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Abstract: Sexual violence is a prevalent issue on university campuses today. Bystander
intervention programs, which frame violence as a community problem, are a possible
solution to address the issue of sexual violence on campus. As members of the university
community, faculty can play an integral role in preventing sexual violence on campus.
However, little research has assessed faculty members’ perceptions of their role on campus
in the prevention of sexual violence. In this study, three focus groups were conducted with
ten faculty members who had participated in a faculty-focused bystander intervention
workshop. Researchers coded the narrative data from the focus groups and three themes
emerged about faculty members’ perceptions of their role on campus: 1) modeling
bystander behavior, 2) ally to students, and 3) changing cultural norms. The study findings
reveal that faculty see themselves as having varied roles in the prevention of sexual
violence on campus. Social work faculty can use their unique skillset to raise awareness
among their faculty colleagues about the need for bystander intervention training for all
faculty. The findings also reveal important implications about including faculty in
bystander intervention programs in order to change cultural norms around sexual violence
on university campuses.
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Sexual assault is the most common violent crime committed on college campuses today
(Carey et al., 2015). One in three women and one in four men will experience sexual
violence in their lifetimes (Smith et al., 2018). One in five women is sexually assaulted
while in college; 16% of women experience some form of sexual violence during the
academic year, with 47% identifying as repeat victims (Fisher et al., 2010). Female victims
of sexual violence often experience long-term psychological and physical effects and are
more likely to drop out of college than other female students (Maletzky, 2000; Monnier et
al., 2002; Schiefelbein, 2002; Söchting et al., 2004).
As part of an institution of higher education’s comprehensive plan to prevent sexual
violence on campus, it is critical to select prevention strategies that adhere to specific
principles for effective prevention and are based on best practices and available evidence
(Nation et al., 2003). Research is clear that using a multi-pronged approach to prevention
is most effective (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002; Nation et al., 2003). The Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC, 2004) recommends adoption of a public health approach
that focuses on the responsibility of all community members to reduce sexual violence.
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The CDC uses the social-ecological model to better understand violence and the effect of
potential prevention strategies (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002). The social-ecological model
offers a theory-based framework to promote prevention of sexual violence through
bystander intervention. Bystander intervention works at multiple levels of the socialecological model. This model considers the complex interplay between individual,
relationship, community, and societal factors and suggests that in order to prevent violence,
it is necessary to act across multiple levels of the model simultaneously (Dahlberg & Krug,
2002). While previous research explores factors that influence bystander behavior on the
microsystem level, Banyard (2011) uses the ecological model to emphasize the importance
of analyzing the next levels in bystander behavior, the macro and exosystem, to ask
questions concerning different communities, cultures, norms, and peer groups to better
understand the leverage points to increase bystander behavior. This comprehensive
approach is more likely to sustain prevention efforts over time than any single intervention
(Nation et al., 2003).
The Campus Sexual Violence Elimination (SaVE, 2013) Act and the White House
Task Force Report to Protect Students from Campus Assault call for institutions of higher
education to increase efforts to address campus sexual assault and explicitly promote a
bystander approach (Department of Education, 2014; White House, 2014). The bystander
model frames sexual violence as a community issue and focuses both on increasing
community members’ receptivity to prevention messages, training, and supporting
bystander behaviors (Banyard et al., 2007; Edwards, 2009; Foubert, 2000; Moynihan &
Banyard, 2008). The bystander model is unique in that it does not solely target victims or
perpetrators of violence; rather, it calls upon all community members to work together to
enhance efforts to change broader group and community norms around sexual violence
(Banyard et al., 2007). Most campus-based bystander intervention programs currently
target students; however, offering bystander intervention programming to faculty is critical
to preventing sexual violence since faculty play significant roles in shaping the norms on
college campuses (Hektner & Swenson, 2012; Kousholt & Fisker, 2015; Sanner-Stiehr &
Ward-Smith, 2017).
As members of the campus community, faculty can play an integral part in preventing
sexual violence on college campuses. McMahon (2015) calls for further research with
campus authority figures to determine the impact modeling bystander behaviors may play
in the prevention of campus sexual violence. However, no studies known to the authors
assess how faculty perceive their roles pertaining to sexual violence prevention on campus.
The purpose of this study was to gather university faculty perceptions regarding their role
in prevention of sexual violence on campus.

Faculty Role in Shaping Campus Culture
As part of the campus community, faculty play a role in shaping the culture on campus.
