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RESEARCH ARTICLE

Faculty Bystanders: Capturing University Faculty’s 
Willingness to Engage in Prosocial Behavior
Nada Elias-Lamberta, Sarah R. Leatb, Jessica Gracea, and Rachel Voth Schrag c

aDepartment of Social Work, Texas Christian University, Fort Worth, TX, USA; bSchool of Social Work, 
University of Memphis, Memphis, TN, USA; cSchool of Social Work, University of Texas at Arlington, 
Arlington, TX, USA

ABSTRACT
This study explores faculty members’ rape-supportive beliefs and 
bystander attitudes and behaviors. An online survey was admi-
nistered to a non-probability, convenience sample of 167 faculty 
from a university in the US. The results indicate that faculty 
gender influences bystander behaviors and their age influences 
rape myth acceptance. Study results found younger faculty and 
faculty from specific colleges were more likely to engage in 
bystander intervention programming. Younger bystander inter-
vention program participants were also less likely to endorse rape 
myths. The findings offer insight regarding specific content to 
include in faculty-focused bystander intervention programming 
and suggestions for messaging to ensure that bystander inter-
vention initiatives are impactful to faculty.
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Gender-based violence has continued to be an epidemic problem on college 
campuses. While estimates of the prevalence of gender-based violence vary, 
consensus exists that university students are at particularly high risk for experi-
encing gender-based violence (Cantor et al., 2015; Carey et al., 2015; Fisher et al.,  
2000; Smith et al., 2018). Universities have continued to develop and implement 
initiatives to address gender-based violence on campus and have recently turned 
their focus on working to engage faculty and staff in these initiatives.

Community is a key component in the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention’s (CDC) social-ecological model for violence prevention (see, 
Figure 1). This model identifies four levels that influence violence; individual, 
relationship, community, and societal factors and recommends that prevention 
efforts should be directed in each area (CDC, 2019; Krug et al., 2002). 
Application of this model on college campuses not only supports bystander 
intervention training for students but seeks to involve faculty and administrators 
in prevention efforts to collaboratively challenge community norms that enable 
violence to exist on campus. The Second Report of the White House Task Force 
to Protect Students from Sexual Assault and The Campus Sexual Violence 
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Elimination (SaVE) Act call for institutions of higher education to increase 
efforts to address campus sexual assault and explicitly promote a bystander 
approach (Department of Education, 2014; The White House, 2017).

The bystander approach teaches participants that they have a unique role in 
preventing and stopping gender-based violence and provides tools for inter-
vening in a safe manner (Banyard et al., 2007). The bystander approach views 
sexual violence as a community issue and emphasizes speaking out against 
social and cultural norms that support violent behavior (Banyard et al., 2007; 
Hoxmeier et al., 2016). An effective way to prevent sexual violence is to change 
community norms regarding sexual violence and prosocial behavior (Banyard 
et al., 2004). However, changing community norms requires understanding 
what specific norms need to change and who is most likely to intervene in 
bystander situations so that specific populations can be targeted with preven-
tion messages. The purpose of this study was to explore university faculty 
members’ rape-supportive beliefs and bystander attitudes and behaviors to 
continue to inform the development of effective gender-based violence pre-
vention programming for university faculty.

Literature review

Previous research and theories highlight the connection between the attitudes 
and behaviors of bystanders, which has informed violence prevention pro-
gramming in university settings. The Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen,  
1991) and the Transtheoretical Model of Behavior Change (Prochaska & 

Figure 1. CDC Social-Ecological Model of Prevention (CDC, 2019).
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DiClemente, 2005) both discuss the direct connection between attitudes, social 
norms, and related behavior change. Previous studies found that students with 
dismissive attitudes and limited knowledge about sexual violence are less likely 
to intervene in those situations (Banyard & Moynihan, 2011). In contrast, 
intention to intervene is greater in students that indicate a sense of responsi-
bility to their community and have increased knowledge about sexual violence 
(Banyard, 2008; Bennett et al., 2014; McMahon, 2010; Meyer, 2008; Nicksa,  
2014). As a result, bystander programming focuses on increasing students’ 
knowledge of sexual violence, in addition to challenging the community 
norms and attitudes that enable violence to exist (Banyard et al., 2007; 
Borges et al., 2008; Hoxmeier et al., 2016).

