3595 20 p > 0.050

Influence 3.02 0.14
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across the entire campus (in classrooms, among faculty and
staff, and across the institution). This again speaks to the need
for campuses to not only demonstrate commitment to address-
ing sexual violence but to be actively engaged in a power-
conscious framework that recognizes the intersection among
all types of harm. In addition to mitigating systemic issues
such as racism, genderism, and heterosexism, institutions
must articulate their visions for creating environments that
are safe, inclusive, diverse, and welcoming.

Participants identified the need to address campus norms
that support those who intervene as lowest in importance yet
highest in influence. This suggests that while they do not
necessarily view norms change as a priority, they do believe
they have a role to play in this area. Prevention efforts can
potentially acknowledge this by better explaining the value of
influencing norms and the important role that students have to
play. For example, those with dominant identities can demon-
strate solidarity with their minoritized peers by working to
develop critical consciousness regarding how those peers ex-
perience the world and how they may encounter systemic and
interpersonal harms because of their identity (Linder 2018).
Dickter et al. (2011) found that when nontargets confront rac-
ist or heterosexist language, they are perceived positively and
are more effective at reducing the bias of others; whereas
when targeted individuals do so, they tend to be perceived
negatively and face greater social consequences. Such dem-
onstrations of solidarity can lessen the burden minoritized
individuals face in having to educate those with dominant
identities. Institutional practices, policies, procedures, and cul-
ture must be scrutinized to understand how they not only
disallow harm but actively refute it.

The mean values for both importance and influence ratings
were above the scale midpoint. This suggests that overall,
students believe that a multipronged support approach is need-
ed, with many components having a high priority. In addition,
students generally believe that they can help these efforts,
which provides a solid foundation for further engagement by
the institution. Despite the relatively high mean ratings for
these categories, clusters one through five were found to have
significant difference between ratings of importance and in-
fluence, implying students feel they have less influence over
the most important factors impacting bystander intervention.
On one hand, this emphasizes the need for institutional re-
sponsibility, as, for example, students should not have to en-
sure that appropriate services are in place. On the other hand,
this finding indicates that students may feel a lack of power
and agency when it comes to creating social change. This
suggests a need to identify where students feel they can have
influence and build greater capacity. For example, participants
rated the item “Building community and solidarity amongst
peers in classroom settings so they can call out students or
professors as necessary” highest for level of influence, signi-
fying that student attitudes, skills, and feelings of efficacy can

be fortified to collectively intervene in these situations. In
contrast, the items rated lowest for level of influence included
those aimed at improving the cultural competency and inter-
vention skills of faculty and staff, signifying that the institu-
tion, rather than students, ought to be responsible for them.

The finding for the cluster “programming rooted in identity
and social justice” stood out as unique because it was rated
highly for both importance and influence. This is a key area in
which students from minoritized backgrounds can be effec-
tively engaged. Statements within this cluster call for violence
prevention programming “tailored” toward minoritized iden-
tities, facilitation by individuals from a variety of back-
grounds, and training that reflects “real-life situations” to
which students could contribute knowledge of minoritized
realities and action in the form of peer education. Thus, en-
gaging students in norms change, campus community build-
ing, and peer-focused bystander initiatives and implementing
identity-informed, social-justice-oriented prevention pro-
gramming are a few promising opportunities.

Limitations and Future Research

The results of this exploratory study should be contextualized
within a number of limitations. Due to relatively small sample
size, the results are not necessarily generalizable to the student
body of each campus. The study took place at campuses as-
sociated with one large public institution. While the themes
appeared to cut across campuses, there may be variability that
was not captured. Replication at other institutions is needed,
as well as considering institutional-level characteristics such
as rural versus urban settings, 2- versus 4-year institutions,
commuter versus residential, to list a few examples. A number
of items could have been assigned to multiple clusters, so
further work is needed with additional samples to assess if this
cluster solution is the best configuration. While a number of
definitions were provided to participants to ensure consisten-
cy, the focus prompt asking about “supports for bystander
intervention” did not define “support,” which may be helpful
for future work. In addition, researchers developed the “influ-
ence” measure; further work is needed to determine if it is
reliable.