Research has primarily focused on the role of teachers in preventing bullying in primary
and secondary schools and healthcare faculty in universities. In a study with elementary
and middle school teachers, Hektner and Swenson (2012) explain how teachers’ beliefs
about bullying determine both the culture of the school environment as well as how
teachers respond to both bullying and students who are victimized within that environment.
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The results of the study show that, although the teachers sampled did not agree on any
measurable belief about bullying, teachers' attitudes and behaviors about bullying shape
the overall culture of bullying in schools. Furthermore, in a review of research to reduce
bullying in primary and secondary schools, Kousholt and Fisker (2015) identified the need
to target both first order and second order perspectives in preventing bullying in schools.
First order perspectives on bullying, which influence traditional strategies to prevent
bullying, assert that bullying happens solely on individual levels between the perpetrator
and the victim (Kousholt & Fisker, 2015). Second order perspectives, however, incorporate
social contexts as the basis of bullying and address teachers’ bystander behavior as the goal
of prevention strategies (Kousholt & Fisker, 2015). These kinds of approaches shift the
focus away from individual bullying experiences to the overall school environment to
implement prevention methods on multiple levels and bring about large-scale cultural
change (Farley, 2018). Second order change takes place when social structures change
(Kousholt & Fisker, 2015). Therefore, teachers have the ability to influence the culture of
the classroom through their beliefs about appropriate behavior and their actions towards
students (Farley, 2018; Storer et al., 2017).
In addition to primary and secondary education teachers, research has focused on
healthcare faculty members’ ability to shape the culture of the university. Sanner-Stiehr
and Ward-Smith (2017) found that nursing faculty have the ability to shape norms around
appropriate workplace behavior by modeling appropriate conduct with students. This, in
turn, demonstrates how nursing students should treat their patients as well as their
colleagues (Labrague et al., 2015). Faculty can play a large role in creating environments
on campus that are safe, respectful, and that reward professionalism (Moutier et al., 2016).
These studies exemplify the overarching concept that those in leadership roles greatly
influence the culture of an institution (Hektner & Swenson, 2012; Kousholt & Fisker, 2015;
Sanner-Stiehr & Ward-Smith, 2017). Therefore, faculty, like teachers, play a critical role
in shaping campus culture.

Faculty Role in Sexual Violence Prevention
In addition to impacting campus culture, faculty may also influence the prevention of
sexual violence on campus. Graham and colleagues (2019) recommend faculty leverage
their leadership positions on campus to advocate for the prevention of intimate partner
violence among students. Graham et al. (2019) also recommend that faculty use their
various roles in research, teaching, and service to create opportunities to advocate for
students who have experienced violence, whether it be intimate partner violence or sexual
violence. Furthermore, Laughton (2015) argues that faculty should be included in
bystander intervention programs given that faculty members’ leadership on campus gives
them the ability to model appropriate prosocial behaviors such as expectations of respectful
classroom conduct. While there are no empirical studies about the role of university faculty
influencing attitudes about bystander intervention related specifically to campus sexual
violence, a few studies on bullying show that expectations of teachers and other authority
figures may have an impact on students’ decisions to intervene (Fonagy et al., 2009;
Hektner & Swenson, 2012; Jaime et al., 2014; McLaughlin et al., 2005). While researchers
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recommend faculty be involved in prevention efforts, there has been some resistance from
faculty about whether their involvement is part of their faculty role.
Research indicates that faculty face challenges setting boundaries with students who
are experiencing mental health challenges (Hughes & Byrom, 2018; Laws & Fielder, 2012;
Poorman et al., 2011). Particularly faculty in healthcare fields, such as nursing, find
difficulty in knowing when to assist students facing personal challenges with their mental
health, as students often come to them for healthcare advice (Hughes & Byrom, 2018).
Furthermore, faculty expressed that the university administration is often unaware of the
time faculty devote to assisting students with personal challenges and fails to provide
faculty with resources to address the additional emotional load of this work (Laws &
Fielder, 2012). When it comes to interpersonal violence prevention, faculty have expressed
resistance incorporating violence prevention messages into their curriculum for fear that it
would lead students to disclose violence, for which the faculty would be unprepared (Lovi
et al., 2018). In addition, faculty feel unprepared to intervene if they are presented with a
student in need of assistance with violence-related issues (Kousholt & Fisker, 2015).
