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Bystander Intervention Program Needs Assessment:
Findings Across UT Academic Institutions

EVALUTION GOALS - identify the strengths, challenges, and needs of eight! UT institutions’ bystander intervention (Bl) programs.
EVALUTION METHODS - web-based survey with eleven participants from eight institutions.

Bl OVERVIEW:

Bystander Intervention (BIl) is most effective as one component of an institution’s established Prevention and/or Intervention initiative. All eight
UT academic institutions offer bystander intervention programming as part of their Prevention, Intervention, Education & Awareness, and Risk
Reduction initiatives.
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Bl PROGRAM DELIVERY:

Workshops are the most common type of Bl program delivery across institutions. Most institutions implement a myriad of prevention initiatives
such as social media campaigns, awareness campaigns, posters, presentations, etc.

Bl Programming: Bl Workshops:

Bl Workshop Delivery
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1 Institutional survey participants include: UT Austin, UTA, UTEP, UTPB, UTRGV, UTSA, UTT.
Busch-Armendariz, N.B., Rabideau, D., Sulley, C., Jimenez, A., & Duran, J. (2020). Bystander intervention program needs assessment: Findings across UT
academic institutions. Austin, TX: Institute on Domestic Violence & Sexual Assault, The University of Texas at Austin.
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Bl PROGRAM EVALUATION:

Bl initiatives focus on several skills-based topics through their programming and evaluations. The graph below identifies the Bl workshop topics as
well as those evaluated post-workshop.
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STRENGTHS, CHALLENGES, & NEEDS:
Responses from the survey regarding strengths and challenges are in reference to Bl program TOP THREE NEEDS:
implementation. The data below represents the top three responses in each category; for example, 1. Increased funding
three participants identified dedicated funding as a top-three strength when implementing BI 2. Additional trained personnel
programs at their institution. 3. More time for program evaluations
Frequency of Top Three Program Frequency of Top Three Program
Implementation Strengths n=7 Implementation Challenges n=7
Feeling Personally Knowledgable I Insufficient Staff G
Dedicated Job Responsibilities [ Competing Job Duties GG —
Dedicated Funding IS Lack of Funding G
Leadership Support RS Lack of Leadership Support [ EE——
Departmental Support [N Insufficient Facilitator Training  EEEG—_———
Sufficient Facilitator Training S Societal Resistance  EEG—_—_———————
Societal Support D Poor Program Attendance |EG—__—————
Good Program Attendance [ Non-Culturally Sentive Programs
Sufficient Staff = 0 Lack of Departmental Support  IEE—
Culturally Sentive Programs 0 Not Feeling Personally Knowledgable 0
Sufficient Space = 0 Insufficient Space = 0
0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4

*For any questions, please contact Noél Busch-Armendariz, Principal Investigator, at nbusch@austin.utexas.edu
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institutions. Austin, TX: Institute on Domestic Violence & Sexual Assault, The University of Texas at Austin.
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