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 Introduction  
For the past thirteen years I have been primarily reliant on public transportation.  

While riding on subways or buses I witnessed numerous acts of sexual harassment, verbal 

abuse, people smoking in the train cars, and other disorderly acts.  Frequently this 

occurred while several bystanders, including me, sat idly by, too embarrassed, afraid, or 

incapable of intervening in any way.  My inaction consistently upset me.  I would exit the 

subway or bus, walk back to my apartment and reconstruct the scenario, imagine myself 

intervening, and play out the interaction in my mind. 

Over the years, I became aware of other daily conflicts going on around með

people harassing the homeless, friends telling racist jokes, angry fans picking fights at 

hockey games, etcðbut very rarely did I or the other bystanders say or do anything to 

help with or defuse the situation.  It was never my problem.  But, in 2009 and 2010, 

disturbing news surfaced about bullying in high schools in and around Boston.  In one 

case, the bullying and teasing was so aggressive that a 15-year-old girl took her life.  It 

was reported that many at the school knew what was happening but took little action to 

stop it (Schworm & Valencia, 2010).  This story affected me greatly.  I decided I would 

no longer be a passive bystander in the face of everyday abuses. 

At this time, I was studying and developing my skills in a conflict resolution 

masters program, and I decided to find a way to help people gain the confidence and 

skills necessary to intervene when they witnessed acts of harassment, racism, verbal 

assault, bullying, etc.  I realized that, aside from my conflict training, I had another skill 

that could be useful. 

From the spring of 2001 through the spring of 2005, during my undergraduate 

studies, I participated in a professional acting troupe called The Interactive Theatre 
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Project for Social Change (itp) in Boulder, CO. 

(http://www.colorado.edu/interactivetheatre/).  During this time, I participated in 

performances designed to engage and educate the audience on a variety of social issues 

(homophobia, date rape, racism, etc.).  The one-act plays portrayed conflicts that occur in 

everyday situations and gave the audience members an opportunity to affect the outcome 

by interacting with the characters.   

This work was based on Theater of the Oppressed by Augusto Boal (1979/1985).  

Boal developed this form of theater to help people understand and create solutions to 

personal and social problems by giving audience members the opportunity to explore 

alternatives and solutions to social problems through action onstage, thus helping them 

develop the confidence and skills to resolve similar issues that they faced in real life.  By 

becoming protagonists in the show, participants build skills to become agents for change 

(Boal, 1979/1985 & http://www.colorado.edu/interactivetheatre).   

I used this technique to create an interactive, theatrical, and educational training 

performance to enhance peopleôs comfort and confidence in their ability to be active 

bystanders in non-violent conflict situations.  I combined techniques I learned during my 

work at itp (under the direction and tutelage of Rebecca Brown Adelman and Trent 

Norman) with the strategies I learned during my graduate studies in conflict resolution 

and court mediation programs.  The primary goal of my project was to develop and pilot 

an intervention training that addresses the bystander effect using interactive theater.  The 

secondary goal was to use a survey and method evaluation to examine its effectiveness on 

an individualôs likelihood to intervene and intervene successfully when he or she is a 

witness to non-violent abusive, vulgar, or harassing acts.  
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Below, I will first describe the bystander effect and its consequences.  I will then 

examine Augusto Boalôs Theater of the Oppressed and give examples of how theater has 

been used as a social and educational tool outside the fine arts curricula.  Next, I will 

discuss the components of this project by 1) explaining the process used to develop the 

interactive theater intervention training and its implementation, 2) describing the methods 

I used to evaluate the project, and 3) evaluating the effectiveness of the intervention 

based on an analysis of survey results given by participates.  Finally, I will conclude by 

examining a method evaluation and looking at future considerations for further study.  

Literature Review 

A Look at Bystander Inaction and Its Consequences 

 In 1964 Kitty Genovese was attacked and killed in New York City in view of at 

least 38 neighbors
1
.  No one called the police during the half-hour murder (Seedman & 

Hellman, 1974).  This case led researchers to examine bystander inaction (referred to as 

the bystander effect (Latané & Darley, 1968)) in a variety of contexts ranging from 

behavior in traffic accidents, to bullying in schools, to genocide.  

  Latané and Nida (1981) analyzed 93 experiments conducted on the bystander 

effect over ten years.  These cases included a variety of situations in which bystanders 

witness a theft, car crashes, threat of fire, asthma attacks, and more.  The authors 

determined that in emergency situations where a bystander was surrounded by 

confederates (people placed in the study by the experimenters and directed to act in a 

certain way) or believed an unseen person was present (56 case studies), fewer than 53% 

of bystanders helped the person in need.  In cases where bystanders were in groups of 

                                                        
1 Recent investigation has revealed this number may be inaccurate.  However, the original report 
issued by the New York Police Department is used here. 
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strangers ranging from two to eight (37 case studies), the chance someone intervened fell 

to 22%.  Overall, the results of these studies suggest that the more witnesses were 

present, the less responsibility each individual felt to help the victim.
2
 

The cases studied by Latané and Nida were all professionally supervised and 

conducted by researchers in a lab or in the field.  Unfortunately, the bystander effect is 

quite common in the real world, and it has severe consequences for the victims.  For 

example, over the past four years there have been several cases of severe bullying in high 

schools around Boston.  In one of these cases, Phoebe Prince, 15, of South Hadley 

hanged herself after incessant bullying.  Peers and teachers were aware of the bullying; 

however, they did very little to help the victim and reduce her isolation and suffering 

(Schworm & Valencia, 2010).  Indeed, Lodge and Frydenberg (2005) cite a Canadian 

report that shows that bystanders do not intervene in approximately 85% of bullying 

cases in schools.  54% of peers present during bullying are passive bystanders, 21% 

become involved in the teasing, and only 25% attempt to put an end to the harassment 

(Lodge & Frydenberg, 2005).  

 The consequences of bystander inaction can provide illicit support to perpetrators 

of harm.  For instance, Arne Johan Vetlesen (2000) examined the inaction of bystanders 

in the face of genocide during the war in Bosnia.  He determined that witnesses of mass 

violence, such as the Dutch UNPROFOR forces in Srebrenica in 1995, who do nothing 

ñin the face of what is unfoldingé[send] the message to the agent as well as the direct 

victim that such killing may continueò (Vetlesen, 2000).  Thus, bystander inaction can 

unintentionally condone violence as severe as genocide.   

                                                        
2 This concept is expanded upon later in the paper. 
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 The direct victims of bystander inaction are not the only ones who are negatively 

affected by such inaction.  The bystanders themselves can experience negative emotional 

consequences (Darley & Latané, 1968).  Darley and Latané found, through interviews 

and questionnaires conducted after one of their experiments
3
, that subjects who do not 

intervene during an emergency situation, in its aftermath, showed signs of stress like 

shaky and sweaty hands and great concern over the health of the person they did not help 

(Darley & Latané, 1968).  Those subjects who did not intervene were caught in a mental 

battle of being upset about what was going on, not wanting to ruin the study, and 

believing that if it were an emergency someone better equipped would step in (Darley & 

Latané, 1968, Latané & Darley, 1968 & 1970).  Similarly, Vetlesen, when talking about 

inactive bystanders during the Bosnian genocide, went as far as claiming ñwe inflict evil 

upon ourselveséwhen we willfully remain passive bystandersò (Vetlesen, 2000). 

The Bystander Effect 

 Why do people fail to help the victims in emergency situations? Why would  

people remain silent and passive while Kitty Genovese was attacked and killed, allowing 

this heinous act of brutality to unfold outside their apartments?  Why do students and 

administrators turn a blind eye when a child is bullied?  In order to determine the factors 

underlying the bystander effect, Latané and Darley (1968) set up two separate 

experiments.  In one experiment, subjects were invited to the lab to complete a 

questionnaire.  As the participants were completing the questionnaire, smoke was 

pumped into the room through a vent in the wall.  In one experimental condition, the 

experimenters had one individual taking the questionnaire alone in the room.  In a second 

condition, two experimental confederates (i.e., participants who were instructed to be 

                                                        
3 These experiments are discussed in detail later on. 
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inactive bystanders) were sitting with a naïve participant (i.e., unaware of the real aims of 

the research).  In a third condition, three naïve participants were filling out the 

questionnaire when the smoke started coming into the room (Latané & Darley, 1968). 

