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The present study utilized a laboratory paradigm to examine the extent towhich bystander

behavior for sexual aggression is independently and jointly influenced by situational

misogynistic peer norms andmen's adherence to hegemonicmale norms. Participantswere

a racially diverse college sample of self-identified heterosexual men (N=104) between the

ages of 18–35. Men completed a measure of hegemonic masculinity and engaged in a

laboratory paradigm in which they and three male confederates watched a female

confederate, who reported a strong dislike of sexual content in the media, view a sexually

explicit film which they could stop at any time. Prior to the woman viewing the film,

participants were randomly assigned to a peer norm manipulation wherein the male

confederates set a misogynistic or ambiguous norm. Results indicated the presence of a

misogynistic peer norm decreased the likelihood and speed of intervention. Among men

exposed tomisogynistic, compared to ambiguous, peer norms,menwho strongly endorsed

the status male role norm were less likely to display prosocial bystander behavior. Findings

indicate that exposure to peers who sexually objectify and disrespect women decreases

prosocial bystander intervention. Further, these findings provide evidence thatmisogynistic

peer norms heighten men's adherence to a hegemonic masculinity that men should attain

social status, thereby deterring bystander behavior for sexual aggression.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

We are going to need to encourage young people, men, and

women, to realize that sexual assault is simply unaccept-

able. And they are going to have to summon the bravery to

stand up and say so, especially when the social pressure to

keep quiet or to go along can be very intense.—44th

President of the United States, Barrack Obama (2014)

In 2014, President of the United States, Barack Obama acknowl-

edged the severity of sexual aggression (SA) on college campuses, and

the social pressure that keeps bystanders from intervening. One of the

most promising forms of SA prevention focuses on a bystander's role in

recognizing and intervening in SA (DeGue et al., 2014); however, a

meta-analysis suggests that bystander training programs have a

stronger impact on bystander attitudes (d = 0.49–0.58) than bystander

behavior (d = 0.23; Katz & Moore, 2013). Until recently, most studies

have not measured bystander behavior and instead used bystander

intentions as a proxy for behavior (e.g., Jouriles, Kleinsasser, Rosen-

field, &Mcdonald, 2016; Leone, Parrott, & Swartout, 2017). The theory

of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985) posits that intentions should

precede behavior; however, the scant research examining the

associations between intentions and bystander behavior yields

inconsistent evidence (e.g., Jouriles et al., 2016; Austin et al., 2016).

Portions of this paper were presented at the 50th Annual Convention of the Association for Behavioral and Cognitive Therapies, New York City, NY.
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Moreover, given a host of in vivo barriers that may thwart intervention

(e.g., Latané & Darley, 1968; Burn, 2009), research must extend

beyond attitudes and intentions to examine situational and individual

level predictors of bystander behavior.

Theory and research indicates thatmenexperiencemorebarriers to

intervention thanwomen (Burn, 2009; Austin et al., 2016). For example,

men may be more likely than women to be inhibited from intervening

due to audience norms that contradict intervention (Burn, 2009). Men

andwomenalso differ in the extent towhich they experience barriers to

intervention in specific situations (Hoxmeier, McMahon, & O’Connor,

2017; Yule & Grych, 2017). Additionally, men report less efficacy to

intervene (e.g., Amar, Strout, Simpson, Cardiello, & Beckford, 2014;

Foubert & Rizzo, 2013), less of a willingness to intervene (Brown,

Banyard, & Moynihan, 2014; McMahon & Dick, 2011), and fewer

bystander intervention behavior than women (Amar et al., 2014;

Banyard&Moynihan,2011). Finally, research indicates peer normshave

a stronger influence on men's, than women's, bystander attitudes and

behavior (e.g., Austin et al., 2016). Given these gender differences, men

warrant particular attention. Thus, the aim of the present study, was to

examine the extent towhichbystander behavior for SA is independently

and jointly influenced by situational misogynistic peer norms and men's

adherence to hegemonic male norms.

1.1 | Inhibiting effects of male peer norms

One well-established barrier to bystander intervention is audience

inhibition, or the phenomenon inwhich an individual does not intervene

in a situation because doing so runs the risk of embarrassment (Latané&

Darley, 1970). The expectation of negative evaluation may stem from

situational norms that contradict intervention (Rutkowski, Gruder, &

Romer, 1983; Schwartz & Gottleib, 1980). Traditional male gender

norms encourage bystander behavior that may be viewed as heroic or

chivalrous (Eagly & Crowley, 1986), but may discourage intervening in

another man's “sexual conquest” (Carlson, 2008; Fabiano, Perkins,

Berkowitz, Linkenbach, & Stark, 2003). This is likely due to pervasive

social norms and expectations regarding men's sexual behavior. Indeed,

communitieswith higher rates of sexist normsorbeliefs alsohavehigher

rates of aggression towards women (Casey & Lindhorst, 2009). This

effect may be due, in part, to some men's belief that they must display

sexist behavior and disrespect women to be positively evaluated by

other men (Kimmel, 2008). Consistent with this literature, bystanders

are more likely to intervene if they view their peers as supportive

(Banyard, Moynihan, Cares, & Warner, 2014).

