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Abstract

There is enthusiasm for programs that promote bystander intervention to prevent dating and sexual
violence (DSV). However, more information about what facilitates or inhibits bystander behavior
in DSV situations is needed. The present cross-sectional survey study investigated whether youth
perceptions of adults” behavior and community norms were associated with how frequently youth
took action and intervened in DSV situations or to prevent DSV. Specifically, study hypotheses
were that youths’ perceptions of community-level variables, such as adults” willingness to help
victims of DSV or prevent DSV, perceptions of community collective efficacy, and perceptions of
community descriptive and injunctive norms disapproving of DSV and supporting DSV
prevention, would be associated with how frequently youths took reactive and proactive bystander
action. Participants were 2,172 students from four high schools in one New England state.
ANOVA analyses found that descriptive norms were associated with all actionist behaviors, and
perceptions of community cohesion were also consistently associated with them. Injunctive norms
were associated, but less consistently, with actionist behaviors. Findings suggest that DSV-related
social norms, and descriptive norms and community cohesion in particular, might be relevant to
youth DSV bystander behavior.
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Researchers continue to document the concerning rates of and deleterious outcomes
associated with dating and sexual violence (DSV) among high school students (Kann et al.,
2016). As many as 20% of U.S. high school-attending girls, and 10% of baoys, report
experiencing physical or sexual dating violence in the past year (Vagi, Olsen, Basile, &
Vivolo-Kantor, 2015), and approximately 94% will directly witness or hear about an incident
of DSV in a given year (Edwards, Rodenhizer-Stampfli, & Eckstein, 2015). Consequently,
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the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, researchers, and practitioner experts
have issued repeated calls for effective primary prevention approaches, and particularly
encouraged strategies that influence community norms and bystander behavior (Banyard,
Weber, Grych, & Hamby, 2016; Basile et al., 2016; Rothman, Bair-Merritt, & Tharp, 2015;
U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2016).

Historically, DSV primary prevention efforts primarily addressed “[victim] risk reduction,
gender-role socialization, or provision of information and discussion of myths and facts
about sexual assault” (Anderson & Whitson, 2005, pg. 385). However, in the 1990s
practitioners, and then later researchers, began to explore the idea that bystanders could be
motivated to intervene in cases of DSV and could influence community norms related to
DSV (Banyard, Plante, & Moynihan, 2004; Berkowitz, 2002). Over the past few decades,
programs such as Bringing in the Bystander®, Green Dot, and other bystander-focused
programs have demonstrated that it is possible to influence individuals’ confidence in their
capacity to intervene as bystanders, willingness to intervene as bystanders, and, in some
evaluations, short-term DSV perpetration behavior (Banyard, Moynihan, & Crossman, 2009;
Banyard, Moynihan, & Plante, 2007; Banyard et al., 2004; Coker et al., 2011, 2017; Cook-
Craig et al., 2014; Storer, Casey, & Herrenkohl, 2016). The theoretical underpinning of these
programs has been described in detail elsewhere (Coker et al., 2011). However, there is only
“mixed evidence” that the bystander programs’ influence on participants” willingness and
confidence to intervene “translate into the actual uptake of active bystander behaviors”
(Storer et al., 2016). In fact, numerous researchers have now suggested that while DSV
bystander programs show promise, more information about what moderates the success of
the programs is needed, and that their effectiveness will likely improve only when
researchers understand more about what facilitates or inhibits bystander behavior in DSV
situations more generally (Langhinrichsen-Rohling & Capaldi, 2012; Storer et al., 2016).

One way to understand better what encourages or inhibits bystander behavior is to parse the
idea of “bystander behavior” in more detail. To date, most studies of bystander action focus
on reactive behaviors, that is: actions that a person might take in the moment when they
observe a situation that is high risk for DSV, such as creating a distraction to get a potential
victim out of the situation (McMahon & Banyard, 2012). Yet increasingly, prevention efforts
like Green Dot are working to also promote proactive behaviors, that is: actions that a person
might take at any time to promote the normalization of healthy relationships, such as using
social media to initiate discussions of healthy relationships or to express condemnation for
coercion and violence. To date, few studies of DSV bystander behavior have treated these
two different types of bystander behavior (/.e., reactive and proactive) as distinct, which may
mask differences between them.

Another way to enrich the available information about influences on bystander behavior is to
consider factors other than individuals’ personality, psychology or personal history, and to
investigate whether peer, family, community, institutional or other factors from “outer
layers” of the social-ecological model might influence whether or not people take action as
bystanders (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Dahlberg & Krug, 2002; Rothman et al., 2015). For
example, there is a rich literature demonstrating the importance of community-level factors
such as collective efficacy on behaviors as diverse as civic engagement, responses to
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violence, and partner violence (Berg, Coman, & Schensul, 2009; Collins, Neal, & Neal,
2014; Duncan, Duncan, Okut, Strycker, & Hix-Small, 2003; Emery, Jolley, & Wu, 2011,
Wickes, Hipp, Sargeant, & Homel, 2013). Similarly, it has been demonstrated that
community gender norms can influence sexual health (Schensul et al., 2015), that
community norms, social control and social connection are associated with neighborhood
crime (Henry, Gorman-Smith, Schoeny, & Tolan, 2014), and that community social norms
may influence altruistic or helpful acts between residents (Mattis et al., 2009). In sum, there
are a number of dimensions of community life that appear to influence what people think,
feel and do, so a logical extension of the existing research would support the contention that
individuals’ perceptions of community norms would influence their DSV-related bystander
behavior (Banyard, Edwards, & Siebold, 2017).

There are two types social norms that have been widely studied. Descriptive norms are
typical behavior patterns in a community, with the expectation that people will behave in
accordance with those patterns (Kitts & Chiang, 2008). Injunctive norms are perceptions
about what kind of behavior is socially encouraged or discouraged (Kitts & Chiang, 2008).
Some prior research has found that injunctive norms may have an influence on behavior
even in situations where descriptive norms do not (Henry et al., 2000; Moon, Weick, &
Uskul, 2018). Numerous prior studies have documented associations between youths’
perceptions of injunctive norms and substance use (Nesi, Rothenberg, Hussong, & Jackson,
2017; Stanley, Swaim, & Dieterich, 2017) and aggression perpetration (Ajzen, 1991;
Bosson, Parrott, Swan, Kuchynka, & Schramm, 2015; Hertzog & Rowley, 2014; Reyes,
Foshee, Niolon, Reidy, & Hall, 2016). The robust relationship between perceptions of peers’
expectations for behavior and individuals’ actual behavior has been attributed to the human
tendency to want to be perceived as behaving “normally”—that is, neither above or below
the norm (Hertzog & Rowley, 2014; Schultz, Nolan, Cialdini, Goldstein, & Griskevicius,
2007). For this reason, behavior is easily shaped by perceptions of what other people in a
social environment would consider usual. In fact, ensuring that youth make the correct
assumptions about how their peers are behaving and what their peers expect of them with
regard to substance use, violence, or bullying is believed to be a potentially powerful way to
make changes in community norms with the ultimate goal of reducing violence (Perkins &
Berkowitz, 1986; Perkins, Haines, & Rice, 2005).