 The results of this study show that, when alone, 18 of the 24 participants (75%) 

reported the smoke before the experiment ended.  When one naïve participant was placed 

in the room with two passive and unresponsive confederates, only one out of ten 

participants (10%) reported the smoke.  In the final condition in which three naïve 

subjects were placed together in the room, only three out of 24 people (12.5%) reported 

the smoke (Latané & Darley, 1968).   

 In another experiment, Darley and Latané (1968) had one subject in a room speak 

for two minutes about being a New York University freshman.  In one condition, the 

subject heard one prerecorded voice over a loudspeaker before he or she spoke. In the 

second and third condition the subject heard two and five prerecorded voices 

respectively.  In each condition, after the subject spoke the first voice was heard again, 

and after 70 seconds ñthe participantò began to suffer a seizure.  The results showed that 

the more people the subject (S) thought were present, the longer and less likely he or she 

was to respond to or report the emergency.  In the case of just the subject and the victim 

(S & victim), 85% of the subjects reported the seizure.  With S, victim + 1 other, 62% 

reported the seizure. And, with S, victim + 4 others, only 31% reported the emergency.  

Also, the more people the subject thought were present, the longer on average he or she 

took to respondð52, 93, and 166 seconds respectively.  No one, regardless of the group 

size, reported the seizure after three minutes had elapsed (Darley & Latané, 1968).
4
   

                                                        
4 Darley and Latané stopped the experiment 6 minutes after the first vocal sign of the seizure. 
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 From the results of these experiments, Latané & Darley (1970) determined that 

there are three primary factors that lead to inaction by a witness in an emergency 

situation, especially when there are other witnesses present.  The first factor that 

contributes to the bystander effect is self-awareness.  Individuals do not get involved in 

emergency situations because they become self-conscious of their actions and are afraid 

to intervene. They do not believe they have the necessary skills and do not want to look 

foolish in front of others.  (Hudson & Bruckman, 2004; Latané, 1981; Latané & Nida, 

1981).  When others are present, one becomes self-aware and often chooses to do or say 

nothing in order to avoid attention and possible embarrassment.   

 Secondly, people take action cues from those around them (Latané & Nida, 1981).  

When witnessing an ñambiguous situation,ò a person looks around to see if and how 

others react to the situation, and often takes cues from the others about the appropriate 

response to a situation (Latané & Darley, 1968 & 1970).  So, an individual (person A) in 

a group may notice that something is occurring that might be considered an emergency 

(i.e. smoke filling a room or hearing someone suffer a seizure).  But, if others around him 

or her choose not to intervene, person A tends to follow the other peoplesô reactions and 

dismiss his or her original assessment of the situation as an emergency (Latané & Nida, 

1981, Latané & Darley, 1968, Latané & Darley, 1970).  Latan® and Darleyôs (1968) post 

experimental interviews with participants who were inactive bystanders suggest that 

participants used other witnessesô inaction to re-interpret the situation as a non-

emergency.  For example, after ñthe smokeò experiment the subjects said that since no 

one else was reacting to the smoke, it must not have been a fire, so they ignored it 
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(Latané & Darley, 1968).  Thus, inaction begets inaction (Fischer et al., 2011; Hudson & 

Bruckman, 2004; Latané & Nida, 1981, Latané & Darley, 1968).   

 Third and perhaps the most significant reason underlying the bystander effect is 

diffusion of responsibility.  As shown by the results of the experiment involving 

overhearing a seizure, the more witnesses present, the less likely and longer it takes an 

individual to feel personally responsible to intervene in a conflict.  Also, there is often a 

belief that someone else present will know how to handle the situation more effectively, 

resulting in a collective feeling of ñéitôs not my problemò (Latan® and Darley, 1970).  

So, when groups of people are bystanders to a conflict or emergency the feeling of 

responsibility to do something is divided among all the witnesses. This is why people are 

much more likely to intervene when they are alone (Fischer et al., 2011; Hudson & 

Bruckman, 2004; Latané & Nida, 1981; Latané & Darley, 1969; Darley and Latané, 

1968; Wenik, 1985). 

 The goal of this project was to develop an intervention training program to 

address the bystander effect, perform a series of conflict situations in a controlled 

environment (interactive theater), and examine the effectiveness of using interactive 

theater to help individuals practice interventions and overcome the bystander effect when 

they witness non-violent conflicts.  However, before I delve into the details of the project, 

I will intr oduce interactive theater and its use as an educational tool in non-traditional 

settings. 

Augusto Boal and Theater of the Oppressed 

 In Theater of the Oppressed (1979/1985) Boal, a Brazilian reformer, educator, 

and activist, argued that traditional theater was used as a tool for the ruling classes to 
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assert their dominion over common people.  According to Boal, Aristotelian and 

Hegelian poeticsðthe foundation for modern theaterðsupported the ruling class by 

separating the actors from the audience (establishing a fourth wall) and the protagonist 

from the masses. In a theater performance, the audience sees a hero purge himself from 

his flaw (often some emotional weakness) and return to an equilibrium and state of 

repose, happy with his or her behavior and interaction within the established system.  

According to Boal, this established the idea that working within the system, not against it, 

is the ideal path for man.  He stated: ñThe two philosophers seem to state that the world 

[at the end of the play] returns to its perennial stability, its infinite equilibrium, its eternal 

reposeò (Boal, 1979/1985). 

 Boal contended that this should not be the purpose of theater.  Drawing from 

Brechtian and Marxist theories, Boal argued that theater must portray the social and 

political injustices of the systemðespecially those affecting the common manðto the 

public audience.  The show should not end with the charactersô contentment, satisfaction, 

and adjustment to the way the system operates, but rather mark the beginning of a 

transition from powerlessness to empowerment for the common man (Boal, 1979/1985).  

In other words, the audience recognizes the injustice and imbalance in the system and 

thinks about ways they might affect changes.   

 However according to Boal, Marxist poetics empowers the audience members and 

ordinary citizens only to think critically about the societal system they live in through 

identification with the characters onstage who are acting for them.  In his vision, Boal 

demands that the wall between actors and audience be removed, empowering the 
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common man to act out and show their ideal society.  He christened his philosophy in a 

new type of theater: theater of the oppressed. 

 Boalôs theater of the oppressed eliminates professional actors from showing 

citizens how to behave in the established world and puts the ability to enact change 

directly in the hands of the audience member(s) (Boal, 1979/1985).  This type of theater 

takes many forms.  Some of them include: 1) Simultaneous Dramaturgyðparticipants 

actually write a script while the actors express it on stage.  Here, the spectators are 

simultaneously writing as the actors are performing.  2) Image Theaterðthe spectator 

shapes or molds the actors into a physical representation of his or her emotional state.  3) 

Forum Theaterðthe actors present a dramatic scene, and the spectators actually enter the 

scene and intervene at any given point.  The spectators become spect-actors, taking on a 

role in order to change the outcome. In these three forms of theater, the audience 

becomes integral to the performance, empowered to express their interests.   

 Thus, Boalôs Forum Theater seems to be an ideal setting for ñlearning by doing.ò  

By presenting conflict situations that include bystanders to an audience and then giving 

the audience the opportunity to replace the bystanders and intervene, Boalôs Forum 

Theater can help train participants to counteract the bystander effect and develop conflict 

resolutions skills.  This will be explained more in subsequent sections. 

Theater as a Social and Educational Tool 

 Today, theater is often used as a social and educational tool outside of the fine arts 

curricula.  Below, I give three examples of interactive theater that are being used in 

community-based activities. 