Misogynistic norms, which reflect hostile sexism and disrespectful

actions towards women (e.g., Glick & Fiske, 1996; 2001), may be an

especially powerful inhibitor of bystander behavior in many sexually

aggressive situations in which an individual has the opportunity to

intervene. Exposure to misogynistic song lyrics increases male-to-

female physical aggression (Fischer & Greitemeyer, 2006; Hyatt, Berke,

Miller, & Zeichner, 2017), and endorsement of misogyny has been

empirically liked to SA (Shotland, 1985). To this end, misogynistic

discourse, or “locker-room talk,” likely sets a norm inwhich intervention

in a sexually aggressive situation would be unsupported by peers.

1.2 | Hegemonic masculinity and bystander
intervention

Hegemonic masculinity refers to the configuration of rigid social

practices that promote the dominant position of men and the

subordination of women (e.g., violence and risk-taking; Connell &

Messerschmidt, 2005). Research indicates that hegemonic mascu-

linity is a robust predictor of SA (Murnen, Wright, & Kaluzny, 2002).

To this end, some bystander training programs focus on reconstruct-

ing hegemonic masculinity using social norms interventions (e.g.,

Katz, 1995; Stewart, 2014). However, there is little empirical

evidence linking this construct to bystander intervention, although

one study has examined how specific hegemonic masculine norms

are differentially associated with self-reported bystander efficacy

(Leone, Parrott, Swartout, & Tharp, 2016). Further, qualitative

research indicates social pressures to appear masculine and adhere

to masculine norms inhibit bystander intervention among men

(Casey & Ohler, 2012).

There are multiple masculinities, with several facets (for a

review, see Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005). Thompson & Pleck,

1986 identified three distinct facets of hegemonic masculinity to

which heterosexual men vary in their adherence: (a) Status, which

reflects the belief that men must attain social status and respect of

others; (b) Toughness, which reflects the expectation that men be

physically tough and inclined to be aggressive; and (c) Antifemininity,

which reflects the belief that men should not act in stereotypically

feminine ways or participate in stereotypically feminine activities.

Only one study has examined how these distinct norms are

associated with bystander efficacy and demonstrated stronger

endorsement of the status norm was associated with more

confidence in men's ability to intervene in SA; in contrast, stronger

endorsement of the toughness and antifemininity norms were

associated with less confidence to intervene (Leone et al., 2017).

Men high in status may view themselves as the “alpha male” and

intervene because enacting dominance over other men is consistent

with their high-status masculine identity (Casey & Ohler, 2012).

Further, endorsement of the status norm may promote prosocial

bystander behavior to the extent that men expect to garner positive

social consequences and maintain their dominant social position.

This may be especially salient in situations in which peer norms

challenge a person's status by contradicting beliefs or behavior.

In contrast, endorsement of the toughness and antifemininity

norms may inhibit prosocial bystander behavior due to men's

expectation of negative consequences. Men report that discussion

of SA with male peers is uncomfortable due to fear of being perceived

as weak (i.e., not tough) or gay (i.e., feminine) by other men (McMahon

& Dick, 2011). Men also report fears that intervening in SA will make

them appear less masculine to their male peers (Carlson, 2008; Katz,

2018). The reviewed literature suggests internal pressures to act in line

with masculine norms, which may be activated around certain peers,

will influence bystander behavior. Importantly, this work is limited

because actual bystander behavior was not assessed as an outcome

variable. Thus, this differential pattern of association between specific
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facets of hegemonic masculinity and actual bystander behavior merits

closer inspection.

1.3 | The present study

The preceding review highlights how a nuanced approach that

considers distinct facets of hegemonic masculinity has the potential

to detect differential effects on bystander intervention. Given the

opportunity to intervene, the association betweenmen's endorsement

of specific masculine norms and bystander intervention are likely

influenced by salient peer norms that influence bystander behavior.