The current study focused only on whether students iden-
tified as persons of color and/or on the LGBTQ-spectrum.
There are clearly many other variables that contribute to
intersectional identities such as ethnic background, ability
status, immigrant and international status, and more.
Further research is needed to explore the experiences of
these students as well. This study also lacked a true com-
parison group. Additional work could explore whether the
clusters identified by minoritized students are similar or dif-
ferent from students with dominant identities, as well as
whether their ratings of importance and influence differ in
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significant ways. Making meaningful comparisons between
the minoritized groups was not possible because both still
consisted of minoritized students; thus comparison groups
with those who occupy dominant identity positions are need-
ed. There are also numerous gaps that remain in our under-
standing of the experiences of students from minoritized
backgrounds related to participation in sexual violence pre-
vention more generally and bystander intervention specifi-
cally. For example, are there additional factors that inhibit or
facilitate bystander intervention for minoritized students
across the whole social ecology (at individual, group, com-
munity, and societal levels)? How might racism, genderism,
heterosexism, and other forms of oppression present obsta-
cles to intervening or allow those from dominant identity
groups to feel less responsible for intervening on behalf of
minoritized individuals? In addition, further work is needed
to seek out examples of intersectional approaches to preven-
tion and to evaluate their effectiveness. The current study
provides a starting point to develop these important ques-
tions for researchers and practitioners to pursue.

Acknowledgements The authors would like to thank Jennifer Perillo as
well as Camila Belliard-Quiroga for their assistance with the project and
paper.

Funding Information This study was partially funded by a subaward
from the NJ Office of the Attorney General, Department of Law and
Public Safety (Subaward # V-84-16) from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, US Department of Justice (Award #
2016-VA-GX-0072), and partially funded by the Rutgers School of
Social Work.

Compliance with Ethical Standards

Conflict of Interest The authors declare that they have no conflicts of
interest.

Ethical Approval All procedures performed in studies involving human
participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of the institu-
tional and/or national research committee (Arts and Sciences IRB #
Pro20170001073) and with the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later
amendments or comparable ethical standards.

Informed Consent All participants provided informed consent, as ap-
proved by the IRB.

References

Banyard, V. L. (2011). Who will help prevent sexual violence: Creating
an ecological model of bystander intervention. Psychology of
Violence, 1, 216–229.

Banyard, V. L. (2015). Toward the next generation of bystander preven-
tion of sexual and relationship violence: Action coils to engage
communities. Durham: Springer.

Beins, B. C., & McCarthy, M. A. (2018). Research methods and
statistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Brewster,M., & Tucker, J.M. (2016). Understanding bystander behavior:
The influence of and interaction between bystander characteristics
and situational factors. Victims & Offenders, 11, 455–481.

Brown, A. L., Banyard, V. L., & Moynihan, M. M. (2014). College
students as helpful bystanders against sexual violence: Gender, race,
and year in college moderate the impact of perceived peer norms.
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 38, 350–362. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0361684314526855.

Burns, V. L., Eaton, A. A., Long, H., & Zapp, D. (2019). Exploring the
Role of Race andGender on Perceived Bystander Ability and Intent:
Findings Before and After Exposure to an Online Training Program
to Prevent Sexual Assault on Campus. Violence Against
Women , 25 (8) , 999–1017 . h t t p s : / / do i . o rg /10 .1177 /
1077801218807089.

Christensen,M.C., Harris, R.J. (2019). Correlates of Bystander Readiness
to Help Among a Diverse College Student Population: An
Intersectional Perspective. Research in Higher Education 60,
1195–1226. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-018-09544-6.