There have been several studies that have examined the prevalence of rape- 
supportive beliefs on campuses (Bannon et al., 2013; Banyard & Moynihan,  
2011; McMahon, 2010). Although none of these studies included faculty 
participants, study results identified several characteristics associated with 
rape myth acceptance that may be instructive for planning prevention strate-
gies. Rape myth acceptance tends to be greater in males, in individuals with 
lower levels of education, and in those that hold hostile beliefs toward women 
(Aosved & Long, 2006; Suarez & Gadalla, 2010) It is also greater in individuals 
who demonstrate greater levels of sexism, racism, homophobia, and other 
oppressive belief systems, thus suggesting that rape myth acceptance may be 
reflective of a larger belief system of intolerance (Aosved & Long, 2006). There 
is also evidence that rape myth acceptance may vary across age (Powers et al.,  
2015). As attitudes influence behavior, similarly, rape myth acceptance 
impacts willingness to intervene. Lower rape myth acceptance is associated 
with greater prosocial bystander behavior, while those with higher rape myth 
acceptance are less likely to intervene in situations involving sexual violence 
(Diener, 2016).

In previous research, there is a notable absence of studies conducted with 
university faculty regarding their role in bystander intervention approaches. 
Despite recognition of faculty as leaders in a university setting and potential 
collaborators in violence prevention efforts, there have been no other studies 
focused on understanding the faculty role in bystander intervention or their 
attitudes and behaviors about sexual violence (Graham et al., 2019; Meyer, 2008).

Study purpose

Given that little is known about university faculty’s beliefs and attitudes about 
sexual violence and bystander behavior, this study seeks to understand factors 
that impact faculty’s engagement in prosocial behavior and their personal 
beliefs regarding rape myths and bystander attitudes. This study contends 
that demographic characteristics, such as gender, age, race/ethnicity, disci-
pline, and position at the university may influence beliefs and attitudes 
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regarding rape myth acceptance and prosocial behavior among university 
faculty. Further, this study hypothesizes that participating in a bystander 
intervention program tailored for faculty will positively impact rape myth 
acceptance and attitudes and beliefs regarding bystander behavior as com-
pared to faculty who have not participated in a bystander intervention 
program.

Methods

This exploratory study utilizes a cross-sectional, survey design to examine how 
group differences such as demographic differences and program participation 
affect rape myth acceptance levels and bystander attitudes and behaviors 
among university faculty. An online survey was administered to a non- 
probability, convenience sample of 167 faculty from a mid-sized, central 
university in the US. This study is part of a larger evaluation study of a faculty- 
focused bystander intervention program. The study received university human 
subject approval.

Recruitment

The authors shared the study flyer and survey link via e-mail with all faculty 
who had attended the bystander intervention workshop. The authors also 
shared the study flyer and survey link via e-mail with faculty who had not 
attended the bystander intervention workshop but were in the same academic 
units as an instructor who had attended the bystander intervention workshop. 
The sample met the following inclusion criteria: (1) participation in a faculty- 
focused bystander intervention program; (2) instructor who did not partici-
pate in the faculty-focused bystander intervention program, but was in the 
same academic unit as an instructor who participated in the faculty-focused 
bystander intervention program; (3) currently working as an instructor at this 
university in the southwestern US; and, (4) fluent in the English language.

Data collection procedures

Informed consent was obtained at the start of the online survey from all 
participants. Participants were asked to complete an online survey adminis-
tered via Qualtrics. The faculty who participated in the workshop attended an 
evidence-informed, faculty-focused bystander intervention program devel-
oped by one of the authors over the past five years. As noted previously, not 
all participants attended the faculty-focused bystander intervention program. 
No incentive was provided to faculty to attend the workshops.