The present analysis was designed to answer questions about perceptions of norms in
communities and DSV-related bystander behavior among youth. The factors of interest were
perceptions of norms related to the acceptability of DSV and how engaged the community is
in taking action on DSV. More specifically, we measured youth’s perceptions of three key
community variables (and facets of these variables): (a) perceptions of adults’ DSV helping
attitudes and behaviors (specifically, town adult DSV victim support, town adult preventive
helping, and town adult responsive helping); (b) perceptions of collective efficacy
(specifically town collective efficacy to make improvements and community cohesion); and
(c) perceptions of descriptive and injunctive norms (specifically, individual-oriented action
descriptive norms, community-oriented action descriptive norms, community public
injunctive norms, and community personal injunctive norms). Definitions of these key
constructs are provided in Table 1. In addition, given that bystander is a term that was
originally used to describe people who did nothing or were not active, we use the term
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“actionist” in this paper to describe those who do engage in positive bystander behavior
(Banyard, 2015). Because actionist behavior can be either proactive or reactive, and prior
research has established that youth may behave proactively but not reactively (or vice versa),
we developed separate queries about proactive and reactive actionist behavior (Frey,
Newman, & Onyewuenyi, 2014). Therefore, using a sample of high school youth, we
hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis 1: The majority of youth will report having engaged in actionist behavior when
they were aware that they had an opportunity to do so.

Hypothesis 2. Perceptions of community norms intolerant of violence and promoting of
actionist behaviors will be associated with more frequent reactive actionist behavior.

Hypothesis 3. Perceptions of community norms intolerant of violence and promoting of
actionist behaviors will be associated with more frequent proactive actionist behavior.

Participants were 2,172 students from four high schools in small to mid-sized towns in one
New England state. Student ages ranged from 13 to 19+ years, and the mean age was 15.9
(SD=1.23). The majority of the participants were identified as White and Non-Hispanic
(84%).

Data Collection.—All research procedures were approved by the last author’s Institutional
Review Board (IRB). This research is nested in a matched comparison evaluation of a
community-level DSV prevention intervention. One component of the evaluation study
involved collecting baseline data about perceptions of community norms related to DSV and
self-reported actionist behavior from high school-attending youth. Youth completed paper-
and-pencil baseline surveys in large groups facilitated by trained research assistants during
normal school hours. Students received a small incentive (e.g., a fruit snack) for
participation.

Response Rate.—School district policy about whether active parental consent was
needed for youth participation in research varied. Passive parental consent was obtained for
three of the high schools, and at these schools the survey participation rates were 55%
(n=316), 76% (n=481), or 71% (n=984). The participation rate for the one high school using
active parental consent was 30% (n = 391). The demographics of those in the analytic
sample are similar to those for high school youth in the state where the study took place
overall (U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2017).

The nine variables used to characterize youth perceptions of community norms are defined
in Table 1 and described here and more detailed psychometrics presented elsewhere (Current
authors, under review).

Am J Community Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2021 January 07.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Rothman et al.

Page 5

Perceptions of Town Adults’ Behavior.—Youths were asked about their perceptions of
the likelihood that adults would engage in various prevention and helping behaviors related
to DSV. These questions were preceded by the prompt “These questions ask your opinions
about what adults in [Town] would do in situations involving domestic violence and sexual
assault. When we say adults, we mean any adults who live in your town such as parents,
neighbors, ministers, teachers, shop owners, coaches, etc.” Participants responded to each
item on a 4-point scale, ranging from 1 (No adults in [Town)) to 4 (All adults in [Town)).
There were three measure that assessed town adult behavior, as described below (1-3).

(1) Perceptions of Town Adult DSV Victim Support.: Our measure of perceptions that
adults in town would help a DSV victim included two statements adapted from previously
validated items from Banyard, Moynihan, Cares, and Warner (2014) and also validated using
this sample (Banyard, Edwards, & Rizzo, in press). The statements were: “Comfort a teen
who is a victim of domestic violence or sexual assault?” and “Try to get help for a teen who
is being sexually, physically, or psychologically abusive towards another teen?” Internal
reliability for these items was high (Cronbach’s a = .81).

(2) Perceptions of Town Adult Preventive Helping.: We assessed youth perceptions that
adults in town would take steps to prevent DSV from happening in the first place via three
items adapted from Banyard et al. (2014) and validated using the present sample (Banyard,
Edwards, et al., 2019). A sample item was: “Talk to other people about how to have healthy
relationships?” Items were averaged to create a single indicator of town adult preventive
helping. Internal reliability for these items was high (Cronbach’s a = .83).

(3) Perceptions of Town Adult Responsive Helping.: Our measure of perceptions that
adults in town would take steps to de-escalate DSV situations included four statements
adapted from previously validated items from Banyard et al. (2014) and validated in the
present sample (Banyard, Edwards, et al., 2019). A sample item is “Verbally tell a couple
who is in a physical fight to stop fighting.” Items were averaged to create a single indicator
of town adult responsive helping. Internal reliability for these items was high (Cronbach’s a
=.79).