 13 

 Theater for language and culture education.  Maria Tereza Schaedler trained 

under Boal, and she used his Forum Theater technique to help adult Brazilian immigrants 

in the U.S. learn English and critical thinking skills to solve problems in their lives.  In a 

study on the effectiveness of this method, Schaedler (2010) discovered that the Forum 

Theater technique also helped the students develop autonomy and independence. 

 According to Schaedler, students in her ESOL class avoided speaking English 

because they did not want to misspeak or be teased.  Practicing English in an interactive 

theater setting forced the students to find the words they needed to express themselves.  

While finding their English voiceðexpressing themselves in Englishðtheir self-esteem 

and confidence within the community also grew (Schaedler, 2010).   

 Before learning English through interactive theater with Schaedler many of the 

adult students experienced a common conflict.  They were forced to give up some control 

and responsibility to their children who generally learned language more quickly.  The 

adultsô inability to communicate in English offset the family dynamic and created a lot of 

stress for her students.  Not only were the children relied on to communicate for them, 

but also the parents were unable to help their children with homework.  The Forum 

Theater technique gave the adult students the ability to discuss conflicts that occur in 

their daily lives, present them to one another, and then practice resolving them 

(Schaedler, 2010). 

 Theater in health care.  The Ladder to the Moon (LTTM) is a charity in London 

that has an interactive theater project whichðas of 2006ðworks in 18 different wards in 

six hospitals (Gage, 2007).  LTTM actors go into wards as characters from certain genres 

(1930ôs Hollywood, Romeo and Juliet, etc) and interact with the patients as those 
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characters.  The actors (as a character) talk with, listen to, and respond to patients and 

staff, while also inviting them to reenact scenes from some plays.  ñIt has been found that 

the work stimulates social connections that last beyond the duration of the visit or 

residency period between people. This includes relationships between residents, between 

residents and staff members, and between staff membersò (Gage, 2007). 

 LTTM gives the patients and the staff a break from their reality, mentally placing 

them outside the hospital.  For example, on different occasions LTTM has two actors 

visit an elderly care ward portraying characters from the 1950ôs.  Over the next few hours 

one character ñfalls forò the other.  ñThe admirerò wanders around the ward asking 

advice from one patient after another on how to woo his flame.  At the same time, the 

other actor engages the patients and staff in common, everyday conversation.  These 

interactions allow the patients to imagine they are outside of the hospital having a 

conversation with a friend.  It gives them a break from the tedium and monotony that 

comes with living in a hospital ward, and helps stimulate the imagination centers of the 

brain.  In another specific case, actors rehearsed a Shakespearean scene with the patients 

and staff.  A nurse on the ward played Juliet and a patient portrayed her nurse.  This 

interaction was a complete role reversal from real life, helping break down the power 

dynamics that exist between patients and staff, and develop a more empathetic 

relationship. 

 LTTM and its interactive theater program also help patients complete activities 

that are necessary for recuperation.  Along with time-out leisure or rest (which hospital 

patients get a lot of), achievement and social leisure are important for oneôs health (Gage, 

2007).  The presence of the characters on the ward helps the patients and staff engage in 
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conversations on topics other than medical issues and concerns.  Also, interacting with 

the actors gives patients the opportunity to challenge themselves and gain a sense of 

achievement different from the rehabilitation, recuperation, sickness, and other 

challenges that come with living on a hospital ward (Gage, 2007). 

 Theater as youth education.  Urban Improv is a Boston-based interactive, 

educational theater company whose aim is ñto promote positive youth development as a 

catalyst for violence prevention and social changeò (www.urbanimprov.com).  This 

program creates performances of conflict situations that youths are faced with on a daily 

basis (homophobia, bullying and cyber bullying, self-esteem, etc).  The process is very 

similar to Boalôs Forum Theater, and is used in classes from elementary school through 

high schools. 

 In 2006, The Hamilton Fish Institute on School and Community Violence 

published a multi-year study, focusing on fourth grade classes, examining the effect 

Urban Improv had on studentsô aggressive behavior, cooperative behavior, and self-

control (Kisiel et al., 2006).  The findings showed that students who had participated in 

the Urban Improv sessions engaged in less aggression, more cooperative behavior, and 

were more attentive and engaged in class than their classmates who did not work with 

Urban Improv (Kisiel et al., 2006). 

 Active conflict training.   The three programs described above focused on 

different groups of different ages and address different social issues.  All use some form 

of interactive theater to engender positive change and confidence in participantsô lives.  

My project feeds on these ideas and incorporates Boalôs Forum Theater technique to help 

address bystander inaction.  
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The Interactive Theater Intervention Process 

 The primary goal of this project was to create and implement an intervention 

training program, using interactive theater, to address the bystander effect.  I propose that 

practicing intervention through interactive theater can build participantsô confidence and 

skills so that they can intervene successfully when witnessing non-violent abusive, 

vulgar, or harassing acts by providing a safe place to practice those skills and to observe 

the consequences of their actions and inactions.   So, what and how are these skills 

developed through interactive theater?  

Learning by Doing 

 In order for a bystander to intervene in a situation, Latané and Darley (1970) 

postulated that the bystander has to 1) be aware there is a critical situation, 2) determine 

the situation is an emergency, 3) feel personal responsibility, 4) believe he or she is 

skillful enough to help, and 5) actually decide to help (Fischer et al., 2011; Latané & 

Darley, 1970). 

 Ervin Staub, a front runner on the study of active bystandership, good and evil, 

mass killing, and other processes involved with the psychology of peace and violence, 

claims: ñChildren and adults, as well as whole groups of people, learn by doing
5
ò (Staub, 

2005).
6
  So, it is reasonable to assume that individuals could learn to be active bystanders 

through practice.   

 The first necessary skill to learn is how to overcome the psychological barriers of 

intervening when others are around.  By witnessing various, everyday conflict situations 

                                                        
5 My accentuation. 
6 Staub is a professor at UMass, Amherst, and has written numerous books and articles on the 
subjects of good and evil, mass killing, and bystanders.  Further reading can be found on his website 
www.ervinstaub.com. 
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in a controlled environment, participants will be more aware of conflict situations in their 

lives that do not directly impact them and will develop a responsibility to intervene.   

 Secondly, a person must also develop intervention skills. By becoming spect-

actors and intervening in the staged conflict under the guided supervision of a conflict 

management specialist, the participant can build skills such as: how to approach a vulgar 

person; how to alter the power dynamic by engaging a victim or other bystanders; how to 

defuse an argument; and other forms of intervention. By developing these skills, 

participants remove the fear of looking foolish in front of other people, while building 

trust in their assessment of emergency situations and their ability to intervene as 

bystanders.   

 To maximize the effectiveness of the intervention training, several secondary 

goals were established:  after the interactive theater practice 1) participants feel a greater 

moral obligation to intervene as a bystander; 2) given certain situations, an individual is 

more likely to intervene and draw from a greater number of possible intervention 

strategies; and, 3) participants feel more comfortable about intervening as a bystander. In 

addition, discovering why participants did or did not intervene in past conflict situations 

was a goal. 

 This intervention training involved three separate stages.  First, I facilitated a brief 

oral discussion of the bystander effect.  Second, participants witnessed three situations in 

which a different form of non-violent conflict occurred, that is, verbal abuse, racism, and 

sexual harassment.  Third, crucial to interactive theater, the situations were reenacted and 

audience members/participants were invited to voluntarily enter into the situation as a 
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replacement for a bystander.  In effect, as an ñactiveò bystander, the audience member 

became a spect-actor who tried to change the outcome.   

Development of the Interactive Theater Intervention 

 The creation of the dialogue for the interactive situations was a critical and time-

consuming aspect of this project. The scripts recounting everyday situations required 

several criteria. They had to contain some form of negative interaction between only two 

characters. Next, they needed to portray conflicts between people with different social 

relationships. Also, several different conflict forms must be invoked. Finally, multiple 

bystanders had to be present in various levels of interaction with the conflicting 

characters. 