For instance, when exposed to a misogynistic peer norm, men who

adhere to the status norm may take control of a high-risk SA situation

and intervene to assert their position and dominance on the social

hierarchy. Conversely, exposure to a misogynistic peer norm may

create social pressures which discourage men from appearing weak or

feminine. This may lead men who adhere to the toughness or

antifemininity norms from engaging in bystander intervention to

maintain their masculine identity in front of peers. To address these

questions, a validated laboratory paradigm was utilized in which men

were exposed to a misogynistic or ambiguous situational peer norm

and then given the opportunity to intervene to prevent a woman's

unwanted sexual experience. It was predicted that the relation

between hegemonic masculinity and bystander behavior would be

moderated by peer norms. Specifically, status would be associated

with more bystander behavior among men exposed to a misogynistic,

but not an ambiguous, peer norm. Conversely, toughness and

antifemininity would be associated with less bystander behavior

among men exposed to a misogynistic, but not an ambiguous, peer

norm.

2 | METHOD

The present study is based on the same sample reported by Leone et al.

(2017), who tested the effects ofmasculine gender role stress and peer

norms on bystander intervention. The present investigation tested

distinct hypotheses regarding hegemonic masculinity and peer norms

using a different analytic technique to examine time-to-event. Results

reported herein are unique to the present investigation.

2.1 | Participants

Participants were 159 self-identified heterosexual undergraduate

men between the ages of 18 and 35 years old. A sample of

heterosexual men was selected because (1) our conceptualization of

masculinity is predicated on a heterosexual masculinity and (2) our

paradigm involves the option of perpetrating male-to-female SA. A

power analysis was conducted to determine sample size. We

oversampled to account for participant retention, participants who

are not deceived by certain aspects of the study, and exclusion

criteria. Participants were recruited from a psychology subject pool

at a large university in the southeastern United States. All

participants responded to a study advertisement entitled “Gender,

Emotion, and Foreign Media Attitudes.” Only participants who were

between the ages of 18 and 35 years old and who self-identified as

male and heterosexual during an online prescreening questionnaire

were eligible to participate. Participants were informed that they

would be required to complete a battery of questionnaires (Session

1) and participate in a separate experimental session (Session 2).

Participants provided informed consent at the outset of each session

and received course credit for their time.

From the initial sample, 143 men participated in the experimental

session and 39 were removed from analyses resulting in a final sample

of 104 men (Mage = 20.10, SD = 2.73). The racial identity of this sample

consisted of 32.7% Caucasians (n = 34), 28.8% African Americans

(n = 30), 28.8% Asian (n = 30), 8.7% who identified with more than one

race (n = 9), and 1% who refused to answer (n = 1). The sample had an

average of 14.51 (SD = 2.07) years of education and approximately

95% had never been married. This study was approved by the

university's Institutional Review Board.

2.2 | Measures

2.2.1 | Demographic form

This form obtained information such as age, self-identified sexual

orientation, racial identity, relationship status, years of education, and

yearly family income.

2.2.2 | The male role norms scale (Thompson & Pleck,
1986)

This 26-item Likert-type scale measures men's endorsement of three

dimensions of traditional masculine ideology: Status (e.g., “I always

like a man who's totally sure of himself”), Toughness (e.g., “Fists are

sometimes the only way to get out of a bad situation”), and

Antifemininity (e.g., “It bothers me when a man does something that

I consider ‘feminine’”). Participants rate items on a 1 (strongly disagree)

to 7 (strongly agree) scale, with higher scores reflecting greater

adherence to the three dimensions of masculinity. The current

investigation examined the status, toughness, and antifemininity

subscales represented with 11, 8, and 7 items, respectively, and

individual scores were computed as means. These subscales have

acceptable reliability, with alpha coefficients ranging from 0.74 and

0.81 in standardization samples (Thompson & Pleck, 1986), which was

consistent with the present sample (Status: α = 0.83, Toughness:

α = 0.76, Antifemininity: α = 0.80).

2.3 | Laboratory analogue of bystander intervention
behavior for SA

Bystanders are defined as individuals who are not perpetrators or

victims, yet witness an event and thus have an opportunity to do

nothing or to intervene in a prosocial or antisocial manner (Banyard &

Moynihan, 2011). In the present study, bystander behavior was
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assessed with a laboratory paradigm that was based on both classic

bystander paradigms and the sexual imposition paradigm (Hall &

Hirschman, 1994), which is awell-validatedmeasure of SA (Davis et al.,

2014). Classic bystander paradigms expose participants to an

ostensible emergency either alone or in the presence of others and

then measure whether and/or how quickly participants intervene

(Latané & Darley, 1968). In the sexual imposition paradigm, a male

participant and female confederate engage in a media-rating task that

ostensibly assesses their preferences for various genres of media. The

participant then receives a media rating profile based on the female

confederate's responses, which explicitly states her strong dislike of

sexual content in the media. Next, the participant views two film clips

that depict a nonsexually explicit or sexually explicit scene. The

participant is asked to select one film clip to show the female

confederate and is informed that he will be able to view the woman as

she watches the film he selected. SA is operationalized by subjecting

the woman to the sexually explicit film.