(4) Perceptions of Town Collective Efficacy to Make Improvements.: Collective
efficacy was operationalized as perceptions that the community is a place where individuals
work together to make the town safer. We used two items adapted from the Neighborhood
Support Scale (Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997) and Neighborhood Youth Inventory
(Chipuer et al., 1999). A sample item was “The people in [Town] can work together to
prevent domestic violence and sexual assault, even when it takes a lot of time and effort.”
Participants responded to each item on a 4-point scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree)
to 4 (Strongly Agree). Internal reliability for these items was less than ideal (Cronbach’s a
=.57). However, research indicates that measures with few items and/or poor internal
consistency can be both valid and reliable (Lorber & Slep, 2018; Zimmerman et al., 2006).
Given the exploratory nature of our research project and the fact that measures with less than
ideal internal consistency were related in hypothesized directions to other constructs, we
retained this measure in our analyses.
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(5) Perceptions of Community Cohesion.: Community cohesion was operationalized as
perceptions that a community is close-knit, and one where people share values and can be
trusted. To assess this construct, we used five items from the Neighborhood Support Scale
(Sampson et al., 1997). Sample items include “People in [Name of Town] can be trusted”
and “People in [Town] generally get along with each other.” Participants responded to each
item on a 4-point scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 4 (Strongly Agree). Internal
reliability for these items was high (Cronbach’s a = .79).

Perceptions of Descriptive Norms.—Perceptions of two types of descriptive norms
were assessed. Both were preceded by the prompt “The next set of questions will ask you
about what people in [Town] actually think or do. Make your best guess if you are not sure.”
Participants responded to each item on a 4-point scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree)
to 4 (Strongly Agree). The perceptions of descriptive norms are described below (6-7).

(6) Perceptions of Individual-Oriented Action Descriptive Norms.: Our measure of
perceptions that people in their community demonstrate disapproval of DSV included five
statements adapted from previously validated items from McDonnell, Burke, Gielen,
O’Campo, and Weidl (2011) and Carlson and Worden (2005), and also validated by our
research team using this sample (Banyard, Edwards, et al., 2019). Sample items include “In
[Town] people will go out of their way to help someone who experienced domestic violence
or sexual assault,” and “In [Town] people will talk to young people they know about respect
and healthy relationships.” Items were averaged to create a single indicator of individual-
oriented action descriptive norms. Internal reliability for these items was high (Cronbach’s a
=.80).

(7) Perceptions of Community-Oriented Action Descriptive Norms.: Our measure of
perceptions that people in their community support local organizations, events, or engage in
activities designed to prevent DSV included two statements adapted from previously
validated items from McDonnell et al. (2011) and Carlson and Worden (2005) and also
validated by our research team using this sample (Banyard, Edwards, et al., 2019). The items
were “In [Town] people will give money to or support local events hosted by the domestic
violence and sexual assault crisis center,” and “In [Town] people will organize some type of
event that raises awareness about domestic violence and sexual assault.” Internal reliability
for these items was high (Cronbach’s a. =.73).

Perceptions of Injunctive Norms.—We assessed perceptions of injunctive norms via
two questions that were both preceded by the prompt “The next set of questions will ask you
what people in [Town] think other people in [Town] should do. In other words, how do
people in [Town] expect other people in [Town] to act?” Participants responded to each item
on a 4-point scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 4 (Strongly Agree). The
perceptions of injunctive norms are described below (8-9).

(8) Perceptions of Community Public I njunctive Norms.: Community public injunctive
norms were defined as beliefs that people in their community should support local
organizations, events, or engage in activities designed to prevent DSV. Perceptions of these
norms were assessed via three items from previously validated measures (Carlson &
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Worden, 2005; McDonnell et al., 2011) and also validated by our research team using this
sample (Banyard, Edwards, et al., 2019). Sample items include “In [Town] people should
talk with friends, family, co-workers, and neighbors about domestic violence and sexual
assault prevention,” and “In [Town] people should express and provide support for local
crisis center work.” Items were averaged to create a single indicator of community public
injunctive norms. Scores ranged from 1 to 4, (Mean = 3.21, SD = 0.54). Higher scores
indicated youth perceptions that community public injunctive norms were more strongly in
favor of supportive behaviors. Internal reliability for these items was high (Cronbach’s a.
=.83).

(9) Perceptions of Community Personal Injunctive Norms.: Community personal
injunctive norms were defined as beliefs that people in the community should talk to others
about the unacceptability of DSV, and perceptions of them were assessed via five items from
previously validated measures (Carlson & Worden, 2005; McDonnell et al., 2011). The scale
was also validated using the present sample (Banyard, Edwards, et al., 2019). A sample item
was “In [Town] people should offer help when they hear or see a couple yelling, screaming,
or physically fighting.” Internal reliability for these items was high (Cronbach’s a = .83).

Actionist Behavior.—Our measure of actionist behavior included opportunity to act in
situations of observed DSV, specific actions taken in observed situations of DSV, and
proactive actionist behaviors, all described below.

Opportunity to Act.: Our measure of bystander opportunity contained six items adapted
from a larger list of 35 items in the Bystander Opportunity Scale (Coker et al., 2011). This
shortened version assessed the number of times during the past year that the participant
witnessed different risky or violent scenarios, such as “Heard another teen talking down to,
harassing, or messing (not in a playful way) with someone else,” and “Have a friend tell you
he or she was being physically hurt by a boyfriend/girlfriend.” Participants responded to
each item on a 5-point scale, ranging from 0 (0 times) to 4 (10 or more times). A
participant’s response to each item was then converted into a dichotomous variable, wherein
0 indicated never witnessing that particular opportunity in the past year and 1 indicated
witnessing that particular opportunity at least once in the past year.

Reactions.: Participants who did indicate witnessing a particular opportunity to intervene
were then asked how many times, if any, they had intervened, such as “How many times
during the past year did you tell someone to stop talking down to, harassing, or messing (not
in a playful way) with someone else?” Participants responded to each item on a 5-point
scale, ranging from 0 (0 times) to 4 (10 or more times). The reaction frequencies were used
to create a “reactive actionist consistency score” for each participant (see below).

Reactive Actionist Consistency.: There is still much debate in the field about how best to
measure bystander action while accounting for opportunity to help and separating the type of
situation from the strategy used to help (McMahon, Palmer, Banyard, Murphy, & Gidycz,
2015; McMahon, Palmer, Banyard, Murphy, & Gidycz, 2017). We described several specific
actionist contexts that we know from previous research are prevalent in the lives of youth.
We then asked how many opportunities the individual had to help in such a situation, and
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how many times they actually helped. For example, an individual might have had 10
opportunities to “talk to a friend who told you he or she was being physically hurt by a
boyfriend/girlfriend,” but only taken action 5 of those times. We calculated the ratio of how
often individuals actually helped out of the number of times they had the opportunity to do
so0, and classified respondents as either “non-actionists,” meaning that they intervened zero
times out of =1 opportunities, “reluctant actionists,” meaning that they intervened at least
once and up to 49% of the times they had an opportunity, and “frequent actionists,” meaning
that they intervened 50-100% of the times that they had an opportunity to do so. It was
possible for participants to report intervening more times than they had opportunities. For
example, one might talk to a friend who was being hurt by a partner multiple times, even if
the friend was only aware of one specific opportunity to do so. In these cases, action ratios
were in excess of 100% and we recoded these ratios to 100% for classification purposes.