4 N. ELIAS-LAMBERT ET AL.



Bystander intervention program

The two-hour bystander intervention workshop empowers faculty members to 
recognize, discourage, and prevent a culture that enables violence. Faculty 
participants learn to recognize dangerous behaviors, work to create a safe 
learning environment, model bystander skills, support students and collea-
gues, and promote a culture of nonviolence. Faculty participants learn facts 
about sexual violence in America, learn how to apply the five bystander 
intervention steps (Latane & Darley, 1970), discuss the culture of violence 
on college campuses, and understand mandated reporting guidelines. Faculty 
participants also discuss and practice specific bystander intervention strategies 
for interacting with students and other members of the campus community.

Measures

Demographic questionnaire

A demographic questionnaire was used to collect basic demographic information, 
such as age, race/ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, academic unit, and job title.

Marlowe–Crowne social desirability scale–short form (MCSDS-SF)

This 11-item scale was used to assess a socially desirable response bias among 
participants. One hundred forty-seven participants completed the social desir-
ability scale. 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. The scoring conventions for the scale indicate that 
scores ranging from zero to three indicate low social desirability, four to seven 
indicate average social desirability, and eight to eleven indicate high social 
desirability. Total scores ranged from one to 11 with higher scores indicating 
more desire for social approval. 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 = .61; Reynolds, 1982). The average score for the total sample was 6.85 
(SD = 2.23) therefore indicating that the majority of the sample answered the 
questions with an average degree of concern for social desirability. See, 
Figure 2 for raw scores.

Updated Illinois rape myth acceptance scale (IRMAS)

This is a 22-item scale developed to assess participants’ endorsement of 
common rape myths. Participants indicate on a 5-point Likert-type scale the 
extent to which they agree with each item. For example, If a girl is raped while 
she is drunk, she is at least somewhat responsible for letting things get out of 
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hand. Higher scores indicate greater acceptance or endorsement of rape 
myths. One hundred thirty-two participants completed the IRMA. Total 
scores for the whole sample ranged from 22 to 68 with higher scores indicating 
more acceptance of rape myths. The average score for the total sample was 
30.33 (SD = 9.30). However, the majority of the total scores indicate low rape 
myth acceptance overall. See, Figure 3 for raw scores. The Cronbach’s alpha 
for the updated IRMAS is 0.87 and for the current sample, it is α = 0.91 
(McMahon & Farmer, 2011; Payne et al., 1999).

Modified faculty version of the bystander attitude scale–revised (BAS-R)

A modified version of the Bystander Attitude Scale – Revised (McMahon et al.,  
2011) was used to assess bystander attitudes. This scale includes 27 potential 
bystander helping behaviors that participants are asked to respond on a 5-point 
Likert-type scale how likely they would be to engage in that bystander behavior. 
Higher scores indicate more likelihood to engage in prosocial bystander beha-
viors. As the original BAS-R is validated with university students, the research-
ers modified the scale items to be more relevant for faculty participants. The 
researchers also expanded the scope of the scale to not only assess bystander 
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Figure 2. Social desirability raw scores.
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Figure 3. Rape myth acceptance raw scores.
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behaviors related to sexual violence, but also related to sexism, racism, and 
heterosexism. Gender-based violence is reflected in a continuum of behaviors 
from subtle sexist comments and jokes to more severe acts of physical violence 
and sexual assault. These behaviors are often rooted in oppressive beliefs 
systems that include other social injustices such as sexism, racism, and hetero-
sexism (Guy, 2006). As the research around gender-based violence expands, 
there is recognition that bystander intervention programming should confront 
belief systems related to both sexual violence and the spectrum of associated 
behaviors (Orsini et al, 2019). For the purpose of this scale, sexual violence was 
defined as any sexual act or attempt to obtain a sexual act by violence or 
coercion, acts to traffic a person, or acts directed against a person’s sexuality, 
regardless of the relationship to the victim (World Health Organization, 2012); 
sexism was defined as prejudice, stereotyping, or discrimination, typically 
against women, on the basis of sex (Masequesmay, 2021); racism was defined 
as prejudice, discrimination, or antagonism directed against someone of 
a different race based on the belief that one’s own race is superior (Ghani,  
2008); and heterosexism was defined as discrimination or prejudice against 
homosexuals on the assumption that heterosexuality in the normal sexual 
orientation (Jung & Smith, 1993). Two example scale items are How likely are 
you to express concern if you overhear a faculty member making racist comments 
about the students in his/her class when speaking to a colleague? and How likely 
are you to express your concern if a student makes a heterosexist comment 
toward another student in class? The BAS-R scale has demonstrated adequate 
reliability and validity with a university student sample (McMahon et al., 2011). 
One hundred thirty-five participants completed the bystander attitudes scale. 
Total scores ranged from 40 to 135 with higher scores indicating more prosocial 
attitudes. The average score for the total sample was 114.81 (SD = 15.94) 
indicating that the majority of the sample endorsed more prosocial attitudes. 
See, Figure 4 for raw scores. Cronbach’s alpha for the BAS-R was 0.86 and 
Cronbach’s alpha for the modified version for the current sample was 0.95.