In line with classic bystander paradigms, the subjection of the

female confederate to the sexually explicit film represents an

ostensible high-risk sexual situation to which the participant can

intervene. In the present paradigm, the participant is informed that he

is participating with three other men (who execute the peer norm

manipulation) and a woman. Regardless of which film clip he chooses,

the participant watches the womanwatch the sexually explicit film clip

ostensibly selected by a confederate and can stop the film. Thus,

consistent with the definition of a bystander (Banyard & Moynihan,

2011), this paradigm subjects a woman to an unwanted sexual

experience and participants who are not perpetrators of this (i.e., those

who select not to show her a sexual film) have the opportunity to

intervene to prevent it. Bystander intervention is operationalized in

two ways: (1) whether a participant stops the video—termed

intervention and (2) the time in seconds it takes the participant to

stop the video—termed intervention rate.

2.4 | Procedure

The present study was completed on two separate days. During

Session 1, participants presented to the laboratory, provided

informed consent, and completed the questionnaire battery. During

Session 2, the participant was greeted by an experimenter in a lobby

outside of the laboratory. To disguise the true aims of the study and

reinforce the presence of other participants, (1) two of the male

confederates were also seated in the lobby and greeted by the

experimenter, and (2) the experimenter pointed out the confeder-

ates’ experimental rooms while on the way to the participant's

private testing room. The participant was then seated alone in an

8 × 10 foot room, provided an informed consent form, told the

purpose of the study was to examine gender, emotion, and attitudes

about foreign films, and provided with an overview of the

experimental procedures. The experimenter then ostensibly left to

check on the other participants and informed the participant that

most communication would be via an intercom to ensure all

participants received the same instructions at the same time.

The participant completed a 15-item media-rating questionnaire

that assessedmedia preferences on his computer usingDirect RT 2006

software (Jarvis, 2006). Once finished, the experimenter informed the

participant that his answers were summarized into a “media profile”

and that this profile, and the profiles of the three male confederates,

would be shown on the female confederate's computer; conversely,

her profile would be shown to all four male participants (i.e., the

participant and three male confederates) on their respective com-

puters. The woman's profile explicitly stated that she does not like to

watch sexually explicit material. These procedures were used by

Parrott et al. (2012).

Next, the participant viewed descriptions and three still images

from a sexually and nonsexually explicit foreign film on his computer.

The sexually explicit film description stated that the majority of the

four-minute film featured a man and woman engaging in consensual

sexual intercourse involving kissing, foreplay, and implied intercourse

in numerous sexual positions. The nonsexually explicit film clip

description stated that the majority of the four-minute film depicted

a man and a woman cooking a meal together (see Supplementary

Appendix A). The order of the films was counterbalanced. The

participant viewed each film's still images and description for at least

30 s before he was given the option to advance to the next screen. In

line with the procedures of Parrott et al. (2012), the participant was

then asked to select the film clip he wanted the female confederate to

view and was informed that the film clip the female confederate

ultimately viewed would be determined by randomly selecting one of

the four male participants’ choices. Thus, the participant was led to

believe that therewas at least a 25% chance that his selectionwould be

shown to the female confederate.

After selection of the film clip, the experimenter informed all

participants over the intercom that the men were to meet in the

participant's room. Three male confederates entered the participant's

room, followed by the female confederate who “accidently” entered

the wrong room. After she exited, the confederates engaged in

scripted comments (see Supplementary Appendix B). Specifically, the

lead confederate set the norm for the group based on the randomly

determined condition (i.e.,misogynistic peer norm, ambiguous peer norm)

by either making an objectifying or non-objectifying comment about

the woman. The lead male confederate stated “Man, I did hit that” in

the misogynistic condition, and “Man, that girl looks just like my

roommate's sister” in the ambiguous condition. In the misogynistic

condition, the other two male confederates made statements of

agreement. Next, the lead confederate stated that he chose the

sexually explicit film to show the woman. The other two confederates

each stated that they also chose this film. In the ambiguous peer norm

condition, the other twomale confederates make neutral comments in

response to the lead confederates comment. Next, the lead

confederate stated that he chose the nonsexually explicit film to

show the woman. The second confederate stated that he also chose

this film, while the third confederate said he chose the sexually explicit

film. It was necessary for at least one confederate to choose the

sexually explicit film clip for this film to have been “randomly selected”