Proactive Actionist Consistency.: Our measure of proactive actionist consistency contained
five items adapted from previous studies (Coker et al., 2011). These items assessed the
number of times during the past year the participant had taken action to talk about or
otherwise spread awareness regarding domestic violence and sexual assault, for example:
“Use social media or testing to show that domestic violence and sexual assault are not
okay?” Participants responded to each item on a 5-point scale, ranging from 0 (0 times) to 4
(20 or more times). Proactive behaviors can be taken by anyone at any time—an opportunity
is not needed to take action. Therefore, for proactive behaviors, we classified participants as
Non-Actionist, Reluctant Actionist or Frequent Actionist for proactive behaviors based on
whether they reported engaging in a behavior no times (Non-Actionist), one time (Reluctant
Actionist), or two or more times (Frequent Actionist).

Analysis Plan

This analysis involved assessing the associations between participants’ helping consistency
(Non-Actionist, Reluctant Actionist, or Frequent Actionist) for nine actionist behaviors (see
Table 2 for list) and nine community perception variables (see Table 1 for definitions). To
test hypothesis 1, we calculated the percentage of youth that reported being a Non-Actionist,
Reluctant Actionist or Frequent Actionist for each of the nine behaviors. To test hypotheses
2 and 3, we conducted separate ANOVAS, using actionist group as the independent variable
and each of the nine community perception variables as dependent variables (Tables 3 and
4). Due to the number of comparison tests being performed, a Bonferroni correction
(0.05/27 = 0.00185) was applied for each of the nine perception of norms’ behavior clusters
to address the potential for Type | error. A Cohen’s d'was used to assess the standardized
differences in perceptions of norms by actionist frequency group (Tables S2 and S3).
Additionally, because there was some variation in perceptions by school, we also ran
individual ANOVA models for each of the nine behaviors within each of the nine
perceptions of norms, including gender and school as additional fixed factors. However, the
results of the fixed effects ANOVASs (not shown) did not differ from the ANOVAs which did
not include fixed effects. The results of bivariate models are presented to maintain brevity
for the reader. Data were assumed to be missing at random (MAR), not missing completely
at random (MCAR). Of note, although the number of years that youth had lived in their town
was associated with some of the perceptions of norms, because it was not also associated
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with any of the behavioral outcomes of interest we did not include it as a potential
confounder in our analyses.

Results

Hypothesis 1: The majority of youth will engage in actionist behavior when they are aware
that they have an opportunity to do so.

We found support for the hypothesis that the majority of youth engaged in actionist behavior
when they had the opportunity. For example, the vast majority (85%) of youth reported that
they had had an opportunity to tell someone to stop talking down to, harassing or messing
with someone else in the past year, and of those 80% intervened at least one or more times in
this type of situation (Table 2). Similarly, most youth (68%) had the opportunity to ask
someone that looked upset at a party/dance or sports event if they were ok or needed help,
and 73% of youth intervened helpfully at least once in those situations (Table 2). A smaller,
but nonetheless substantial, percentage of youth reported having had the opportunity to
speak up when they heard someone blaming a victim of DSV (43%, of which 67% took
action), talk to a friend who told them that he or she was being physically hurt by a
boyfriend or girlfriend (26%, of which 86% took action), speak up to someone who was
bragging or making excuses for perpetrating rape (25%, of which 59% took action), or get
help for a friend who had been forced to have sex or were physically hurt by a dating partner
(26%, of which 50% took action).

There was an interaction between the respondents’ sex and likelihood of actionist behavior
for two reactive actionist behaviors and for all three proactive actionist behaviors (Table 2).
In terms of reactive actionist behaviors, girls were more likely to be frequent actionists
related to asking someone that looked upset if they needed help, but less likely to be frequent
actionists on getting help for a friend because they had been forced to have sex or were
physically hurt by a dating partner (Table 2). However, girls were more likely than boys to
be frequent actionist on all three proactive actionist behaviors, including talking with friends
about stopping DSV, using social media to object to DSV, and talking with friends about
being in safe dating relationships (Table 2).

Hypothesis 2. Perceptions of community norms intolerant of violence and promoting of
actionist behaviors will be associated with more frequent reactive actionist behavior.

The results of the ANOVA that assessed the relationship between reactive actionist
consistency and perceptions of community norms revealed that two perceptions of norms
were always associated with reactive actionist behavior, and these included individual-
oriented action descriptive norms and community-oriented action descriptive norms (Table
3). In addition, three perceptions of norms (i.e., town adult responsive helping, community
cohesion, town collective efficacy to make improvements, community cohesion) were
associated with all but one of the reactive actionist behaviors [“ask someone that looked very
upset at a party/dance/sports event if they were okay or needed help,” and “tell someone to
stop talking down to, harassing, or messing (not in a playful way) with someone else,
respectively] (Table 3). One reactive actionist behavior was associated with all nine
perceptions of community norms: “speak up when you heard someone blaming a victim of
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domestic violence or sexual assault.” Moreover, two reactive actionist behaviors were
associated with every perception of community norms except for the community injunctive
norms, and these two were “speak up to someone who was bragging or making excuses for
forcing someone to have sex with them,” and “get help for a friend because they had been
forced to have sex or were physically hurt by a boyfriend or girlfriend” (Table 3). All of the
reactive actionist behaviors were associated with at least six perceptions of norms. The
magnitude of the effects tended to be small, with Cohen’s d'ranging from 0.18 to 0.27 (Table
S2), with the exception of “get help for a friend because they had been forced to have sex...”
and perceptions of town adult responsive helping, where Cohen’s d'ranged from 0.60-0.73
(Table S2). Only the injunctive norms were associated with fewer than four of the reactive
actionist behaviors (Table 3). Gender was statistically significant in 43 of the 54 (80%) of
the fixed effects ANOVAS (not shown).

Hypothesis 3. Perceptions of community norms will be associated with more frequent
proactive actionist behavior.