However, no research known to the authors specifically explores faculty members’
perceptions of their role in sexual violence prevention. Because faculty have the potential
to shape attitudes by modeling prosocial behavior and contributing to a safe campus
culture, it is critical to understand how faculty perceive their role on campus. McMahon
(2015) calls for future research to examine the influence of role models on college
campuses, such as faculty, staff, and administration, to determine how they respond to
sexual violence as well as how they promote bystander intervention when working with
students. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to explore faculty members’ perceptions
of their role in preventing sexual violence on university campuses.

Method
A qualitative, exploratory design was used to gather university faculty perceptions
regarding their role in the prevention of sexual violence on campus. This study is part of a
larger evaluation study of a faculty-focused bystander intervention program. The study was
grounded in a constructivist theoretical framework in which themes and patterns in
collected data were discovered rather than predetermined. Focus groups were chosen to
collect the data for several reasons. First, focus groups are a way of listening to people and
learning from them, which was a main goal of this study (Morgan, 1998). Also, the
researchers were interested in creating lines of communication between facilitators and
participants, as well as between the individual participants. Using focus groups allows the
researcher to gain information about a particular topic and listen to people’s perspectives
in a safe, non-threatening environment (Litosseliti, 2003). The flexible nature of focus
groups offers the researcher insight into the participants’ unique description of their beliefs
and experiences, which then fosters opportunities to explore new ideas as a group
(Litosseliti, 2003). Also, the researchers wanted to use the faculty members’ actual
statements in communicating the results of this study. The study received university human
subject approval.
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Recruitment
A purposive sample of faculty at a university in the Southwestern region of the U.S.
was recruited for this investigation. All members of the sample must have attended both
the faculty-focused bystander intervention program and the faculty-focused train-thetrainer bystander intervention program. The sample met the following inclusion criteria:
(1) participant in a faculty-focused bystander intervention program; (2) participant in a
faculty-focused train-the-trainer bystander intervention program; (3) currently working as
an instructor at the university in the Southwestern US; and, (4) fluent in the English
language. The first author shared the study flyer via email with all faculty who had attended
both the bystander intervention workshop and the bystander intervention train-the-trainer
workshop.
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 colleagues, and promote a culture of nonviolence.
Faculty participants learn facts about sexual violence in America, learn how to apply the
five bystander intervention steps (see 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.
The two-hour bystander intervention train-the-trainer workshop provides a sustainable
way for participants to facilitate the bystander intervention program with colleagues in their
units. The train-the-trainer workshop includes a discussion of potential issues that may
arise during the workshop facilitation as well as ideas about how to customize the
workshop to meet the needs of different groups. Train-the-trainer workshop participants
receive all materials needed to facilitate the workshop and join a collaborative team of
trainers who work together to build a safe campus community. Both workshops, which are
evidence-informed, were developed by one of the authors over the past four years. No
incentive was provided to faculty to attend the workshops; however, many faculty clearly
expressed interest in learning how they could help change campus culture.
Data Collection Procedures
Three mixed-gender focus groups were conducted in 2017. Two focus groups included
three participants and the third focus group had four participants. Each focus group lasted
from 60 to 90 minutes. The research team conducting the focus groups consisted of one
university professor and three social work students: one undergraduate student, one
graduate student, and one PhD student. Each focus group was led by the university
professor and one of the students. Three focus group facilitators were women and one, the
undergraduate student, was a man. The social work students were trained in best practices
for facilitating focus groups by a co-investigator with experience conducting qualitative
research involving focus groups. All focus groups were hosted on campus in locations that
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were familiar and easily accessible to the participants. No faculty members participated in
more than one focus group. Informed consent was obtained from all participants. The focus
groups were directed by a semi-structured guide created by the researchers (see Appendix
A). The guide included questions that addressed faculty perspectives regarding their
participation in the faculty-focused bystander intervention program and the train-thetrainer workshop. The guide was followed by each facilitator for consistency, but each
facilitator went into greater depth with questioning when appropriate.
Data Analysis
The focus groups were audiotaped and professionally transcribed. To assist with the
analysis, the transcriptions were imported into the qualitative software analysis program,
Dedoose, and analyzed using open coding that sought meaningful categories via inductive
content analysis (Creswell, 2007). Using Dedoose, three of the researchers independently
read and coded the transcripts to generate a series of emergent themes and subthemes. The
three researchers met several times to compare their assigned codes. When differences
emerged, the authors discussed the differences in codes using an agreed upon definition of
the codes until a consensus was reached. The authors also used memoing during the coding
process to aid in theme development.