among the four men's choices.
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Once the conversation concluded, the experimenter entered the

room and told the group that the sexually explicit film was randomly

selected and would be shown to the woman. They were informed

that they would view the woman on a computer screen via a webcam

as she watched the film clip and could stop the video at any time by

pressing the enter key on the keyboard. A 12 × 1 inch sign was

attached just below the monitor that stated, “PRESS THE ENTER

KEY TO STOP THE VIDEO.” The participant was seated in front of

the desk, while all confederates were seated out of reach of the

keyboard. The group watched the woman view the sexually explicit

film clip via an ostensible webcam. In actuality, a pre-recorded video

of the woman was played. The woman's face remained neutral

throughout the duration of the 240-s film. This procedure mirrors

classic bystander paradigms wherein participants can intervene in an

ostensible high-risk situation. Once the video was either stopped by

the participant or ended, the experimenter asked all confederates to

return to their rooms.

Upon completion of the task, participants were asked to discuss

(1) whether they thought the task was a good measure of people's

beliefs about themes in the media, and (2) their overall impression of

the confederates during the task. These questions were used to

ensure participants did not believe that the task was a measure of

bystander intervention and that the other participants were

confederates. All participants were then fully debriefed regarding

the use of deception and informed the aims of the study were to

examine what film people decide to show the woman, how other

people might affect their decision to stop the film, and how beliefs

about the roles of men and women are linked to their decisions. They

were also provided an opportunity to discuss any concerns and

compensated with course credit.

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Selection of participants

Of the 143 participants who completed Session 2, six participants

endorsed the belief that the other participants were confederates and

four participants experienced technical difficulties and were removed

from analyses. Additionally, 29 participants (20%) selected the sexually

explicit film to show to the woman. A multiple logistic regression

indicated that adherence to the toughness (OR = 0.91, p = 0.027, 95%

CI = 0.84–0.99), but not the status (OR = 0.08, p = 0.77, 95%CI =

0.95−1.07) or antifemininity (OR = 0.97, p = 0.28, 95%CI = 0.91–1.03),

norm increased the likelihood of selecting the sexually explicit film. In

other words, men who adhere to the toughness normwere more likely

to select the sexually explicit, compared to the neutral, film to show the

woman. As selecting the sexually explicit film is operationalized as an

act of SA, these participants were excluded from analyses. This

resulted in a final sample of 104 participants.

3.2 | Preliminary analyses and descriptive data

A series of one-way ANOVAs and chi-square analyses were conducted

with pertinent demographic and study variables to confirm an equal

distribution of pertinent variables across experimental groups. No

significant group differences were detected. Descriptive statistics and

bivariate correlations for pertinent study variables were computed for

theexperimental sample and aredisplayed inTable1.Results indicated a

significant association between the peer norm condition and bystander

intervention time, indicating thatmen in themisogynistic, relative to the

ambiguous, peer norm condition took longer to intervene. Toughness

and antifemininity were negatively related to intervention and all three

male role norms were significantly correlated.

3.3 | Analytic strategy

Bystander intervention was operationalized as (1) stopping the

sexually explicit video from being shown to the woman (i.e.,

intervention likelihood), and (2) the elapsed time (in seconds) before

stopping the stopping the sexually explicit video (i.e., intervention time,

where higher scores indicate slower intervention time). To examine the

effects of peer norms, male role norms, and their interaction on

intervention likelihood, a binary logistic regression was used. Prelimi-

nary analyses revealed that intervention time was significantly skewed

TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations

Descriptives Correlations

Variable M SD Range 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.

1. Peer norm condition — — — — -0.02 −0.05 −0.04 −0.25* 0.26**

2. Status 50.31 11.76 11–77 — — 0.75* 0.59* −0.14 0.07

3. Toughness 31.81 8.29 8–56 — — — 0.60* −0.11* 0.10

4. Antifemininity 21.85 8.11 7–49 — — — — −0.08* 0.02

5. Intervention — — — — — — — — −0.89**

6. Intervention rate 205.92 66.43 0–240 — — — — — —

n = 104; Peer norm condition: 0 = ambiguous peer norm, 1 =misogynistic peer norm; Intervention: 0 = no intervention, 1 = intervention; Higher intervention
time scores indicate slower intervention.
*p < 0.001.