The results of the ANOVA assessing relationships between proactive actionist consistency
and perceptions of community norms revealed that six of the nine community norms were
associated with all three proactive behaviors, and these were: town collective efficacy to
make improvements, community cohesion, individual-oriented action descriptive norms,
community-oriented action descriptive norms, community public injunctive norms and
community personal injunctive norms (Table 4). Moreover, there was one behavior, “talk
with your friends about being safe in dating relationships,” that was associated with all nine
perceptions of community norms (Table 4). The magnitude of the effect, as assessed by
Cohen’s @, ranged from 0.15 to 0.51, with the majority in the small-to-medium-sized effect
(Table S3). Gender was statistically significant in all but one of the 27 ANOVAs in the
proactive actionist behavior set (not shown).

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to understand how youths’ perceptions of community norms
pertaining to helping and support were related to variation in DSV actionist behavior among
a sample of high school students. One basic finding of this study was that one-quarter of the
youth in this sample reported being an actionist (e.g., finding out that a friend was physically
or sexually hurt by a dating partner or hearing someone brag or make excuses about
perpetrating rape). What is more, a majority of youth engaged in actionist behavior when
they saw someone talking down to, harassing or messing with someone else, heard someone
blaming a victim of DSV, saw someone who looked upset at a party or other event, or had a
friend tell them that the friend was experiencing physical partner violence. This is a positive
finding, suggesting that even without formal training, many high school students are already
mobilizing as actionists and may be a ready source of popular opinion leaders for DSV
prevention efforts in schools. It is also remarkable that sizable percentages of the current
sample did not get help for a friend when they were told that the friend was experiencing
DSV (74%), and did not speak up when someone was bragging or making excuses for
forcing someone to have sex with them (75%). In other words, though the majority of youth
had the inclination to provide help in most situations when they could take action, not all
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did. Although we did not investigate the reasons why some youth did not take action,
possibilities include that there were some who lacked the skills, resources, safety or
motivation to do so (Edwards et al., 2015). Therefore, some students may benefit from
further action skills training.

It was also noteworthy the girls were more likely than boys to engage in proactive behaviors.
This is consistent with prior literature that find that girls are more likely to engage in
bystander behavior or to think of a greater number of helping actions that they might take as
bystanders (de la Caba-Collado, Lopez-Atxurra, & Bobowik, 2016; Jenkins, Fredrick, &
Nickerson, 2018; Tamm & Tulviste, 2015), and may reflect the tendency for girls to feel
greater sense of social responsibility (de la Caba-Collado et al., 2016; Sosik, Koul, &
Cameron, 2017).

This study also found that some perceptions of community norms stood out as particularly
consistently related: descriptive norms, community cohesion, and town collective efficacy. In
essence, youth tended to behave in accordance with their perceptions of how other people
behave in their community, which is consistent with the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen,
1991). The cohesiveness or “close-knitted-ness” of a community also appeared to be
relevant to youth behavior, which is consistent with prior studies on these factors
(DiClemente et al., 2018; Lenzi et al., 2012) It is not clear why injunctive norms, or
perceptions that one should behave in a particular way, were less salient. One possible
explanation is that injunctive norms may be more sensitive to reference group (Pek, Turner,
Tucker, Kelloway, & Morrish, 2017). In the present study, the injunctive norm question
referred to “people in this town,” rather than the potentially more salient reference group for
youth which could be “friends”.

There were some actionist behaviors that were more likely to be related to perceptions of
community norms. For example, youth were more likely to be frequent actionists about
speaking up to people who were victim blaming or bragging about sexual aggression
perpetration at high levels of various community norms. Conversely actions related to
supporting distressed peers were related to fewer norms. Perhaps adults in the community
are only a strong reference group for some students and not others, or that adults” behavior
isn’t as important to youth as peer behavior for some types of helping. Future studies with
this age group should measure perceptions of peer norms as those may be stronger
predictors of action than youth views of adult behavior (Barman-Adhikari, Craddock,
Bowen, Das, & Rice, 2018).

Variation in frequency of actionist behavior relative to norms may also be related to whether
the behavior in question was something relatively easy to do--such as posting on social
media that DSV is not acceptable--or if the behavior was something that requires more
courage or skill, such as asking someone if they needed help. These findings are similar to
those of prior studies that have found that the likelihood that people will take action to
prevent or intervene in DSV situations varies by context, such as the relationship between
the individual and the victim or perpetrator (Bennett & Banyard, 2016; Bennett, Banyard, &
Edwards, 2017).
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This study was limited by several factors. First, the sample was not representative of all
youth in the U.S. and results may not be generalizable to other geographic regions of the
U.S., or in areas that are more culturally, racially and ethnically diverse than the particular
towns where these data were collected. Second, this study did not utilize any observed
characteristics of communities or aggregated data about them (/.e., number of sexual assault
arrests, number of restraining orders issued, presence or absence of particular laws or
policies). Because youth in only four communities were enrolled in the study, the sample
was not sufficient to attempt to study these type of variables and their possible association
with either youth actionist behavior or youth perceptions of their community. However,
understanding youth perceptions of community norms might nevertheless inform the
development of prevention and bystander programming because youth perceptions of others’
behavior are associated with how they act. Third, this was a cross-sectional study so the
temporal sequencing between the perceptions of community norms variables and youth
actionist behavior is unknown; in other words, it is possible that actionist behavior may
impact perceptions of community norms, vice versa, or both may be true simultaneously.
While we cannot make causal inferences based on these data, the strength of the associations
is noteworthy because they provide a basis for continuing to pursue additional questions
about the temporal order and causality. Fourth, we did not use a multi-level analytic
approach. Youth were recruited from four different high schools in the state in which the
research was conducted which is too few for analysis of individual behaviors nested within
schools. Non-nested analyses stratified by school (not shown) did demonstrate the potential
for variation by town, but the results of ANOVASs that included school as a fixed factor did
not vary from the ANOVASs presented in Table 3. Another limitation was the less than ideal
internal consistency detected in one of our measures. Finally, the cut-points we used to
categorize respondents as non-actionist, reluctant- or frequent-actionists were based on what
we thought would be meaningful for interpretation purposes (/.e., taking no action, or taking
action more or less than half the time), but alternate schemas for categorizing the frequency
of action could be used.