Coker, A. L., Bush, H., Cook-Craig, P., DeGue, S., Clear, E., Brancato,
C., et al. (2017). RCT testing bystander effectiveness to reduce vi-
olence. Americal Journal of Preventive Medicine, 52, 566–578.

Coker, A.L., Bush, H.M., Clear, E.R. et al. (2020). Bystander Program
Effectiveness to Reduce Violence and Violence Acceptance Within
Sexual Minority Male and Female High School Students Using a
Cluster RCT. Prevention Science 21, 434–444. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11121-019-01073-7.

Consortium of Higher Education LGBT Resource Professionals. (n.d.).
Suggested best practices for asking sexual orientation and gender on
college applications. Retrieved from http://www.lgbtcampus.org/
assets/docs/suggested%20best%20practices%20for%20asking%
20sexual%20orientation%20and%20gender%20on%20college%
20applications.pdf.

Crenshaw, K.W. (1991). Mapping the margins: Intersectionality, identity
politics, and violence against women of color. Stanford Law Review,
43, 1241–1299.

Diamond-Welch, B. K., Hetzel-Riggin, M. D., & Hemingway, J. A.
(2016). The willingness of college students to intervene in sexual
assault situations: Attitude and behavior differences by gender, race,
age, and community of origin. Violence and Gender, 3, 49–54.

Dickter, C. L., Kittel, J. A., & Gyurovski, I. I. (2011). Perceptions of non-
target confronters in response to racist and heterosexist remarks.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 42, 112–119.

Everitt, B. (1980). Cluster analysis. New York: Halsted Press.
Franklin, C. A., & Garza, A. D. (2018). Sexual Assault Disclosure: The

Effect of Victim Race and Perpetrator Type on Empathy,
Culpability, and Service Referral for Survivors in a Hypothetical
Scenario. Journal of Interpersonal Violence. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0886260518759656.

Hamby, S., & Grych, J. (2013). Springer briefs in sociology. The web of
violence: Exploring connections among different forms of interper-
sonal violence and abuse. Springer Science + Business
Media. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-5596-3.

Harris, J. C. (2017). Centering women of color in the discourse on sexual
violence on college campuses. In J. C. Harris & C. Linder (Eds.),
Intersections of identity and sexual violence on campus: Centering
minoritized students’ experiences (pp. 42–59). Sterling: Stylus
Publishing, LLC.

Harris, J. C., & Linder, C. (2017). Introduction. In J. C. Harris & C.
Linder (Eds.), Intersections of identity and sexual violence on cam-
pus: Centering minoritized students’ experiences (pp. 1–20).
Sterling: Stylus Publishing, LLC.

Hong, L. (2017). Digging up the roots, rustling the leaves: A critical
consideration of the root causes of sexual violence and why higher
education needs more courage. In J. C. Harris & C. Linder (Eds.),
Intersections of identity and sexual violence on campus: Centering

805Prev Sci (2020) 21:795–806

https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684314526855
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684314526855
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801218807089
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801218807089
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-018-09544-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-019-01073-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-019-01073-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518759656
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518759656
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-5596-3


minoritized students’ experiences (pp. 23–41). Sterling: Stylus
Publishing, LLC.

Hoxmeier, J. C., Acock, A. C., & Flay, B. R. (2017). Students as
prosocial bystanders to sexual assault: Demographic correlates of
intervention norms, intentions, and missed opportunities. Journal
o f In terpersona l V io lence . h t tps : / /do i .o rg /10 .1177/
0886260517689888.

Jouriles, E. N., Krauss, A., Vu, N. L., Banyard, V. L., & McDonald, R.
(2018). Bystander programs addressing sexual violence on college
campuses: A systematic review and meta-analysis of program out-
comes and delivery methods. Journal of American College Health,
66, 457–466. https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2018.1431906.

Kane, M., & Rosas, S. (2018). Conversations about group concept map-
ping: Applications, examples, and enhancements. Thousand Oaks:
SAGE Publications, Inc..