 The first requirement of having only two characters involved in the conflict 

allowed for the clearest recognition by the participant of the target for intervention.  A 

more complex scene with, for instance, three or four characters involved with different 

levels of conflict, could overwhelm the participants.  Rather than focusing on how the 

bystander/s could intervene, the participants would instead be tuned into other aspects 

such as who was doing what to whom, and be paralyzed by too much data to isolate the 

bystander/s role. 

 In terms of the second criterion, practicing interventions in situations with people 

of various social relationships best mimics real life. Therefore, three common 

relationship levels were chosen: friends, people who had just connected over some 

common interest, and complete strangers. 



 19 

 Third, everyday conflict occurs in many forms (abusive insults among friends, 

racist remarks, sexual harassment, etc).  To maximize the participantsô education, each 

situation invoked a different type of altercation.  

 Finally, real-life bystanders can be closely related to the people in conflict, or they 

can be complete strangers.  The conflict situations I wanted to create included bystanders 

with either some contact with the conflicting parties, or bystanders present but outside the 

immediate conversation. This way, the spect-actors could take on various ñrolesò, 

increasing the number of possible interventions. 

 To co-write these situations, I enlisted former Boston University theater student 

and recent UMass, Boston Conflict Resolution MA graduate, Carina Wine.  Meeting 

once a week for three months to develop the dialogue and rehearsal techniques, and 

keeping the above four criteria in mind, we drew upon our personal bystander 

experiences. Eventually, three situations were drafted (final scripts found in Appendix 

A).   

 Situation I involves an aggressive, vulgar, verbal argument between two female 

friends in a public dining room. Another friend is at the table, while two non-related 

bystanders sit close by.  The two women (Meghan and Liz) get into an argument about 

Meghan being frequently enlisted to pick Liz up on the weekends because Lizôs 

boyfriend abandons her at alcohol and drug parties.  At first, the friends discuss the 

inconvenience to Meghan; then, they quickly escalate into a fight about dating and life 

choices, using vulgar name-calling slurs.  This scenario offered an opportunity for 

bystander intervention as either A) a friend mediating between other friends, or B) as a 

stranger forced to overhear offensive and threatening language.  
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 Situation II happens in a retail store. Two unrelated customers stand in line. 

Initially, one talks about to the other about his favorite hockey player. Once the foreign 

cashier, with a heavy accent, arrives, he directs racial comments to the cashier and tries to 

entice the second customer to join in. Three other characters are shopping together; they 

listen to the conversation and respond amongst themselves.  This situation offered 

bystanders practice intervening in the face of bigotry, an ongoing contentious issue in the 

United States.  It also supplied the spect-actors with two distinct bystander relationships: 

one, a casual acquaintance, the other a disassociated group overhearing a conversation. 

 Situation III addresses sexual harassment on subways.  On a subway car, a man 

approaches a seated woman with a book on her lap, deliberately stands in front of her, 

and aggressively hits on her through sexually-laden conversation and repeated non-

violent touching.  The woman continually asks the man to stop and wards off his 

advances. Four other passengers on the train avoid the conflict, including one originally 

in close proximity to the female who gets up and moves farther away.  This situation 

offered the spect-actors a chance to intervene as complete strangers. 

 All three of the situational scripts were refined once the actors were cast. In order 

to satisfy the criteria, the original conflicts and number of characters were maintained. 

However, the actors joined the process by ñnaturalizingò the specific dialogue. They read 

the scripts aloud, identified awkward lines, and eliminated or changed them.  

Finding Actors and the Rehearsal Process 

 Due to time constraints,
7
 we needed performers who had at least basic acting 

training, so candidates for auditions were recruited from the acting program at UMass, 

Boston.  Most candidates were in their teens and early 20ôs. Rather than acting-intensive 

                                                        
7 Two months of rehearsals meeting a total of five hours per week. 
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auditions in which applicants perform a dialogue or read a script, candidates answered 

interview questions regarding life experiences and interests. This process was established 

for a number of considerations. First, the scenes included graphic language, verbal abuse, 

and a high level of physical contact, which might be uncomfortable for low-to-

moderately experienced actors to perform with a shortened rehearsal schedule and spect-

actors coming on stage and changing the script.
8
  Therefore, actors who could interact 

well with each other and be easy using racial slurs or touching each other sexually were 

essential.  Including Ms. Wine, six talented, enthusiastic performers were selected. 

 After casting, we met as a full group every week for 3-5 hours.  The first few 

meetings were designed to get to know each other and develop basic improvisation 

techniques. Getting comfortable with each other is vital to interactive theater.  The more 

ñrealò the performed scene is, the greater degree of reaction, participation, and education 

from the spect-actors.  The design of the improvisation exercises assisted the actors with 

reacting to various interventions the spect-actors might try. 

 Having finalized scripts, a ñregularò rehearsal schedule began.  Each situation was 

rehearsed 3-5 hours per week for one month with only the speaking characters until they 

attained a high level of competency. Then full group rehearsals commenced for two 

weeks.  The actors with non-speaking roles in a particular scene were positioned as 

bystanders and directed to act as naturally as possible, but not to communicate verbally 

with the principals.  For the final two weeks of the rehearsal process, I simulated possible 

interventions from spect-actors. To prepare for every choice a spect-actor may make is 

                                                        
8 With an extended amount of rehearsal time there are activities that a troupe can do that increases trust and 

comfort level with one another.  
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impossible, but by practicing a number of them, the performers developed the capacity to 

react naturally to most possibilities.
9
 

 Late in the rehearsal process, Ms. Wine had to resign from the project for personal 

reasons.  Because of time considerations, I was forced to take on her role as the bigoted 

customer in the second situation. 

Piloting the Interactive Theater Intervention Train ing 

 Three separate performances, i.e., trainings, were held in May 2011 at the UMass, 

Boston Campus Center.  The actors recruited participants through word-of-mouth in their 

classes and personal life. I announced the training to students in an Introduction to 

Psychology class at UMass, Boston, all the Conflict Resolution classes in session that 

semester, family, and friends. Also, to encourage participation, an incentive of either one 

$25 raffle per training or the option for students in the Introduction to Psychology course 

to acquire one research credit was offered. While each group consisted of students, 

friends, professors or family members of UMass, Boston students, the turnout was low ï 

sixteen women and eight men, aged 19-62. The first performance included five people, 

the second seven, and the third twelve. The 24 total participants were much fewer than 

expected. 

The Interactive Theater Outline   

           Each training consisted of three stages and lasted about an hour and a half. During 

Stage 1, I facilitated a ten-minute discussion of the Kitty Genovese case, outlining the 

conflict that occurred and explaining the three primary reasons why people do not 

intervene as bystanders.  I then asked participants to describe personal experiences when 

                                                        
9 I choose to say ñmostò here because we focused on non-violent interventions.  Also, there was no way to 

predict all the ways a spect-actor may have intervened. 
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they witnessed a conflict as a bystander.  If the example was one in which the volunteer 

did intervene, we examined how the intervention was or was not successful.  If the 

example precluded intervention, we brainstormed possible interventions for a bystander. 

By juxtaposing the bystander effect and personal experiences in a discussion format, all 

the participants were encouraged to silently review conflict situations they may have 

witnessed and to briefly suppose what they could have done to affect the outcome.  

However, this stage was only a ñthink tank.ò  The participants were coached to imagine 

interventions without any practical application. 

 Stage 2 consisted of the enactment of conflict Situations I, II, and III.  Before the 

performances commenced, the audience was instructed to watch the situations unfold, 

and to remember any emotional reaction they felt while watching.  The actors then 

performed their rehearsed scripts with no interaction from the audience.   

 Stage 3 engaged the interactive theater component of the training.  The audience 

was informed that they could now try to change the outcome they had witnessed.  They 

were instructed that whenever any one of them felt uncomfortable, upset, or uneasy about 

something that was taking place, s/he should yell, ñstop.ò  Then the participant could 

come on stage, replace one of the bystanders, take action, i.e., intervene, and by doing so, 

try to alter the course of the conflict.  At this point, the actors started the performance 

again, from the beginning, and waited for someone in the audience to participate. 