Overall, the findings of this study suggest that youth perceptions of community norms are
related to their behavior, and thus one might infer that altering youth perceptions may result
in improvements in DSV prevention. However, additional research that concurrently
investigates how community norms aggregated by town and youth’s perceptions of other’s
attitudes and behaviors predict youth’s engagement in DSV behaviors is an important next
step in this line of research. The present study provides a foundation on which future
research can build to provide even more clarity about the potential influence of community
norms on youth DSV-related actionist behavior.

Supplementary Material

Refer to Web version on PubMed Central for supplementary material.

Acknowledgments

This project was supported by grant # CE002652-01 from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC).
The findings, opinions, and recommendations expressed in this paper are those of the authors and not necessarily
those of the University or CDC.

Am J Community Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2021 January 07.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Page 13

REFERENCES

Ajzen | (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 50(2), 179-211. doi:10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-t

Anderson LA, & Whiston SC (2005). Sexual assault education program: A meta-analytic examination
of their effectiveness. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 29, 374-388.

Banyard V (2015). Toward the next generation of bystander prevention of sexual and relationship
violence: Action coils to engage communities (1st ed.). New York, NY: Springer International
Publishing.

Banyard V, Edwards K, & Rizzo A (in press). "What would the neighbors do?: Measuring sexual and
domestic violence prevention social norms among youth and adults. Journal of Community
Psychology (Under Review).

Banyard V, Edwards K, & Siebold W (2017). Involving community in sexual violence prevention:
Engaging bystanders In Sturmey R (Ed.), Handbook of Violence and Aggression, Volume 3,
Societal Interventions. Malden, MA: John Wiley & Sons.

Banyard V, Moynihan M, Cares A, & Warner R (2014). How do we know if it works? Measuring
outcomes in bystander-focused violence prevention on campuses. Psychology of Violence, 4(1),
101-115. doi:10.1037/a0033470

Banyard V, Moynihan M, & Crossman M (2009). Reducing Sexual Violence on Campus: The Role of
Student Leaders as Empowered Bystanders. Journal of College Student Development, 50(4), 446—
457.

Banyard V, Moynihan M, & Plante E (2007). Sexual violence prevention through bystander education:
An experimental evaluation. Journal of Community Psychology, 35(4), 463-481. doi:10.1002/
jcop.20159

Banyard V, Plante E, & Moynihan M (2004). Bystander education: Bringing a broader community
perspective to sexual violence prevention. Journal of Community Psychology, 32(1), 61-79.
doi:10.1002/jcop.10078

Banyard V, Weber M, Grych J, & Hamby S (2016). Where are the helpful bystanders? Ecological
niche and victims’ perceptions of bystander intervention. Journal of Community Psychology,
44(2), 214-231.

Barman-Adhikari A, Craddock J, Bowen E, Das R, & Rice E (2018). The relative influence of
injunctive and descriptive social norms on methamphetamine, heroin, and injection drug use
among homeless youths: The impact of different referent groups. Journal of Drug Issues, 48(1),
17-35. doi:10.1177/0022042617726080

Basile KC, DeGue S, Jones K, Freire K, Dills J, Smith SG, & Raiford JL (2016). STOP SV: A
Technical Package to Prevent Sexual Violence. Retrieved from https://www.cdc.gov/
violenceprevention/pdf/sv-prevention-technical-package.pdf

Bennett S, & Banyard V (2016). Do Friends Really Help Friends? The Effect of Relational Factors and
Perceived Severity on Bystander Perception of Sexual Violence. Psychology of Violence, 6(1), 64—
72.doi:10.1037/a0037708

Bennett S, Banyard V, & Edwards K (2017). The Impact of the Bystander's Relationship With the
Victim and the Perpetrator on Intent to Help in Situations Involving Sexual Violence. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 32(5), 682-702. doi:10.1177/0886260515586373 [PubMed: 26037814]

Berg M, Coman E, & Schensul JJ (2009). Youth Action Research for Prevention: a multi-level
intervention designed to increase efficacy and empowerment among urban youth. American
Journal of Community Psychology, 43(3-4), 345-359. doi:10.1007/s10464-009-9231-2 [PubMed:
19387823]

Berkowitz AD (2002). Fostering men's responsibility for preventing sexual assault In Schewe PA (Ed.),
Preventing Violence in Relationships: Interventions Across the Life Span (pp. 163-195).
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Bosson JK, Parrott DJ, Swan SC, Kuchynka SL, & Schramm AT (2015). A dangerous boomerang:
Injunctive norms, hostile sexist attitudes, and male-to-female sexual aggression. Aggressive
Behavior, 41(6), 580-593. doi:10.1002/ab.21597 [PubMed: 26174353]

Am J Community Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2021 January 07.


https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/pdf/sv-prevention-technical-package.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/pdf/sv-prevention-technical-package.pdf

1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Rothman et al.

Page 14

Bronfenbrenner V (1979). The ecology of human development: experiments by nature and design.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

de la Caba-Collado MA, Lopez-Atxurra R, & Bobowik M (2016). Social responsibility at school and
peer aggression. Revista De Educacion(374), 183-206. doi:10.4438/1988-592x-re-2016-374-331

Carlson BE, & Worden AP (2005). Attitudes and beliefs about domestic violence: Results of a public
opinion survey: I. Definitions of domestic violence, criminal domestic violence, and prevalence.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 20, 1197-1218. doi:10.1177/0886260505278530 [PubMed:
16162486]

Chipuer HM, Pretty GH, Delorey E, Miller M, Powers T, Rumstein O, ... Laurent K (1999). The
neighbourhood youth inventory: Development and validation. Journal of Community & Applied
Social Psychology, 9(5), 355-368.

Coker A, Bush H, Cook-Craig P, DeGue SA, Clear ER, Brancato CJ, ... Recktenwald EA (2017). RCT
Testing Bystander Effectiveness to Reduce Violence. American Journal of Preventive Medicine,
52(5), 566-578. doi:10.1016/j.amepre.2017.01.020 [PubMed: 28279546]

Coker A, Cook-Craig P, Williams C, Fisher B, Clear E, Garcia L, & Hegge L (2011). Evaluation of
Green Dot: An Active Bystander Intervention to Reduce Sexual Violence on College Campuses.
Violence Against Women, 17(6), 777-796. doi:10.1177/1077801211410264 [PubMed: 21642269]

Collins CR, Neal JW, & Neal ZP (2014). Transforming individual civic engagement into community
collective efficacy: the role of bonding social capital. American Journal of Community
Psychology, 54(3-4), 328-336. doi:10.1007/s10464-014-9675-x [PubMed: 25224252]

Cook-Craig P, Coker A, Clear E, Garcia L, Bush H, Brancato C, ... Fisher B (2014). Challenge and
Opportunity in Evaluating a Diffusion-Based Active Bystanding Prevention Program: Green Dot
in High Schools. Violence Against Women, 20(10), 1179-1202. doi:10.1177/1077801214551288
[PubMed: 25255794]

Dahlberg LL, & Krug EG (2002). Violence-a global public health problem In Krug E, Dahlberg LL,
Mercy JA, Zwi AB, & Lozano R (Eds.), World Report on Violence and Health (pp. 1-56). Geneva,
Switzerland: World Health Organization.