Modified faculty version of the bystander behavior scale–revised (BBS-R)

A modified version of the Bystander Behavior Scale – Revised (McMahon et al.,  
2011) was used to assess bystander behaviors participants engaged in during the 
6 months prior to survey administration. This scale includes the same 27 potential 
bystander helping behaviors as the modified version of the BAS-R. The response 
options include “yes,” “no,” and “wasn’t in the situation.” Higher scores indicate 
more prosocial bystander behaviors in which participants engaged in during the 
6 months prior to survey administration. Like the BAS-R, the original BBS-R is 
validated with university students, so the researchers modified the scale items to be 
more relevant for faculty participants. Due to the connection between sexual 
violence and other oppressive beliefs systems such as sexism, racism, and 
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heterosexism (Guy, 2006), the researchers also expanded the scope of the scale to 
not only assess bystander behaviors related to sexual violence, but also related to 
sexism, racism, and heterosexism. For the purpose of this scale, sexual violence was 
defined as any sexual act or attempt to obtain a sexual act by violence or coercion, 
acts to traffic a person, or acts directed against a person’s sexuality, regardless of the 
relationship to the victim (World Health Organization, 2012); sexism was defined 
as prejudice, stereotyping, or discrimination, typically against women, on the basis 
of sex (Masequesmay, 2021); racism was defined as prejudice, discrimination, or 
antagonism directed against someone of a different race based on the belief that 
one’s own race is superior (Ghani, 2008); and heterosexism was defined as 
discrimination or prejudice against homosexuals on the assumption that hetero-
sexuality in the normal sexual orientation (Jung & Smith, 1993). Two example scale 
items are, Have you expressed your concern if a faculty member made a sexist 
comment? and Have you participated in a rally on campus to stop sexual violence 
and other risky behaviors (e.g.: racism, sexism, heterosexism, etc.)? The BBS-R scale 
has demonstrated adequate reliability and validity with a university student sample 
(McMahon et al., 2011). One hundred and thirty-two participants completed the 
bystander behaviors scale. Total scores ranged from 0 to 54 with lower scores 
indicating more prosocial behaviors. The average score for the total sample was 
9.10 (SD = 10.91) indicating that the majority of the sample endorsed more 
prosocial behaviors. See, Figure 5 for raw scores. Cronbach’s alpha for the BBS-R 
was 0.69 and Cronbach’s alpha for the modified version for the current sample 
was 0.96.

Data analysis

First, bivariate analyses were run on key demographic variables in order to under-
stand differences on rape myth acceptance, bystander behaviors, and bystander 
attitudes for the total sample. The demographic variables included in the analysis 
were age, ethnicity, gender, college within the university, and position at the 
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Figure 4. Bystander attitudes scale raw scores.
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university. Statistical tests used for each demographic are presented in Table 1. 
Ethnicity, sexual orientation, college, and position were recoded before the final 
analyses in order to aid in interpretation. Ethnicity was reduced to Caucasian, 
multiracial, and other to eliminate potential identification of participants given that 
the sample for the other racial identities was very small. Participants who selected 
multiracial for their racial identity were not given the opportunity to specify which 
racial or ethnic groups they identified with in order to further protect the identity 
of participants. Sexual orientation was recoded to heterosexual and other given the 
majority of participants identified as heterosexual. College at the university was 
condensed to represent the larger colleges on campus: nursing and health sciences, 
communications, education, fine arts, liberal arts, science and engineering, and 
other. Finally, position was recoded to full professor, associate professor, assistant 
professor, staff, instructor, and other.