**p < 0.01.
*** p < 0.05.
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and kurtotic (skewness = 1.76, SE =.24; kurtotic = 1.63, SE = 0.47; D

(104) =.45, p < 0.001). Square root transformations did not correct this

problem (skewness = 1.42, SE = 0.24; kurtotic = 0.26, SE = 0.47; D

(104) = 0.46, p < 0.001). Additionally, the data exhibited a large number

non-interveners. Given the significant skewness of bystander inter-

vention time, the use of survival analysis is preferred toOLS regression

(Allison, 2012; Singer & Willett, 2003). Specifically, a continuous-time

survival analysis that models time to event was used to account for

censoring. Survival analyses are concernedwith both the if andwhen of

event occurrence and accounts for the possibility that participants

who have not yet experienced the event of interest may do so in the

future (Singer & Willett, 2003). In other words, participants who did

not intervenemay have done so if givenmore time. A Cox proportional

hazard (PH) model was used to predict rate of intervention considering

the effects of peer norm condition, male role norms (i.e., status,

toughness, antifemininity), and the Peer Norm Condition ×Male Role

Norms interactions. Data up until the time of censoring (end of the

study) are used to calculate hazard ratios (HR), which reflect the ratio of

hazard functions that correspond to unit differences in the value of the

associated predictor (Allison, 2012; Singer & Willett, 2003). Prior to

analyses, diagnostic tests were conducted, including using Kaplan-

Meier curves, to verify the proportionality assumption. Data were

modeled using Stata v. 14.2 (StataCorp, 2014). Prior to analyses, peer

norm condition was dummy coded (ambiguous peer norm = 0,

misogynistic peer norm = 1). Standardized scores are reported for all

predictor variables (M = 0, SD = 1). Interaction terms were computed

bymultiplying the standardizedmale role norm and dummy coded peer

norm condition variables.

3.4 | What factors influence the odds of intervening?

There was a main effect of peer norm condition (OR = 3.56, SE = 1.80,

p = 0.012, 95%CI = 1.31, 9.61) on intervention likelihood, indicating

that men in the misogynistic condition were less likely to intervene

than those the ambiguous condition. Results also indicated a

conditional main effect of peer norm condition (OR = 0.20,

SE = 0.12, p = 0.009, 95%CI = 0.06, 0.67) on intervention likelihood

that was qualified by a significant Peer Norm Condition x Status

(OR = 0.14, SE = 0.14, p = 0.045, 95%CI = 0.02, 0.96) interaction (see

Table 2). Examination of simple slopes revealed that the relation

between status and intervention likelihood was significant and

negative among men in the misogynistic peer norm condition

(OR = 0.17, SE = 0.14, p = 0.034, 95%CI = 0.03, 0.87) and non-signifi-

cant among men in the ambiguous peer norm condition (OR = 1.14,

SE = 0.51, p = 0.764, 95%CI = 0.47, 2.76). In other words, and contrary

to the hypotheses, men who strongly endorsed the status norm were

83% less likely to intervene among misogynistic peers (see Figure 1).

3.5 | What factors influence intervention rate?

A Cox PH model revealed a significant main effect of peer norms

(HR = 0.34, p = 0.015, 95%CI = 0.14, 0.81) on intervention rate indicat-

ing an intervention rate 66% lower amongmen in the misogynistic peer

norm condition than those in the ambiguous peer norms condition.

There was also a significant Status × Peer Norm Condition interaction

(HR = 0.16, p = 0.024, 95%CI = 0.03, 0.79) (see Table 2). A graphic

depiction of this effect indicates that amongmen exposed to ambiguous

peer norms, adherence to the status norm did not correspond to

intervention rate as both men with strong and weak adherence to this

norm intervened at a similar rate (see Figure 2). Amongmen exposed to

misogynistic peer norms, weak adherence to the status norm

corresponded to intervention at a similar rate to those in the ambiguous

condition; however, strong adherence to the status norm corresponded

with the slowest intervention times. Thus,menwith strong adherence to

TABLE 2 Final regression models predicting bystander intervention behavior

Logistic Regression Cox Regression

OR SE Z Statistic p 95%CI HR Z Statistic p 95%CI

Peer Norm Condition 0.20 0.12 −2.60 0.009 0.06, 0.67 0.23 -2.6 0.009 0.08, 0.70

Antifemininity 0.71 0.26 −0.94 0.087 0.35, 1.44 0.80 -0.78 0.073 0.46, 1.39

Status 1.14 0.51 0.30 0.764 0.47, 2.76 1.31 0.74 0.032 0.64, 2.67

Toughness 0.74 0.36 −0.61 0.543 0.29, 1.93 0.71 −0.91 0.615 0.34, 1.48

Antifemininity × Peer Norm Condition 4.74 3.79 1.95 0.051 0.99, 22.68 3.34 2.07 0.051 1.00, 11.24