Kane, M., & Trochim, W. M. K. (2007). Concept mapping for planning
and evaluation. Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc..

Katz, J., & Moore, J. (2013). Bystander education training for campus
sexual assault prevention: An initial meta-analysis. Violence and
Victims, 28, 1054–1067. https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-
12-00113.

Katz, J., Merrilees, C., Hoxmeier, J. C., & Motisi, M. (2017). White
female bystanders’ responses to a black women at risk for incapac-
itated sexual assault. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 41, 273–285.

Koss, M. P., Wilgus, J. K., & Williamsen, K. M. (2014). Campus sexual
misconduct: Restorative justice approaches to enhance compliance
with title IX guidance. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 15, 242–257.

Linder, C. (2018). Sexual violence on campus: Power-conscious ap-
proaches to awareness, prevention, and response. Bingley:
Emerald Publishing Limited.

McMahon, S. (2015). Call for research on bystander intervention to pre-
vent sexual violence: The role of campus environments. American
Journal of Community Psychology, 55, 472–489.

McMahon, S., & Banyard, V. L. (2012). When can I help? A conceptual
framework for preventing violence through bystander intervention.
Trauma, Violence & Abuse, 13(1), 3–14.

Ollen, E. W., Ameral, V. E., Reed, K. P., & Hines, D. (2017). Sexual
minority college students’ perceptions on dating violence and sexual
assault. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 64, 112–119.

Pfeffer, C. (2018). Queer accounting: Methodological investments and
disinvestments. In D. Compton, T. Meadow, & K. Schilt (Eds.),
Other, please specify: Queer methods in sociology (pp. 304–326).
University of California Press.

Porter, J., & McQuiller Williams, L. (2011). Intimate violence among
underrepresented groups on a college campus. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 26, 3210–3224. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0886260510393011.

Rothman, E. F., Edwards, K. M., Rizzo, A. J., Kearns, M., & Banyard, V.
L. (2019). Perceptions of community norms and youths’ reactive
and proactive dating and sexual violence bystander action.
American Journal of Community Psychology, 63, 122–134.

Trochim, W. M. K. (1989). An introduction to concept mapping for plan-
ning and evaluation. Evaluation and Program Planning, 12, 1–16.

Trochim, W. M., McLinden, D. (2017). Introduction to a special issue on
concept mapping. Evaluation and Program Planning 60, 166–175.

University of Arizona. (n.d.). Inclusive and functional demographic ques-
tions. Retrieved from https://lgbtq.arizona.edu/sites/lgbtq.arizona.
edu/files/Inclusive%20and%20Functional%20Demographic%
20Questions.pdf

Utah Department of Health, Violence and Injury Prevention Program.
(2018). Upstanding: stepping up to prevent violence in Utah.
Retr ieved from http: / /www.health.utah.gov/vipp/pdf/
RapeSexualAssault/UpstandingProgramReview.pdf

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdic-
tional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

806 Prev Sci (2020) 21:795–806

https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517689888
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517689888
https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2018.1431906
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-12-00113
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-12-00113
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260510393011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260510393011

	Bystander...
	Abstract
	Factors Influencing Bystander Intervention and the Role of Identity
	Intersectionality, Power Consciousness, and Campus Prevention
	Methods
	Phase 1: Brainstorming
	Brainstorming Sample and Recruitment
	Brainstorming Procedures
	Brainstorming Measures
	Brainstorming Analysis

	Phase 2: Sorting and Rating
	Sorting and Rating Sample and Recruitment
	Sorting and Rating Procedures
	Sorting and Rating Measures
	Sorting and Rating Analysis

	Phase 3: Mapping and Interpretation

	Results
	Identification of Supports for Students to be Helpful Bystanders
	Importance of and Influence over Identified Supports

	Discussion

	This link is 10.1007/s11121-01134-,",
	This link is 10.1007/s11121-01134-,",
	This link is 10.1007/s11121-01134-,",
	Limitations and Future Research
	References