Second, in order to determine motivating factors that led to program 
participation, paired samples t-tests and chi-squares were run to determine 
differences in program participation across the five selected demographic 
variables. This information could be used to develop a profile of individuals 
who are more likely to participate in the program.

Finally, Mann-Whitney U tests were run on the sum scores of the three 
measurements to determine if the program impacted rape myth acceptance, 

0

5

10

15

20

25

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 14 15 17 19 24 25 30 47 52 54

Bystander Behaviors Raw Scores

Raw Scores

Figure 5. Bystander behaviors raw scores.

Table 1. Statistical Tests for 
Bivariate Analyses.

Variable Statistical Test

Age Pearson’s r
Ethnicity ANOVA
Gender Mann-Whitney U
College ANOVA
Position ANOVA
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bystander behaviors and bystander attitudes. Mann-Whitney U was chosen 
given the data was not normally distributed (Mann & Whitney, 1947).

Results

Participants

One hundred sixty-seven faculty were recruited to participate in this study. 
Participants were majority female (n = 110, 66.0%) and Caucasian (n = 134, 
80.2%). As the sample was from a Predominantly White Institution (PWI), the 
faculty representation was similar to the sample in that about 77.4% of faculty 
identified as Caucasian. Participants were also primarily associate professors at 
the university (n = 43, 25.7%) and from colleges within the university related to 
nursing and health sciences (n = 37, 22.2%), liberal arts (n = 30, 18.0%), and fine 
arts (n = 30, 18.0%). Of those sampled, 50 individuals participated in the faculty 
bystander intervention program. See, Table 2 for full list of demographics for 
both the total sample and the participant and non-participant treatment groups.

Table 2. Participant demographics (n = 167).
Bystander Program Participation

Variable Total (%)
Participant 
n = 50 (%)

Non-Participant 
n = 117 (%)

Gender
Female 110 (66.0%) 33 (67.0%) 77 (65.8%)
Male 50 (30.0%) 16 (32.0%) 34 (29.1%)

Race/ethnicity
Caucasian 134 (80.2%) 42 (84.0%) 92 (78.6%)
Other 14 (8.4%) 4 (8.0%) 10 (8.6%)
Multiracial 12 (7.2%) 2 (4.0%) 10 (8.5%)

Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual 145 (86.8%) 39 (78.0%) 106 (90.6%)
Other 15 (9.0.6%) 10 (20.0%) 5 (4.4%)

College at University
Nursing and Health Sciences 37 (22.2%) 6 (12.0%) 31 (26.5%)
Liberal Arts 30 (18.0%) 9 (18.0%) 21 (17.9%)
Fine Arts 30 (18.0%) 15 (30.0%) 15 (12.8%)
Science and Engineering 24 (14.4%) 4 (8.0%) 20 (17.1%)
Communications 14 (8.4%) 0 (0.0%) 14 (12.0%)
Education 13 (7.8%) 7 (14.0%) 6 (5.1%)
Other 10 (60.0%) 7 (14.0%) 3 (2.6%)

Position at University
Associate Professor 43 (25.7%) 10 (20.0%) 33 (28.2%)
Assistant Professor 35 (21.0%) 11 (22.0%) 24 (20.5%)
Instructor 25 (15.0%) 8 (16.0%) 17 (14.5%)
Full Professor 23 (13.8%) 4 (8.0%) 19 (16.2%)
Staff 13 (7.8%) 7 (14.0%) 6 (5.1%)
Other 16 (9.6%) 7 (14.0%) 9 (7.7%)
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Bivariate analyses