Status × Peer Norm Condition 0.15 0.14 −2.01 0.045 0.02, 0.96 0.16 0.13 0.024 0.03, 0.79

Toughness × Peer Norm Condition 1.90 1.73 0.71 0.478 0.02, 11.34 0.197 0.88 0.377 0.47, 1.39

Peer Norm Condition: 0 = ambiguous peer norm, 1 =misogynistic peer nor

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

Low Status High Status

Pr
ob

ab
ili

ty
 o

f l
In

te
rv

en
tio

n

Ambiguous

Misogynisitic

FIGURE 1 Moderating effects of peer norm condition on the
relation between status probability of intervening. Note: Higher
intervention scores indicate a greater likelihood of intervention

LEONE AND PARROTT | 47



the status norm ixn the misogynistic group evidenced the slowest

intervention rates. No other effects were detected.

4 | DISCUSSION

The aim of the present study was to examine the extent to which

bystander behavior is independently and jointly influenced by

situational misogynistic peer norms and men's adherence to hege-

monic male norms. Hypotheses were partially supported. Findings

indicate that (1) men exposed to a misogynistic peer norm were less

likely, and slower, to intervene than men exposed to an ambiguous

peer norm and (2) men who strongly endorsed the status norm were

less likely and slower to intervene among misogynistic, than

ambiguous, peers.

These findingshighlight thedeleteriouseffectofpeerswhoverbally

disrespect and sexually objectify women on both the likelihood and

speed of intervening in SA. A growing body of research indicates that

men's perception of their peers’ attitudes towards intervention is a

significant predictor of their willingness to intervene (for review,

Labhardt, Holdsworth, Brown, & Howat, 2017). The present study

extends these findings by demonstrating that the presence of male

peers who engage in “locker-room talk” wherein they create a

misogynistic peer norm decreases the likelihood of bystander interven-

tion. Further, in the survival analysis which accounts for intervention

likelihood, thoseexposed tomisogynistic peers took longer to intervene.

Thesemenmay takemore time to consider the social consequences that

could be delivered by misogynistic male peers.

Contrary to the hypothesis, Toughness × Peer Norms or Anti-

femininity × Peer Norms interactions were not detected. The Anti-

femininity × Peer Norms interaction was marginally significant and

given the small sample size, it is possible that we were underpowered

to detect an effect. Nevertheless, these null findings are perplexing.

Extant research indicates that some men report that appearing to be

sensitive, a stereotypical feminine trait, is a barrier to intervening

(Carlson, 2008), and that discussing SA with peers is uncomfortable

due to fears of being perceived as weak (McMahon & Dick, 2011). It

was expected that these masculine norms would be activated when

exposed tomisogynistic peer norms and inhibit intervention; however,

it appears that adherence to the status norm is a more powerful

predictor of intervention behavior.

Findings indicate a nuanced Status × PeerNorms interactive effect

on bystander behavior. Contrary to hypotheses, higher levels of status

were associated with a lower likelihood of intervening and a slower

intervention rate among men exposed to misogynistic, compared to

ambiguous, peer norms. Men who adhere to the status norm consider

themselves the “alpha male” in social situations and intervene to assert

their dominance (Casey & Ohler, 2012); however, asserting their

dominance in the presence of misogynistic peers may come at a cost if

peers disagree with their intervention. These findings extend Katz's

(2018) recent postulation that college men may hesitate to confront

their peer's misogynistic attitudes or behavior due to fear of losing

status within their peer group. Indeed, in the present study, this

hesitation (i.e., lower intervention likelihood, slower intervention time)

only occurs among high status men. In other words, when men seek to

attain social status, misogynistic peers inhibit intervention, as the

consequences of intervention are too great to risk. Similarly, thesemen

take longer to intervene, conceivably because they are weighing the

consequences of intervention and loss of social status among these

peers. Among peers who do not condone SA, high status men aremore

likely to intervene and intervene more quickly because intervention

does not carry deferential social risks

These results provide new insight into how masculinity ideology

impacts intervention in the presence of different peer norms. Research

indicates thatmenwith higher levels ofmasculine gender role stress, or

men's tendency to cognitively appraise gender-relevant situations as

threatening or stressful, both increase bystander intervention among

men with misogynistic, but not ambiguous, peer norms (Leone et al.,

2017). Masculine gender role stress and endorsement of masculine

norms are conceptually distinct constructs (Thompson & Bennett,

2015). Thus, these two studies suggest that among peerswhose beliefs

on SA are not salient, masculine-related constructs do not inhibit

intervention, as one's masculinity may not be at risk. However, peer

discourse that objectifies or sexualizes women activates masculinity

ideology. In these contexts, individual differences related to men's

beliefs that men must attain social status and respect of others (i.e.,

endorsement of the status norm) and cognitive appraisals of what they

find stressful or threatening (i.e., masculine gender role stress) only

then play a role in intervention behavior.