The Performances.  

           Evident similarities in participantsô reactions emerged with all three groups during 

the training stages.  The first similarity occurred during Stage 1.  None of the participants 

under 50 years-of-age, nor most of those older, recognized the name Kitty Genovese.  
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However, when the description of her brutal slaying was conveyed, the majority of 

participants remembered hearing of the case or studying it in school.  Ignorant 

participants had verbal reactions ranging from, ñthat is scary,ò to ñI would never not 

help.ò 

 Reactions during the second stage were also strikingly alike.  Everyone, with one 

exception, sat passively in their seats while they watched the performers enact the three 

conflict situations.  The one exception occurred in Group 3.  A male, in his twenties, held 

his hand over his mouth and repeatedly looked at me, seemingly pleading for 

intervention.  During the third stage, this participant became a spect-actor six timesð

twice for each situation.        

              In similar fashion, in all three groups of the training, no one in the audience 

during Stage 3 halted the performance of Situation I, which involved two friends getting 

into a heated, insult-laden argument in a public dining room.
10

  This passive reaction is 

consistent with my former experiences with Interactive Theater.  Audience membersð

unless they have attended a Forum Theater performance previouslyðare usually nervous 

about being the first to get up in front of everyone. 

              After Situation I was rerun, I, as facilitator, addressed the participants, inquiring 

if everyone was comfortable with what they had just witnessed.  With each group, the 

response from a few people was ñno.ò  I then randomly chose one of the respondents and 

asked why s/he was uncomfortable, listened to the explanation, and then asked what s/he 

would do in this situation.  As the individual started to respond, I interrupted, offering the 

participant the opportunity to come up and show us what s/he would have done. With this 

                                                        
10 The aforementioned participant on the third day waited exactly one rerun before letting out a loud 
“oh please stop!” 
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encouragement, the third stage of the experiment continued and the participants have 

unwittingly moved from passive to active bystanders.  

 For the next 30-45 minutes, the actors replayed the situations, except this time 

they stopped whenever a spect-actor came forth to intervene.  After each intervention, the 

audience and I applauded the spect-actor and then analyzed what had transpired. We 

exhausted the participantsô interventions for each conflict situation before the actors 

moved on to the next situation.     

 During the training, analysis in Stage 3 centered on a determination of the 

perceived success or failure to resolve or deescalate the conflict.  When the group 

perceived the intervention was successful, I highlighted the most effective aspect of the 

intervention. If the intervention was viewed as unsuccessful, a discussion ensued about 

why it failed. 

            Two common discussion points reoccurred. First, the tone of the intervention was 

analyzed. Analysis focused on whether the intervenerôs language was aggressive and 

inflammatory, or respectful, rational, and conversational. Similarly, the tactic used and 

whether or not and/or how it tried to shift or raise awareness of the power dynamics of 

the conflict were dissected. Following this discussion, the spect-actor was given another 

chance to intervene, this time incorporating my suggestions.  

              Group 1, with the fewest participants (5), attempted the least interventions for 

each situation: two for the first, three for the second, and four for the third. Groups 2 and 

3, with seven and twelve participants respectively, each had at least four interventions for 

each situation.   
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 The first situationðtwo female friends arguing with each other aggressively and 

using vulgar language with one friend present and two nearby bystandersðelicited the 

fewest interventions.  Although a participant in each group would try one intervention, 

acting as the nearby bystander interrupting the conversation, each group, at first, claimed 

that the conversation was private and not the bystandersô business.  However, once I 

pointed out that the friend of the two women arguing was also a bystander, at least one 

participant from each group took on the persona of the friend and tried to intervene and 

mediate.   

 All successful interventions for Situation I involved the bystander friend taking an 

active role in addressing the language the two ladies were using.  Participants using this 

intervention strategy referred to the women being friends, suggested not using abusive 

language and recommended continuing the conversation later when everyone was calmer. 

 However, the attempt at mediation was not always successful.  One particularly 

unsuccessful intervention was attempted during Group 2.  One participant, as the friend, 

allowed most of the bickering between Meghan and Liz to occur before eventually 

yelling at those in conflict to shut-up because they were ñboth behaving like children.ò  

Not surprisingly, this attempt resulted in the original combatants yelling at the intervener 

and escalating the conflict. 

 All of the interventions across the groups in Situation II ða customer at a store 

making racist comments to a foreign cashier with one bystander in line behind him whom 

he tried to engage in support of his comments, and three others shopping together within 

earshot but not in contact with the racist customer ï employed one similar strategy.  The 

spect-actors took on the role of one or more of the bystanders and tried to make the racist 
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customer feel embarrassed about his comments.  This was accomplished in two distinct 

ways. 

 First, a spect-actor became the other customer in line and rejected any attempt by 

the racist customer to support his prejudice.  Instead, the spect-actor told the customer 

that he was insensitive, ignorant, or rude.   

 Second, one or more spect-actors stepped in as one of the other three shoppers.  

As such, the spect-actors rallied their friends to approach the instigator as a group.  This 

strategy changed the power dynamic and resulted in the antagonist leaving the store.   

 Situation III ð a man sexually harassing a woman (Monica) on the subway with 

four bystandersðelicited the most numerous (19), diverse, and emotional interventions 

of the three conflicts.  A few reasons might explain this fact.  First, the majority of the 

participants in all three groups were female, which may have resulted in an empathetic 

response.  Second, while the other conflicts were only verbal in nature, this conflict 

portrayed the invasion of obvious physical boundaries. The subway situation showed the 

male actor touching the woman inappropriately along with verbal harassment.  Third, by 

this stage in the training, the participants may have felt more comfortable in front of each 

other, thus more willing to actively intervene.   

 A few interventions with a common thread surfaced throughout the groups.  Two 

bystanders were positioned sitting next to each other, across from the conflict, interacting 

with each other in a friendly manner.  In each group, two spect-actors claimed these roles 

and addressed the aggressive male.  In Group 2, two women told him to leave her alone 

and invited Monica to come sit with them.  In Group 3, the two spect-actors started 

talking to each other, poking fun at the aggressor very loudly in order to distract him and 
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make him feel uncomfortable. In another intervention, two males in Group 1 got up and 

stood directly in front of the aggressor, looming over him. They didnôt say anything, but 

they stared at him, making him uncomfortable enough to move away. These interventions 

were successful, yet used intimidation and embarrassment to resolve the conflict, both of 

which might be considered risky strategies.  A person feeling embarrassed or intimidated 

could decide to get violent in order to ñsave face.ò    

 Other attempts avoided these confrontational strategies. During the performance, 

a bystander originally sat close to Monica and then moved farther away as the conflict 

caused discomfort to this bystander. In all three groups a female spect-actor replaced this 

bystander and, instead of moving away, started a conversation with Monica or pretended 

to be her friend. This strategy proved extremely successful. Once the man did not have 

attention or get any reaction from Monica, he stopped his harassment.  

               Similarly, in Group 3, one male spect-actor engaged the harasser in 

conversation about getting an MBA from Babson (something the aggressor says to 

impress Monica).  The aggressor repeatedly tried to stop the conversation with the spect-

actor and return to Monica; however, the spect-actor would not let up.  Eventually the 

aggressor exited the train. 

 Once all three situations had been replayed, and every willing member of the 

audience had a chance to test interventions, the training ended.  The participants, 

hopefully, had now acquired a repertoire of intervention strategies they could incorporate 

into their everyday conflicts 

            In general, the participants became spect-actors, took some chances intervening, 

and expressed enthusiasm for the interactive theater portion of the performances.  In 
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order to assess the effectiveness of the interactive theater intervention training, I 

administered a survey after a different stage to each group.  Also, to determine how the 

participants felt about this training method, I handed out a method evaluation form at the 

trainingôs conclusion.  The method, results, and analysis of the data are discussed below.   