No significant differences were identified in bivariate analyses between key 
demographics variables and bystander attitudes. Similarly, no significant dif-
ferences were observed in bystander behaviors across demographic variables 
including age, ethnicity, college, and position. However, a difference in bystan-
der behaviors was observed by gender (U = 1489.50, Z = −2.34, p = .019). The 
mean ranks for men and women were 55.88 and 72.18 respectively, indicating 
that men were more likely to engage in prosocial behavior than women. No 
significant differences in rape myth acceptance were observed for gender, 
ethnicity, college, and position. However, age and scores on the IRMA were 
positively correlated [r (165) = .270, p = .004] indicating that as age increases, 
acceptance of rape myths also increases.

Factors influencing program participation

Results of analyses run to determine difference in demographic characteristics 
among those who participated in the program versus those who did not find 
that both age and college affiliation at the university contributed to program 
participation. There was a significant difference in age between program 
participants (M = 44.67, SD = 11.80) and participants who did not attend 
the faculty bystander program (M = 50.13, SD = 9.66). Younger people were 
more likely to be involved in the faculty bystander program (t (137) = 2.897, 
p = .004). In addition, college affiliation significantly predicted program 
participation [X2 (6, N = 158) = 28.02, p  .01]. Program participants were 
more likely to be from the departments of fine arts (31.3%) and education 
(14.6%). Non-participants were more likely to be from the departments of 
communications (12.7%), nursing and health sciences (28.2%), and science 
and engineering (18.2%).

Program outcomes

Finally, Mann-Whitney U tests were used to determine if the program influ-
enced rape myth acceptance, bystander behaviors, and bystander attitudes. No 
significant differences were found between participants and non-participants 
on bystander attitudes and bystander behaviors. However, a significant differ-
ence between participants and non-participants was found for scores on the 
IRMA. The median scores for rape myth acceptance were 25.00 for program 
participants and 28.00 for non-participants. Mann-Whitney U test found 
significant effect for IRMA scores (U = 1361.50, Z = −2.60, p = .009). The 
mean ranks for participants and non-participants were 53.92 and 72.37 
respectively indicating that program participants were less likely to accept 
rape myths.

JOURNAL OF AGGRESSION, MALTREATMENT & TRAUMA 11



Additional Mann-Whitney U tests were performed to explore the signifi-
cant finding regarding rape myth acceptance and age. The researchers divided 
the sample by age in order to determine if scores related to rape myth 
acceptance would still be significantly different between participants and non- 
participants. The sample was divided at the median age which was 47 years 
old. Participants 47 and younger were grouped together and participants 48 
and older were grouped together. Mann-Whitney U tests were then run on 
each subset of the sample. Results for the young sample reveal a significant 
effect between participants and non-participants on their IRMA scores 
(U = 244.59, Z = −2.00, p = .05). The mean ranks for participants and non- 
participants were 22.63 and 31.11 respectively indicating that young program 
participants were less likely to accept rape myths than young non-program 
participants. Mann-Whitney U tests were then conducted on the older sample. 
Results indicate no significant effect between participants and non- 
participants on their IRMA scores (U = 305.50, Z = −.90, p = .37). The mean 
ranks for participants and non-participants were 27.59 and 32.21 respectively.

Discussion

Exploring the attitudes and beliefs of faculty toward prosocial bystander 
behaviors and rape supportive beliefs is a crucial element in sexual violence 
programming on college campuses, however there is a dearth of research in 
this area. This exploratory study examined faculty bystander attitudes, beha-
viors, and levels of rape myth acceptance to identify factors that may con-
tribute to the adoption of prosocial behaviors.