Data analysis included initial open coding during the data collection process. Initial
open coding was used to break down the data into first level distinct concepts and
categories. This allowed for the later exploration of themes that had been identified in early
focus groups. Initial coding also allowed for the recognition of potential gaps in the data
that led to positive methodological changes in future focus groups. Focused coding was
then performed to condense and sharpen the themes and concepts that emerged from the
data (Creswell, 2007). Focused coding required examining what the initial codes implied
and revealed about the data. This coding was guided by concepts and categories identified
during the initial coding process. A thematic analysis was then used to identify faculty
perceptions regarding best practices for bystander intervention programming on campus.
To enhance the rigor of this study, the researchers used three different types of
triangulation strategies (Patton, 2001). First, investigator triangulation (using multiple
analysts to review findings) by two of the researchers was used. This type of triangulation
can provide a check on selective perception and illuminate blind spots in an interpretive
analysis. The fact that both researchers produced similar themes enhanced the validity of
the key themes. Second, triangulation of sources (examining the consistency of different
data sources from within the same method) was achieved by searching the data to
determine whether points existed at which the data from one group supported the data from
other groups. There were several instances in which this occurred. Lastly, the researchers
used perspective triangulation (multiple perspectives to examine and interpret the data) as
they identified relationships among the codes.
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Results
Participants
Ten faculty members participated in three focus groups. At the time of this study, there
were 14 faculty members who were eligible to participate in the study as they had attended
both the faculty bystander intervention program and the train-the-trainer workshop. Thus,
71% of eligible faculty participated in the study. Table 1 reports the demographic
characteristics of the sample. Sixty percent of the participants were women. The majority
of the participants (90%) were European American.
Table 1. Sample Demographic Characteristics (n=10)
Variable
Gender
Female
Male
Ethnicity
European American
African American
College Representation
Fine Arts
Nursing and Health Sciences
Science and Engineering
Communication
Liberal Arts
Faculty Position
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor
Instructor
PhD Student Instructors

%

60
40
90
10
30
20
10
10
30
20
30
30
20

This study yielded results that are important for gaining a better understanding of faculty
perceptions regarding their role in preventing sexual violence on campus. Three main
themes emerged from the focus groups: 1) modeling bystander behavior, 2) ally to students,
and 3) changing cultural norms. Each theme is accompanied by participant statements that
were made during the focus groups.
Modeling Bystander Behavior
Faculty discussed their perception of their role as a model for prosocial bystander
behavior. Participants described how they gained an increased awareness of the need for
prosocial behavior which informed their views of their role on campus. One participant
said, “I think it's reminded me that it is my business, it is my obligation, it is a part of my
job and my duty as a human being and as a professor and as a part of this community to
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intervene. I think before I would tell myself it's my job to teach them this subject not to get
involved in their personal life.” Participants also described how they have changed their
personal behavior to be a better model for students. One participant said, “It’s a difference,
so it makes me think about my own language when I speak, the kinds of ways that I talk
with my colleagues. It just makes me reevaluate the kinds of, the ways that I talk and how
that fits into this goal of creating a better culture.” Furthermore, participants discussed how
their position of authority places them in a role to be a model for prosocial behavior which
made them mindful of their actions. One participant, who was a graduate teaching assistant,
said,
I think I see myself as like a bridge builder kinda role with my students, cause, as
a grad student I'm still very close to them in terms of education and everything.
And I think also because I look like a lot of the (university’s) undergrads, so kind
of modeling, you know, you know, someone that they can, you know, look at and
be like, "Oh, okay, he's a grad student and he's white," you know, like, okay, so
here's how you ... here's how masculinity probably should be, that kinda thing.
An increased awareness of the need for prosocial behavior allowed the faculty included in
the focus groups to view their role as models for prosocial behavior. One participant
summed up their view of faculty members’ role saying, “By understanding that we can
intervene in a non-threatening way. In a non-confrontational way, but, but simply intervene
in a way that is effective, that we can think through our behaviors and hopefully change
how the community functions.” Participants felt that by modeling prosocial behavior for
students, they could make an impact on campus culture relating to the prevention of sexual
violence.
Ally to Students
The second theme that emerged from the data concerned the participants’ views of
their role as a resource to students. Faculty included in the focus groups perceived their
role as a potential confidant for students. One participant said, “I want students to know
they can come to me without having to like mention it every day in class, like, by the way
if you're having a problem, you know.” Several participants discussed the importance of
creating an open line of communication so that if students needed assistance or resources,
they would perceive faculty members as open to discussing sensitive topics. One
participant said, “I try creating a space where students feel they can approach us if they
have concerns, fears, anxieties, that they know that we're a resource for them to get them
to a place where they can seek help, guidance, those kinds of things.” Furthermore, they
discussed the importance of faculty remaining open and non-judgmental. One participant
said, “If students understand we get it, we're not judging you in any manner. We just want
to support and, I think that’s important.”