Evaluating the Effectiveness of Interactive Theater Intervention 

 For this project I created an interactive theater intervention training to address the 

bystander effect.  I implemented the training on three separate occasions.  To evaluate the 

effectiveness of different parts of the intervention training, I conducted a survey 

(Appendix B) after one of three training stages: 

¶ Stage I: A facilitated dialogue about the bystander effect.   

¶ Stage II: A theatrical portrayal of three short situations involving various 

relationships and different conflicts.   

¶ Stage III: A rerun of the three situations incorporating audience members as 

spect-actors.   

 The survey consisted of four parts given to the three groups after a different stage 

in the training.  Group 1 was used as a baseline.  They took the survey after only 

engaging in a discussion about the bystander effect and Kitty Genovese.  Group 2 

participated in the discussion and viewed the conflict situations performed before filling 

out the survey.  Group 3 engaged in the discussion, viewed the situations, and had the 

opportunity to intervene as spect-actors as well as witness other spect-actors, before 

receiving the survey to complete.   

 The purpose of this methodology was to determine if becoming a spect-actor 

provided a higher level of comfort and competence in each category than just having a 
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discussion or a non-interactive performance alone. That is, with this methodology it is 

possible to assess whether involvement of participants in the theatre has a separate 

effect from only witnessing a theatrical scene or from participating in a dialogue. No 

participant participated in more than one group.
11

   

 At the conclusion of the training, each group was also asked to fill out an 

evaluation form meant to receive their feedback about their experience and about the 

training (Appendix C).  The evaluation included questions assessing participantsô (1) 

comfort level with participating in this method, (2) the most liked and the least liked 

aspects of the method, and (3) feedback on ways the method could have been more 

beneficial for him or her.   

 The Method Evaluation served two purposes.  First, it allowed participants to 

address any feelings they had that were not included on the survey.  Second, it gave 

feedback for modification with further interactive theater intervention trainings and 

performances.  

The Survey Instrument 

 The survey consisted of four parts.  The first part contained one question that 

assessed the perceived moral obligation to intervene as a bystander.  The question was 

rated on a 6-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 6 = strongly agree).  

          The second part of the survey asked the participant to identify all of the given 

reasons why he or she a) did not or b) did intervene when witnessing someone being 

insulted or harassed.   This section was included in order to assess general concerns about 

                                                        
11 Two people came to all three performances, however they only participated in the surveys and as spect-

actors in the first group.  The other two performances they were present only as a supportive role for one of 

the actors in the show and are not reflected in the survey data. 
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intervening and the reason for intervening.  Six possible reasons were listed for why the 

participant did not intervene: 

A.  I didnôt want to draw attention to myself. 

B.  No one else was saying or doing anything. 

C.  Someone else started to intervene before me. 

D.  I had nothing to do with the conflict. 

E.  I didnôt know what to do. 

F.  I was afraid for my safety. 

  

Seven possible contrasting reasons were listed for why the participant did intervene: 

A.  I didnôt care what others thought of me. 

B.  No one else was saying or doing anything, so I felt obligated.  

C.  Someone else started to intervene before me, so I felt comfortable joining in.  

D.  Even though I was not being directly  insulted or harassed, I did intervene in part because I 

still felt insulted. 

E.  I felt it was my responsibility to say or do something. 

F.  I felt that I had the skills necessary to change the situation.  

G.  I was not afraid for my safety. 

 

 The third portion of the survey described three conflict scenarios:  

1. Imagine that you are in the lunchroom and you overhear an individual telling a 

joke that you find racially offensive. 

2. Imagine that you are waiting at a bus stop and you see and hear a man 

aggressively flirting with a woman.  The woman appears distressed, repeatedly 

asking the man to leave her alone and not making eye contact with him.  You 

detemine that you are not at any risk of physical danger. 

3. Imagine that you are on the subway and you hear the people sitting next to you 

yelling at and insulting a homeless person.  There are several other people on the 

train, and you determine that you are not at any risk or physical danger. 

 

 In the third part, the participants were asked to assess their perceived likelihood of 

intervention in the above scenarios (1= not likely at all; 6= extremely likely) and 

perceived confidence that the intervention would be effective (1= strongly agree; 6= 

strongly disagree).  In order to assess active bystandership behaviors, the participant was 

given room to describe up to five ways he or she might intervene in that scenario.  These 

scenarios were very similar to the themes of the situations that were performed in Stage II 
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and Stage III of the trainings.  Only Group 3 had the benefit of becoming spect-actorsð

i.e., participating in Stage IIIðbefore filling out the survey. 

 The fourth part of the survey addressed the participantôs 1) perceived confidence 

in using non-violent intervention skills with A) strangers and B) acquaintances, 2) in their 

comfort level at intervening, and 3) with the intervention affecting a positive change.   

The questions were phrased in the affirmative (1= strongly disagree; 6= strongly agree).  

This section was designed to determine each participantôs overall confidence in his or her 

ability to become an effective active bystander and whether becoming a spect-actor 

increased this confidence. 

 To analyze the data from the surveys, I transferred the data onto several different 

spreadsheets, determined the mean responses, and calculated the standard deviation.  The 

first group, which participated only in the facilitated dialogue was used as the baseline to 

which the other two groups were compared.  In order to determine the statistical 

significance between the average responses of each group, I used the Simple Interactive 

Statistical Analysis (SISA) website (http://www.quantitativeskills.com/sisa/index.htm).   

Results of the Survey 

 The primary goal of my project was to develop and pilot an intervention training 

that addresses the bystander effect using interactive theater.  Once this was achieved, the 

secondary goal was to examine the trainingôs effectiveness on an individualôs likelihood 

to intervene successfully when s/he witnesses non-violent abusive, vulgar, or harassing 

acts through the use of a survey and method evaluation form. 

 I conducted statistical analysis of the survey results.  However, due to the 

extremely small sample size, I neither expected nor found statistical differences among 
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the groups.  These calculations are given in Appendix D.  However, since the tests are not 

statistically significant, in the section below I will only detail the trends of the results 

found.  They are separated into four sections corresponding to each part of the survey. 

Moral Obligation to Intervene 

 The first part of the survey asked the participant to rate the level of moral 

obligation s/he believes people feel to intervene when witnessing someone being insulted 

or harassed.
12

 The question was stated in the affirmative (1=strongly disagree; 6=strongly 

agree).   

 Group 1 showed the lowest average rating for moral obligation at M = 4.2, 

whereas the third group, who participated in all three stages of the training before filling 

in the survey, showed the highest mean rating on moral obligation to intervene (M = 

4.79). Six of the seven participants who ñstrongly agreedò with the statement were in 

groups 2 and 3.  Group 1 had only one participant who strongly agreed with the statement 

(20%).
13

   

 These results suggest that after witnessing the enactment of a conflict situation, 

people feel a higher degree of moral obligation to intervene than when they are only 

asked to recall and discuss past experiences.  Showing scripted conflict situations in an 

academic setting and asking participants to think critically about what they are seeing 

may increase their feeling of obligation and thus counteract the diffusion of 

responsibility.  

 

                                                        
12 See Appendix D, Table 1. 
13 For individual group breakdown, see Graph 1. 
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Graph 1 

 

 

Reasons Why Participants Did or Did Not Intervene in the Past 

 The second part of the survey examined why the participants did and did not 

intervene in a situation in the past where they witnessed someone being insulted or 

harassed.
14

  The most frequent responses to why participants said they did not intervene
15

 

were ñI was afraid for my safetyò (N=11) and ñI didnôt know what to doò (N=9).  The 

least cited reason participantsô did not intervene was ñI didnôt want to draw attention to 

myselfò (N=3).
16

   

 When participants did intervene in the past, the responses indicate they felt a 

responsibilty or obligation to do so even when others did not, regardless of how confident 

they felt in theirs skills and how safe they deemed the situation to be.  The most common 

reasons why participants did intervene were: ñNo one else was saying or doing anything, 

                                                        
14 See Appendix E Chart 6. 
15 See Appendix E Chart 4. 
16 Four participants gave a different reason for not intervening than the seven listed options. 
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so I felt obligatedò (N=9) and ñI felt it was my responsibility to say or do somethingò 

(N=8).  The least frequent responses (3 each) to why people did intervene were ñI felt 

that I had the skills necessary to change the situationò and ñI was not afraid for my 

safety.ò  

 These results suggest that when a person feels a responsibility or obligation to 

intervene, they will do so.  Although not statistically significant, a correlation was found 

between seeing the conflict situations played out and intervening with a higher degree of 

moral obligation than with only a discussion of the bystander effect.  So, participating in 

interactive theater may translate to people feeling obligated to intervene when they 

witness a conflict situation in real life even when no one else is doing anything. 