Study findings suggest that personal characteristics of faculty members 
influence prosocial bystander behaviors and rape supportive beliefs. The 
results indicate that gender influences bystander behaviors while age influ-
ences rape myth acceptance, something that other researchers have also 
suggested (Aosved & Long, 2006). Faculty members’ race/ethnicity, college 
department, or position did not impact their bystander attitudes or behaviors 
or their rape supportive beliefs. Study results found that males were more 
likely than females to act as prosocial bystanders. This conclusion is in contra-
diction with previous findings that indicate that men are less likely to engage 
in prosocial behavior (McMahon, 2010; McMahon & Banyard, 2012). 
Additionally, research indicates that men list more barriers to acting as 
a bystander than women (Burns, 2009). However, some studies have found 
that men are more likely to utilize confrontational and proactive strategies 
when acting as a bystander, such as physically intervening in a dangerous 
situation or actively confronting a perpetrator of violence (Amar et al., 2014). 
Although it is unclear why males demonstrate more prosocial behaviors than 
females, the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991) suggests that perceived 
power contributes to likelihood of a person engaging in a particular bystander 
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behavior, so it is important to examine whether identifying with the dominant 
gender group provides a certain level of protection from the potential risks of 
intervening, that is not afforded to individuals in gender and racial minority 
groups. The evidence related to gender bias on student feedback surveys 
(Mengel et al., 2019) may be relevant as well in that along with anxiety related 
to their own safety when intervening in potentially dangerous situations, 
female faculty may also experience added anxiety about offending students 
and risking their job security by intervening. As previous literature identified 
a connection between rape myth acceptance and other intolerant belief sys-
tems (Aosved & Long, 2006), evaluating the influence of power and privilege 
in these discussions is essential. This includes exploring whether the behaviors 
identified on the bystander scales are inclusive and accessible to all types of 
individuals. These are important next steps in faculty bystander research, 
especially as university faculty becomes more diverse in representation and 
experiences.

The study results also suggest that personal characteristics influence bystan-
der intervention program participation. The results indicate that younger 
faculty were more likely to participate in the bystander intervention program. 
To engage a more diverse age range of faculty participants, program devel-
opers may consider developing program advertisements that target different 
generations of participants.

Participation across colleges varied with faculty from Fine Arts and 
Education being more likely to participate as compared to Communications, 
Nursing and Health Sciences, and Science and Engineering. It would be 
worthwhile to consider different messages to target different disciplines with 
bystander intervention programming. One strategy may be a train-the-the 
trainer option where the trained facilitator is a faculty member from the same 
college as faculty may be more likely to hear the messages when they come 
from a faculty member from a similar discipline. The use of peer leaders to 
share bystander messages has been shown to be effective with university 
student bystander intervention programming (Kelly, 2004). Findings indicate 
that participants are more engaged in the content when they receive the 
information from peers and the message of the intervention has proven to 
have a longer lasting effect as long as peer leaders are effectively trained 
(McMahon et al., 2015; Moynihan et al., 2011; V.L. Banyard et al., 2009). 
Similar results could be anticipated if peer leaders within each department are 
utilized to train faculty in bystander intervention programming.

Results of this study did not find significant differences between pro-
gram participants and non-participants in terms of bystander attitudes or 
behaviors. This could be because most participants rated higher on both 
scales indicating an overall endorsement of prosocial attitudes and beha-
viors. However, this study did find a significant effect between partici-
pants and non-participants with regards to rape myth acceptance. 
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Younger participants of the bystander intervention program were less 
likely to endorse rape myths than older participants and non- 
participants of the program. This finding is consistent with previous 
literature that highlights that rape myth acceptance varies across different 
age groups (Powers et al., 2015). Since the program significantly impacted 
rape myth acceptance, this finding supports the importance of including 
rape myths in bystander intervention programming. Furthermore, having 
targeted messages which address age differences could enhance bystander 
intervention programming effectiveness for faculty. This may also indicate 
the need to engage faculty members early in their academic careers when 
they may be more open to sexual violence prevention education and 
programming.