In addition to viewing themselves as a potential confidant for students, the participants
discussed how their role puts them in the position to identify students who are potentially
at risk. One participant said, “I look at it from the perspective of a faculty member that I
think sometimes we can be folks who are identifying, or at least in a position to get those
students to support, who don't even know sometimes they need it.” The participants also
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noted that they could influence students to take care of themselves. One participant said,
“It is my job to become invested in the community. And to remind them to take care of
themselves.” The participants viewed their role as a potential confidant for students who
could provide a safe space for support and resources when necessary as well as individuals
who are in the position to recognize when a student is at risk and therefore, model how to
take care of themselves.
Changing Cultural Norms
Finally, faculty involved in the focus groups commented on their perception of their
role in changing cultural norms around the topic of sexual violence. Participants expressed
that if faculty recognized their role as prosocial bystanders, change is possible on campus.
One participant said, “I feel that this work (bystander) allows for more visibility on campus,
both in terms of this work and my role in culture-bearer and culture-sharer and a culturechanger. So, you put out this information and it is reflected back at you. I'll speak for
myself, reflected back at me, and so I'm able to see, what needs to be nuanced in terms of
my delivery and my leadership.” Participants each described individually how they viewed
their role in preventing sexual violence on campus. Most commonly, the participants
perceived their role as decreasing victim blaming and changing gender norms. One
participant said of their role, “And that's, to me that's the piece I feel like, that's the part I
want to solve is, is taking the, the blame away from the victims. And I, that's, that's that
emotional hygiene piece I don't know how to fix.” The participants also discussed how
they could use their position as faculty to leverage change in views of gender norms. One
participant said,
And I'm thinking about gender and gender politics and gender roles. I'm gonna be
teaching a ballet class for some football players in the next semester and I
recognize that not all sexual violence is targeted at women and, given the research,
as you've shared with us, there's a higher percentage. So I think it's, I think for me
in terms of my role in changing the culture around sexual violence, it's a
conversation about gender and what it actually means to be a man, and the ways
in which we are programmed to be and act.
Another participant, in describing their view of faculty members’ roles, said, “I think that's
a responsibility that all of us needs to take more seriously, to be fighting the toxic
masculinity that's intrinsic in rape culture.” The participants acknowledged that their role
as faculty gave them the position to make changes that could begin to prevent sexual
violence on campus, and they felt they could have the greatest impact decreasing victim
blaming and changing views of gender norms.

Discussion
The results of this study reveal important insights into faculty members’ perspectives
about their role in preventing violence on campus as well as their role in the lives of
students. After participating in bystander intervention training, faculty members felt that
they could play a critical part in violence prevention and should be included in efforts to
prevent sexual violence on university campuses.
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First, participants viewed one of their roles as modeling prosocial behavior. The
participants gained an awareness that part of their job as faculty was to model prosocial
behavior for students considering they are in a position of authority. This was particularly
noted by participants who possessed similar attributes to the majority of the student body,
such as being a member of the majority racial group and having a younger looking
appearance. Therefore, participants described changing their personal behavior to be more
effective examples for students. While research has demonstrated the potential role conflict
and boundary confusion some faculty may face modeling prosocial behaviors (Hughes &
Byrom, 2018; Kousholt & Fisker, 2015; Laws & Fielder, 2012; Poorman et al., 2011), these
results demonstrate that after receiving bystander intervention training, the participants
developed a new understanding of their role which empowered them to model prosocial
behavior for students. Incorporating faculty into bystander prevention programming has
the ability to help faculty navigate their role as both faculty and university culture-bearers
and ultimately empowers them to challenge cultural norms by changing their personal
actions (Graham et al., 2019).
The faculty involved in this study also discussed their role in the lives of students.
Participants expressed the desire to be perceived by students as an ally and as a resource.
Participants wanted students to feel comfortable talking with faculty about their personal
struggles and experiences with violence. This finding emphasizes the importance of
providing faculty the necessary training in order to have conversations with students and
inform them about the appropriate resources. Research has demonstrated that faculty are
apprehensive about being involved in the lives of students since they feel unprepared for
what students might disclose (Kousholt & Fisker, 2015; Lovi et al., 2018). Therefore,
providing faculty with the knowledge of available resources for students and also giving
them the ability to practice having hypothetical conversations about violent experiences
with their colleagues during training could empower faculty to step into their role as allies
for students.