Therefore, the question becomes: Does practicing intervention help address the concern 

for not knowing what to do? This is discussed in the next sections. 

Group Scenarios Analysis: How Likely, How Effective, and What Interventions 

 The third part of the survey consisted of a very brief description of three conflict 

scenarios with a question asking how likely (1=not likely at all; 6=extremely likely) it 

was the participant would intervene in each scenario.  Another and questioned the 

certitude that he or she would be confident (1=strongly disagree; 6=strongly agree) of an 

effective intervention.  After each scenario, participants were asked to list up to five 

examples of how they would intervene. 

Scenarios: 

1. Overhear a racially offensive joke in a public dining area 

2. Witness a woman being harrassed at a public bus stop.  No risk of physical harm. 

3. Witness absue of a homeless man on a subway.  No risk of physcial harm. 
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 The mean ratings for the likelihood of intervening and the effectiveness of the 

intervention were in general higher for all scenarios by participants in Groups 2 and 3 

than in Group 1.  Participants in Group 3 were more likely than participants in Groups 1 

and 2 to report they would intervene in Scenario 2 and that their intervention would be 

successful for Scenarios 2 & 3.  The four means were between 4.58-5.08.
17

  Group 2 had 

the highest mean (M=4.57) for both categories in Scenario 1.  Group 1 had the lowest 

mean ratings for all Scenarios.  Thus, the two groups who at minimum viewed the acted 

Scenarios reported a greater likelihood and confidence intervening for all Scenarios. 

Table 1 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

 Mean Mean Mean 

Scenario 1       

Intervene 2.60 4.57 3.25 

Effective 2.40 4.57 4.25 

Scenario 2       

Intervene 5.00 5.00 5.08 

Effective 4.40 4.86 4.92 

Scenario 3       

Intervene 3.60 4.71 4.58 

Effective 3.40 4.57 4.58 

 

 Qualitative data analysis for intervention strategies.  After each scenario, the 

participants were given space to list up to five ways s/he might intervene in each case.
18

 

Scenario 1 had 7 different strategies described by the 24 participants. Both Scenarios 2 

and 3 had 6 different strategies for intervening.
19

  The most common response in 

Scenario 1 described intervening by telling the person who made the racist joke that it 

was offensive or stereotypical [n = 26 (54%)].  For Scenario 2, 30 (47%) intervention 

                                                        
17 See Table 1 
18 See Appendix F for an individual breakdown of all the participant’s responses. 
19 See Appendix D, Table 3. 
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strategies involved conversing with or befriending the woman being harassed at the bus 

stop.  And for Scenario 3, 23 (50%) strategies involved confronting those who were 

harassing the homeless person. 

 On average, Group 2 had the most average strategies (M=3.28, 2.71) per person 

for Scenarios 2 and 3.  Group 1 had the most average strategies (M=2.40) per person for 

Scenario 1.  Group 3 had the lowest average (M=1.58) number of strategies per person 

for Scenario 3.
20

 These results suggest that participating in theatric performance might 

not have been effective in increasing peopleôs intervention strategies. It is possible that by 

participating in the theatre forum, participants in Group 3 experienced some discomfort 

and understood that intervening in such situations was hard, therefore they might have 

been less able to come up with strategies than participants in Groups 1 and 2, who could 

imagine intervening but actually did not play out the role of an intervener.  However, 

when they did record an intervention strategy, Group 3 responses were often more direct 

and non-antagonistic than those of Groups 1 and 2.  I analyze this issue below.  

Table 2 

 Mean Number of Strategies/Participant 

 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

 Mean Mean Mean 

Scenario 1 2.40 1.71 2.00 

Scenario 2 2.20 3.28 2.50 

Scenario 3 1.80 2.71 1.58 

 

 Looking at the written intervention strategies by group.  All the groups had 

ideas on how to intervene in Scenario 1, and 53% of the total interventions involved some 

form of direct contact with the joke teller and mentioned respect.  Group 2 was clearly 

the most willing (MG2 = 4.57, MG1 = 2.60, MG3 = 3.25) and most confident (MG2 = 4.57, 

                                                        
20 See Table 2. 
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MG1 = 2.40, MG3 = 4.25) group, but many of the groupsô interventions appeared to be 

antagonistic. For example, a female said she would ñtell them it is disrespectful and they 

are an assholeò (P. 11).  Another participant said, ñStop and let them have it, stating it is 

not right;ò ñYell and tell them to stop that nonsense;ò or, ñFight the personò (P. 9).   

 While participants in Group 2 described some non-aggressive interventions for 

Scenario 1, the majority of these interventions were passive or vague. For example, 

ñCalm the person downò (P. 8). ñChange the subjectò (P.9) ñBe direct in my approach;ò 

ñGet someone else to helpò (P. 12).  And finally, one participant said he might ñdo 

nothing and let it stopò (P. 9).  Although these interventions may be effective at times, 

they do not address the problem directly and may even escalate it.   

 Group 3 had the benefit of testing out some interventions when they became 

spect-actors and worked on some strategies to defuse a mean-spirited, vulgar public 

encounter between friendsða situation very similar to the hypothetical scenario 

described on the survey in Scenario 1.  Every member of the third group who answered 

(four people left it blank) used some form of direct but low aggressive strategy.  Some of 

them are: 

ñExcuse me, I know youôre trying to be funny, but Iôm really offended by 

what youôre sayingò (P. 13). 

ñAsk he/she to respect other people around of the same or different race.  

Or just say how the joke was not funnyò (P.14). 

ñVerbally tell the person to stopò (P. 21). 

ñI might ask the insulter to stop because they are making people 

uncomfortableò (P. 22) 

 

 Just like the other groups, there were some passive responses, such as: ñShow 

disgust through body languageò (P. 15) and ñLoudly talk about how offensive the joke isò 

(P. 16).  However, for the most part, the participants in Group 3 reported active bystander 
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interventions, directly involving themselves with a non-violent or non-aggressive 

intervention.  This might indicate that practicing interventions, as opposed to just 

witnessing the theatrical situations, helps people formulate more specific and direct non-

violent interventions than imagining what one might do. 

 The participants in all the groups had a radically different response for Scenario 2 

and Scenario 3 then they did for the first.  The trainingðSituation III, where a woman 

was harassed on a subwayðincluded a situation very similar to Scenario 2. This might be 

why Scenario 2ða woman being sexually harassed by a man at a bus stopðgenerated 

almost twenty more written intervention strategies (64) than the other two.  Situation III 

and Scenario 2 were so similar, that participants in all three groups blended their written 

responses, often citing interventions that affected a woman on a train instead of at a bus 

stop.  

 However, in both the written and acted conflicts, the woman was trying futilely to 

stop the manôs advances. If the woman is incapable of preventing the harassment, and the 

bystanders are ignoring the situation, the man is in control.
21

  All of the strategies listed 

by the participantsðengaging the woman or man, telling the man his actions are 

inappropriate, making the man uncomfortable, or notifying the authoritiesðare intended 

to adversely affect his control and power over the situation.  

 At all three trainings during Situation III, at least two spect-actors intervened by 

talking with the woman, thus changing the power dynamic.  This tactic, along with 

inviting the woman to change seats, was very successful during the training performance.  