DiClemente CM, Rice CM, Quimby D, Richards MH, Grimes CT, Morency MM, ... Pica JA (2018).
Resilience in Urban African American Adolescents: The Protective Enhancing Effects of
Neighborhood, Family, and School Cohesion Following Violence Exposure. Journal of Early
Adolescence, 38(9), 1286-1321. doi:10.1177/0272431616675974

Duncan TE, Duncan SC, Okut H, Strycker LA, & Hix-Small H (2003). A multilevel contextual model
of neighborhood collective efficacy. American Journal of Community Psychology, 32(3-4), 245-
252. [PubMed: 14703260]

Edwards KM, Rodenhizer-Stampfli KA, & Eckstein RP (2015). Bystander action in situations of
dating and sexual aggression: A mixed methodological study of high school youth. Journal of
Youth and Adolescence, 44(12), 2321-2336. doi:10.1007/510964-015-0307-z [PubMed:
26048529]

Emery CR, Jolley JM, & Wu S (2011). Desistance from intimate partner violence: the role of legal
cynicism, collective efficacy, and social disorganization in Chicago neighborhoods. American
Journal of Community Psychology, 48(3-4), 373-383. doi:10.1007/s10464-010-9362-5 [PubMed:
20963479]

Frey KS, Newman JB, & Onyewuenyi AC (2014). Aggressive forms and functions on school
playgrounds: Profile variations in interaction styles, bystander actions, and victimization. Journal
of Early Adolescence, 34(3), 285-310. doi:10.1177/0272431613496638

Henry D, Gorman-Smith D, Schoeny M, & Tolan P (2014). "Neighborhood Matters": Assessment of
Neighborhood Social Processes. American Journal of Community Psychology, 54(3-4), 187-204.
doi:10.1007/s10464-014-9681-z [PubMed: 25287739]

Henry D, Guerra N, Huesmann R, Tolan P, VanAcker R, & Eron L (2000). Normative influences on
aggression in urban elementary school classrooms. American Journal of Community Psychology,
28(1), 59-81. d0i:10.1023/a:1005142429725 [PubMed: 10824274]

Hertzog JL, & Rowley RL (2014). My Beliefs of My Peers' Beliefs: Exploring the Gendered Nature of
Social Norms in Adolescent Romantic Relationships. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 29(2),
348-368. doi:10.1177/0886260513505145 [PubMed: 24144721]

Am J Community Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2021 January 07.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Rothman et al.

Page 15

Jenkins LN, Fredrick SS, & Nickerson A (2018). The assessment of bystander intervention in bullying:
Examining measurement invariance across gender. Journal of School Psychology, 69, 73-83.
doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2018.05.008 [PubMed: 30558755]

Kann L, McManus T, Harris WA, Shanklin SL, Flint KH, & Hawkins J (2016). Youth risk behavior
surveillance — United States, 2015. MMWR Surveillance Summaries, 65(SS-6), 1-174.

Kitts J, & Chiang Y-S (2008). Norms In Parillo V (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Social Problems. New York:
Sage Publications.

Langhinrichsen-Rohling J, & Capaldi D (2012). Clearly we’ve only just begun: Developing effective
prevention programs for intimate partner violence. Prevention Science, 13, 410-414. [PubMed:
22752380]

Lenzi M, Vieno A, Perkins DD, Pastore M, Santinello M, & Mazzardis S (2012). Perceived
Neighborhood Social Resources as Determinants of Prosocial Behavior in Early Adolescence.
American Journal of Community Psychology, 50(1-2), 37-49. doi:10.1007/s10464-011-9470-x
[PubMed: 21932107]

Lorber MF, & Slep AMS (2018). The reliability paradox of the Parent-Child Conflict Tactics Corporal
Punishment Subscale. J Fam Psychol, 32(1), 145-150. doi:10.1037/fam0000307 [PubMed:
28594198]

Mattis JS, Hammond WP, Grayman N, Bonacci M, Brennan W, Cowie SA, ... So S (2009). The Social
Production of Altruism: Motivations for Caring Action in a Low-Income Urban Community.
American Journal of Community Psychology, 43(1-2), 71-84. doi:10.1007/s10464-008-9217-5
[PubMed: 19156513]

McDonnell KA, Burke JG, Gielen AC, O’Campo P, & Weidl M (2011). Women’s perceptions of their
community’s social norms towards assisting women who have experienced intimate partner
violence. Journal of Urban Health, 88, 240-253. doi:10.1007/s11524-011-9546-9 [PubMed:
21336504]

McMahon S, & Banyard VL (2012). When can | help? A conceptual framework for the prevention of
sexual violence through bystander intervention. Trauma Violence Abuse, 13(1), 3-14.
doi:10.1177/1524838011426015 [PubMed: 22096017]

McMahon S, Palmer JE, Banyard V, Murphy M, & Gidycz CA (2015). Measuring Bystander Behavior
in the Context of Sexual Violence Prevention: Lessons Learned and New Directions. J Interpers
Violence. doi:10.1177/0886260515591979

McMahon S, Palmer JE, Banyard V, Murphy M, & Gidycz CA (2017). Measuring Bystander Behavior
in the Context of Sexual Violence Prevention: Lessons Learned and New Directions. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 32(16), 2396-2418. d0i:10.1177/0886260515591979 [PubMed: 26149679]

Moon C, Weick M, & Uskul AK (2018). Cultural variation in individuals' responses to incivility by
perpetrators of different rank: The mediating role of descriptive and injunctive norms. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 48(4), 472-489. doi:10.1002/ejsp.2344