Finally, participants described their role as culture-changers who challenge cultural
norms around sexual violence. Specifically, they discussed their role in terms of decreasing
victim-blaming and changing gender norms. Participants felt they could have the greatest
impact by targeting maladaptive beliefs about gender in their classroom. Although some
faculty may express hesitation in incorporating discussions on violence in their classes,
findings further demonstrate the need to provide faculty with appropriate training to
effectively broach these topics with students (Baldwin-White & Elias-Lambert, 2016; Lovi
et al., 2018). Giving faculty the space to learn about these issues and brainstorm with their
colleagues on the appropriate places to incorporate issues of gender into their curriculum
could empower faculty to see the importance of having these conversations and the skills
to navigate them effectively. By including faculty in bystander intervention programming,
faculty could gain the skills to recognize when students are at risk and intervene safely by
providing students with needed resources.
Limitations
The results of this study should be considered in light of a few limitations. Since
inclusion in this study was limited to those who had completed a faculty-focused bystander
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intervention program, the sample size was relatively small in comparison to the size of the
university. In addition, the faculty that participated in this study may feel more strongly
about the need for faculty to be involved in sexual violence prevention given they were
motivated to participate in the bystander intervention program even though it was not a
requirement for their employment. Finally, the researchers who analyzed the qualitative
data were part of the bystander intervention program’s development and therefore there is
the potential for bias during the data analysis process.
Implications for Future Research and Practice
The results of this study demonstrate the importance of including faculty in bystander
intervention programming. Participants included in this study felt faculty play a critical
role in shaping campus culture and should be given the tools and training to be able to
create a campus culture that is safe and free of violence. Since this study included only
those faculty who had been through a bystander intervention training specifically targeting
faculty, future research should seek to gather perspectives of faculty who have not received
formal training. Understanding the perceptions of untrained faculty members could reveal
important implications for the continued development of bystander intervention training
for faculty. In addition, exploring faculty members’ perceptions of their role in other social
issues, such as racism, ableism, and heterosexism, could aid in the development of a
program which targets multiple maladaptive cultural norms that perpetuate discrimination
and violence on college campuses. Future research should also focus on determining the
benefit of expanding bystander intervention training to both faculty and staff members as
well as the benefits and challenges to mandating this type of training for faculty and staff.
Social work educators, given their potential for understanding larger social issues
affecting university campuses, are in the unique position to formulate evidence-based
bystander intervention programs and model prosocial behavior for their colleagues. This
study revealed important implications for social work faculty who can use their unique
positions to raise awareness among their colleagues from other professions about the need
for bystander intervention training for faculty. Advocating for more faculty to be involved
in bystander intervention training has the potential to create a safer campus environment
as faculty challenge cultural norms around violence and model prosocial behavior.
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Appendix A. Focus Group Guide
Involvement in the Faculty Bystander Intervention Program (FBIP)
• Why have you committed to being involved in this initiative?
o What was your motivation for involvement in this initiative?
• Has your involvement in this initiative benefitted you? If so, how?
• Has your involvement in this initiative benefitted students? If so, how?
• What do you see as your role in changing the culture on campus regarding sexual
violence?
o Has your perception of your role changed based on your involvement in
the FBIP?
• What do you see as your role in changing the culture on campus, in general?
o Has your perception of your role changed based on your involvement in
the FBIP?
FBIP Skills Development
• What new skills have you learned through your involvement in this initiative?
o How will/have you use(d) the skills you have learned when interacting
with students?
o How will/have you use(d) the skills you have learned when interacting
with colleagues?
• How would/do you address sexual violence on campus?
• If you acted as pro-social bystander, do you believe there would be the
repercussions?
o If so, what would those be? (TCU, college, department)
• Do you believe you have the skills to teach others how to be pro-social
bystanders?
• Do you have suggestions on ways to encourage faculty to act as pro-social
bystanders on campus?
The FBIP
• What worked well in the FBIP?
• What could be improved in the FBIP?
• How do you think your involvement in the FBIP has been received by your
college?
• Have you experienced any victories or challenges through involvement in the
FBIP?
o If so, please share (if they share a challenge, ask for further information
about strategies they used to overcome that challenge)
• Do you have suggestions on how to improve the implementation of the FBIP?
• Do you have suggestions on how to recruit more faculty to participate in the
FBIP?