4.1 | Limitations

Several limitations warrant discussion. First, the present study only

measured one method of direct intervention behavior, wherein men

could stop a woman, who was a stranger, from watching an unwanted

sexual film by pressing a key. Bystanders may intervene using a variety

of indirect (e.g., distraction) or direct (e.g., confronting the perpetrator)

forms of behavior; however, the present investigation only measured

one method of direct intervention. Further, research indicates the

relationship between the bystander, victim, and perpetrator

FIGURE 2 Moderating effects of peer norm condition on the
relation between status and rate of intervention. Note: Higher
intervention speed scores indicate slower intervention
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differentially influence intervention (e.g., Bennett, Banyard, &

Edwards, 2017), and thus these findings may not extend to different

relational contents. Second, this study only examined intervention in

the presence of others. It remains unclear whether bystander behavior

would vary as a function of the presence of others. Third, the present

study consisted of college students at a large, racially diverse, urban

university, and results may not generalize to all colleges or the general

population. Fourth, given our sample size, we were unable to test for

between-group differences in masculinity and we only examined

masculinity and bystander behavior among heterosexual men.

Finally, it is important to note that SA occurs on a continuum. A full

range of bystander opportunities exits that encompass situations that

pose a lowor high risk to a victim and can occur prior to, during, or after

a sexual assault (McMahon & Banyard, 2012). The present study

measured bystander behavior in a high-risk SA situation, which may be

less common for bystanders to witness than lower risk situations (e.g.,

hearing a rape joke) (McMahon & Banyard, 2012). Bystanders may not

have recognized the situation in the present study as high-risk or been

prepared to intervene given their inexperience of witnessing such

events, which may account for the low rates of intervention in this

study. Future research should examine bystander behavior across the

continuum of opportunities, as these findings may not necessarily

extend to other acts of SA. Moreover, over half of sexual assaults

involve alcohol use by the victim, perpetrator, or both (Abbey, 2002)

and bystanders witnessing SA are likely to be drinking themselves. Yet,

there is a dearth of research on the influence of acute alcohol

intoxication on bystander behavior. The present findings cannot be

extended to situations that involve alcohol, and future research should

consider how the pharmacological effects of alcohol may create

additional barriers to intervention (see Leone et al., 2017).

5 | CONCLUSIONS

The present findings highlight the importance of targeting peer contexts

and masculinity in intervention programming efforts. Although practi-

tioners have highlighted the importance of single-gender programing

given unique barriers men and women must overcome (Katz, 2018),

othershave argued that the limitationsof a given trainingprogramsetting

canpresentachallenge insegregatingbygender (seeCoker, 2018).These

data indicate that programming efforts should involve a discussion of the

influence of masculinity, chiefly the loss or gain of masculine status, in

bystander behavior. The cost-benefit to intervening across myriad social

contexts (including in drinking contexts) could be examined in small-

group discussions, and intervention skills to mitigate the social

ramifications of intervening could be discussed. Special attention should

be dedicated to social situations in which peer norms promote the

devaluation or sexualization of women. For example, if men fear losing

status by speaking out against another man's behavior when among a

certain group of peers, they may instead use distraction to intervene.

Although it may not be feasible to target men individually in all

training programs (Coker, 2018), harnessing men's belief that they

must attain or maintain social status and the respect of others may be

especially powerful with men who are viewed to hold status on

college campus (e.g., fraternities, athletes) or who value earning

social status (e.g., military). Bystander training programs that have

targeted students with status on campus have resulted in reduced

rates of sexual victimization and perpetration (Coker et al., 2014).

Results of this study confirm that peer norms that promote misogyny

greatly deter intervention, and programing efforts should continue

to target the cultural norms that create an environment supportive

of SA. Social marketing campaigns have successfully been applied to

SA prevention (Potter, Moynihan, & Stapleton, 2011) and could aim

to target peer norms. Efforts that target single individuals and social

norms about SA more broadly will likely make the greatest impact on

SA prevention.
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