Nesi J, Rothenberg WA, Hussong AM, & Jackson KM (2017). Friends' Alcohol-Related Social
Networking Site Activity Predicts Escalations in Adolescent Drinking: Mediation by Peer Norms.
Journal of Adolescent Health, 60(6), 641-647. doi:10.1016/j.jadohealth.2017.01.009

Pek S, Turner N, Tucker S, Kelloway EK, & Morrish J (2017). Injunctive safety norms, young worker
risk-taking behaviors, and workplace injuries. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 106, 202-210.
doi:10.1016/j.aap.2017.06.007 [PubMed: 28641090]

Perkins HW, & Berkowitz AD (1986). Perceiving the community norms of alcohol use among
students: some research implications for campus alcohol education programming. Int J Addict,
21(9-10), 961-976. [PubMed: 3793315]

Perkins HW, Haines MP, & Rice R (2005). Misperceiving the college drinking norm and related
problems: a nationwide study of exposure to prevention information, perceived norms and student
alcohol misuse. J Stud Alcohol, 66(4), 470-478. [PubMed: 16240554]

Reyes HLM, Foshee VA, Niolon PH, Reidy DE, & Hall JE (2016). Gender Role Attitudes and Male
Adolescent Dating Violence Perpetration: Normative Beliefs as Moderators. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, 45(2), 350-360. doi:10.1007/s10964-015-0278-0 [PubMed: 25831994]

Am J Community Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2021 January 07.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Rothman et al.

Page 16

Rothman E, Bair-Merritt M, & Tharp A (2015). Beyond the Individual Level: Novel Approaches and
Considerations for Multilevel Adolescent Dating Violence Prevention. Am J Prev Med, 49(3),
445-447. doi:10.1016/j.amepre.2015.05.019 [PubMed: 26296442]

Sampson RJ, Raudenbush SW, & Earls F (1997). Neighborhoods and violent crime: A multilevel study
of collective efficacy. Science, 277(5328), 918-924. [PubMed: 9252316]

Schensul SL, Singh R, Schensul JJ, Verma RK, Burleson JA, & Nastasi BK (2015). Community
Gender Norms Change as a Part of a Multilevel Approach to Sexual Health Among Married
Women in Mumbai, India. American Journal of Community Psychology, 56(1-2), 57-68.
doi:10.1007/s10464-015-9731-1 [PubMed: 26136202]

Schultz PW, Nolan JM, Cialdini RB, Goldstein NJ, & Griskevicius V (2007). The constructive,
destructive and reconstructive power of social norms. Psychological Science, 18(5), 429-434.
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01917.x [PubMed: 17576283]

Sosik JJ, Koul R, & Cameron JC (2017). Gender and contextual differences in social responsibility in
Thai schools: a multi-study person versus situation analysis. Journal of Beliefs & Values-Studies in
Religion & Education, 38(1), 45-62. doi:10.1080/13617672.2016.1237251

Stanley LR, Swaim RC, & Dieterich SE (2017). The Role of Norms in Marijuana Use Among
American Indian Adolescents. Prevention Science, 18(4), 406-415. doi:10.1007/
§11121-017-0768-2 [PubMed: 28337693]

Storer HL, Casey E, & Herrenkohl T (2016). Efficacy of Bystander Programs to Prevent Dating Abuse
Among Youth and Young Adults: A Review of the Literature. Trauma Violence & Abuse, 17(3),
256-269. doi:10.1177/1524838015584361

Tamm A, & Tulviste T (2015). The Role of Gender, Values, and Culture in Adolescent Bystanders'
Strategies. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 30(3), 384-399. doi:10.1177/0886260514535097
[PubMed: 24919991]

U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2016). Preventing multiple forms of violence: A
strategic vision for connecting the dots. Retrieved from https://www.cdc.gov/
violenceprevention/pdf/strategic_vision.pdf

U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2017). Youth Risk Behavior Survey Data. Retrieved
from www.cdc.gov/yrbs

Vagi KJ, Olsen EO, Basile KC, & Vivolo-Kantor AM (2015). Teen Dating Violence (Physical and
Sexual) Among US High School Students Findings From the 2013 National Youth Risk Behavior
Survey. JAMA Pediatrics, 169(5), 474-482. doi:10.1001/jamapediatrics.2014.3577 [PubMed:
25730143]

Wickes R, Hipp JR, Sargeant E, & Homel R (2013). Collective efficacy as a task specific process:
examining the relationship between social ties, neighborhood cohesion and the capacity to respond
to violence, delinquency and civic problems. American Journal of Community Psychology,
52(1-2), 115-127. doi:10.1007/s10464-013-9582-6 [PubMed: 23812906]

Zimmerman M, Ruggero CJ, Chelminski I, Young D, Posternak MA, Friedman M, ... Attiullah N
(2006). Developing brief scales for use in clinical practice: the reliability and validity of single-
item self-report measures of depression symptom severity, psychosocial impairment due to
depression, and quality of life. The Journal of Clinical Psychiatry, 67(10), 1536-1541. [PubMed:
17107244]

Am J Community Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2021 January 07.


https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/pdf/strategic_vision.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/pdf/strategic_vision.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/yrbs

1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny

1duosnuen Joyiny

Rothman et al.

Page 17

Table 1.

Definitions of Youth Perceptions of Community Norms

Construct

Definition

(1) Town adult DSV victim
support

(2) Town adult preventive helping
(3) Town adult responsive helping

(4) Town collective efficacy to
make improvements

(5) Community cohesion

(6) Individual-oriented action
descriptive norms

(7) Community-oriented action
descriptive norms

(8) Community public injunctive
norms

(9) Community personal
injunctive norms

The extent to which youth perceive adults in their town as willing to support victims of DSV

The extent to which youth perceive adults in their town as taking steps to prevent DSV from happening in
the first place

The extent to which youth perceive adults in their town as taking steps to de-escalate DSV situations once
they have happened

The extent to which youth perceive their community to be a place where individuals work together to
make the community a safer and better place to live

The extent to which youth perceive their community to be close-knit and where people share values and
can be trusted

The extent to which youth perceive that people in their community demonstrate disapproval of DSV

The extent to which youth perceive that people in their community support local organizations, events or
engage in activities designed to prevent DSV

The extent to which youth believe that people in their community should support local organizations,
events, or engage in activities designed to prevent DSV

The extent to which youth believe that people in their community should directly engage in actions that
help victims of DSV or stop perpetrators of DSV violence and that people in their community should talk
to others about the unacceptability of DSV
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