Limitations

Several limitations were noted with this study. First, this study sought to 
recruit participants who had participated in a bystander intervention program 
as well as those who might be unfamiliar with bystander intervention pro-
gramming. However, there is potential for participant bias since those who 
were familiar with bystander intervention may have been more likely to 
participate in the survey. Therefore, it is possible for a majority of participants 
to have previous knowledge of bystander intervention concepts, and this could 
lead to an increased willingness to engage in prosocial behavior and have more 
positive attitudes toward being an active bystander. In addition, this limitation 
could be why the data collected was more positively skewed. Faculty who are 
more likely to have positive attitudes toward prosocial behavior may also be 
less likely to endorse rape myths. Furthermore, participants within this study 
indicated average levels of social desirability which could also have influenced 
their responses. Considering one of the goals of bystander programming is to 
prevent sexual violence, participants included in this study may have 
responded to the survey in a more socially desirable manner. Next, partici-
pants were all faculty at a single private PWI, and as such findings may not be 
generalizable to other university settings, particularly non-PWIs or public 
institutions. This study used a posttest design and only surveyed participants 
after they had completed the bystander intervention program. Therefore, it is 
challenging to identify if the results of this study are indicative of participants 
perceptions and beliefs before they completed the program or if the program 
impacted their perceptions and beliefs. Finally, due to the data being skewed, 
the researchers used non-parametric statistical tests to analyze the data appro-
priately and accurately, losing some statistical power and increasing the risk of 
a type II error.
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Practice and policy implications

The results of this study demonstrate that personal characteristics, such as age, 
gender, and college affiliation within the university have the potential to 
influence willingness to engage in prosocial behavior and participate in 
a bystander intervention program. These findings reveal important implica-
tions for practice and policy. First, it is important for those developing faculty 
bystander intervention programs to be inclusive in their design and seek 
feedback from a diverse group of faculty during the development process. 
Given that demographic characteristics could influence behavior, targeted 
messages may be necessary to engage a wide variety of faculty to participate. 
Furthermore, identifying faculty that have a personal connection to the 
bystander intervention message and the prevention of violence on colleges 
campuses who could serve as peer leaders could aide in the recruitment of 
other faculty (Elias-Lambert et al., 2022; Robinson et al., 2020).

Second, this study demonstrates the importance of including rape myths in 
faculty bystander intervention program development. By including 
a discussion of rape myths and prevalence statistics in the program, faculty 
are awakened to the harmful narratives and beliefs that create a rape- 
supportive culture. Training faculty to identify these myths in academic set-
tings and then giving them the tools to intervene has the potential to impact 
positive change and promote a culture of nonviolence on campus (Elias- 
Lambert et al., 2022).

Finally, this study highlights the continued importance of including faculty 
in bystander intervention programming. Faculty play a critical role in shaping 
campus culture and can serve as models of prosocial behavior for students 
(Graham et al., 2019; McMahon, 2015; Robinson et al., 2020). This study 
demonstrates the success of bystander intervention programming to impact 
faculty beliefs around rape myths and sexual violence. Advocates from social 
work and related disciplines should call for revisions to the Campus SAVE Act 
(Department of Education, 2014; The White House, 2017) to include faculty in 
bystander intervention programming to ensure prevention messages reach 
multiple levels of university personnel.

Conclusions and future research

Future research could focus on psychometric testing for the revised faculty 
bystander attitude and behavior scales to ensure they are reliable and valid 
with a faculty sample. This psychometric testing could also assess if the revised 
scales are accurately measuring the intersectional constructs such as sexism 
and racism. The validation of the revised and expanded faculty bystander 
attitude and behavior scales could allow for an effective evaluation of faculty- 
focused bystander intervention programming at the university level. Future 
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research could also include an outcome evaluation of the program across 
several universities with a more diverse sample. The outcome evaluation 
could include pre- and post-surveys as well as a control group to manage the 
limitations of participant bias. This would provide the opportunity to more 
effectively evaluate the program outcomes as well as explore other character-
istics that might influence program participation.

The results of this study contribute to our understanding of university 
faculty members’ rape-supportive beliefs and prosocial bystander attitudes 
and behaviors. The study findings offer insight regarding specific content to 
include in faculty-focused bystander intervention programming and sugges-
tions for messaging to ensure that bystander intervention initiatives are 
impactful to faculty. Results will inform the development of effective gender- 
based violence prevention programming to engage university faculty to pro-
mote cultures of nonviolence on campus.
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