                                                        
21 No sexism is intended here.  The roles could be reversed, could involve people of the same sex, or could 

involve an adult with a child, etc.  The concept was to demonstrate a situation where there was a power 

imbalance and practice non-violent ways to change it. 
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47% of the written responses for Scenario 2 involved a conversation with or pretending to 

be friends with the woman.  

 The second most common strategy for Scenario 2 (18.5%) involved directly 

telling the harasser he was being inappropriate.  There were only four of 12 participants 

who suggested this strategy and did not also choose trying to talk with the woman.  One 

was in Group 2, the others in Group 3.  However, just like engaging the woman, this 

strategy was represented in all the groups, showing no correlation between witnessing the 

performances and thinking of the two most cited tactics. 

 On the other hand, 13 of 14 responses that involved a) engaging the man in 

conversation (4)ðnot simply telling him to stopðor b) attempting to intimidate or make 

him feel awkward (10), came from participants in Groups 2 & 3.   

 The cited strategies for conversing with the man were primarily vague: ñEngage 

the man in conversationò (P. 19, G3), ñTry to tranquilize
22

 the personò (P. 8, G2).  But, 

one subject in Group 3 (P. 16) wrote a very specific, non-violent way to distract the man, 

change his focus, and keep his attention. She said she would ñask the guy for the timeð

pick up on something he had been talking about and ask him an informational question 

about it.ò   

 No participants in Group 1 said that they would engage the man in conversation; 

however, one participated state he would intimidate the man by trying to ñphysically 

remove him from her.ò The responses in the other two groups almost mirror each other.  

Some of them are: 

If the train was crowded, I would stand next to them making it a little 

awkward (P. 6, G2). 

                                                        
22 “Tranquilize in this case is assumed to mean pacify, not medicate. 
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Move toward the woman and put myself in between them physically (P. 

15, G3). 

 

My friends as a group are larger as a whole (P. 8, G2). 

Young man can you pick on someone your size? (P. 23, G3). 

 

Make fun of the guy; make him feel uncomfortable (P. 7, G2). 

I might talk loudly to others also waiting and ask if they think this 

conversation has run its course (P. 16, G3). 

 

 These interventions can be risky (what if the man does decide to pick on someone 

his own size?).  But they may also be effective.  Limiting the space the man has to move 

or making him feel foolish about his actions can affect the power dynamic that exists.   

 Actually seeing this scene play out may be the reason that, aside from Participant 

3, only subjects in Groups 2 & 3 considered this type of intervention.  Possibly viewing 

the situation displayed the imbalance of power more clearly and triggered this response.  

However, it is also possible that the people in the first group did think of this intervention 

but would not do it because of the risk to personal safety.  

 The written responses for Scenario 3, witnessing the harassment of a homeless 

person, also contained a clear favorite intervention strategy.  Almost 49% of the 

responses involved confronting the people who are doing the harassing.  Many of the 

responses were similar to ñI would ask the person to stopò (P. 22, G3).  However, a few 

people asked the harassers to stop and also tried to appeal to reason and empathy. 

Ask them to stop.  Draw their attention to the fact that they could possibly 

be in those shoes at some point (P. 15, G3). 

 

Ask them what would they do if someone did such a thing to them (P. 7, 

G2). 

 

Tell the people if they arenôt going to help the person who is less fortunate 

than them they have no business with them (P. 5, G1). 
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 All these could be effective strategies and they are found throughout the three 

groups.  In this situation, empathy can be a very powerful tool.  It could trigger an 

emotional response in the harassers or possibly embarrass them into stopping. 

 This scenario, more then the other two, led people in Group 2 & 3 to specifically 

say that they would not do anything, did not know what to do, would complain, or 

reluctantly intervene. 

Wait and donôt do nothing. Pretend not to see (P. 9, G2). 

 

Protest the noise (P. 19, G3). 

 

As long as they werenôt physically harming him, I wouldnôt intervene.  If 

the harassment went on for more than a stop or two, I would tell the 

perpetrators that they made their point and ask them to stop (P. 20, G3). 

 

Itôs really hard to say (P. 23, G3). 

 

I wouldnôt feel comfortable allowing them to talk in that manner.  But I 

would intervene in some way (P. 6, G2). 

  

Interestingly, these responses do not emulate the likelihood or effectiveness rankings of 

Group 2 & 3.  

 Group 2 (M =4.71) and Group 3 (M = 4.58) both rated the likelihood they would 

intervene in Scenario 3 reasonably high.  Group 2 (M =4.57) and Group 3 (M = 4.58) 

also showed a high ranking for the effectiveness of the intervention.  The dichotomy 

between the ranking for likelihood and effectiveness of interventions and the written 

responses seems to signify that although Groups 2 & 3 might not know exactly how they 

might intervene, they both believe that they would and that it would be effective.  

 Because all these responses are in written form, their tone, aggression, and 

effectiveness are debatable.  There is no clear way to judge how effective any of the 
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written interventions offered for the scenarios would be in real life.  However, as the 

quotes above demonstrate, people in Groups 2 & 3 were often able to give more specific 

interventions strategies, and in the case of Scenario 3, believed their interventions to be 

significantly more effective than the participants in Group 1. 

Skills and Confidence to Intervene 

 Participants rated their belief about self-efficacy to intervene when a stranger and 

an acquaintance were being insulted and harassed.  They also reported how comfortable 

they would be intervening, and how confident they were that the intervention would 

make a positive change.
23

  

 On average, participants in Group 2 compared to Groups 1 and 3, reported more 

confidence in their skills in intervening with a stranger (M = 4.71), reported to be more 

comfortable intervening (M = 4.86), as well as had more confidence that their 

intervention would be effective (M = 5.00).  Participants in Group 3 had the highest 

confidence in theirs skills when intervening in situations that included someone they 

knew (M = 5.33). Participants in Group 3 reported feeling the least comfortable 

intervening overall (M = 3.42).  

 When asked if they believe they have the skill necessary to intervene when 

someone they knew was being harassed, all but two participants rated it 4 or higher.  This 

is not too surprising.  Understandably, people want to come to the aid of their friends and 

naturally think that they are capable of doing so. Impressively, 100% of Group 2 and 

75% of Group 3 believed in their non-violent skills to intervene with a stranger at 4 or 

above.  This is compared to only 40% of participants in Group 1, who answered the 

questions after Stage I of the training. 

                                                        
23 See Table 3. 
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 These numbers suggest that at the least witnessing a performance that displays 

conflict situations can help people gain confidence in their intervention skills better than 

just a lecture or discussion.  A bit surprising is that Group 3 had less belief in their skills 

than Group 2, but that might be explained by examining the responses to the final 

questions on the survey. 

 80% of Group 1 and 100% of Group 2 claimed at least a 4, out of 6, comfort level 

with intervening and capability to make a positive change.  Group 3, on the other hand, 

only had a 50% comfort level at 4 or greater and a 66% belief that their capability to 

make a positive change was at least a 4.  This shows us that Group 3 feels uncomfortable 

with being an active bystander and is not very confident in their ability to make a positive 

change, which seems to be in contrast with their belief in their intervention skills.  This 

apparent dichotomy could be a fruitful subject for further investigation. 

 

Table 3 Skills to Intervene w/ Stranger & Known, Comfort, Make (+) Change 

 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

 Mean Mean Mean 

Stranger 4 4.71 4.25 

Known 4.4 4.86 5.33 

Comfortable 4.2 4.86 3.42 

(+) Change 4.2 5 4.42 

 

Final Analysis of the Results 

 This project was focused on the use of interactive theater to teach non-violent 

bystander intervention skills.  To examine the effectiveness of this education method, an 

experimental study design with three stages was employed.  Four categoriesðmoral 
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obligation, past experiences, hypothetical scenarios, skills and comfortðwere examined 

via a survey distributed after a different stage to the three groups. 

 There were no statistical significance differences between groups in the measured 

outcomes.  Overall, only 24 participants participated, unevenly in the three groups.  The 

first group, for instance, had only 5 participants.  With such a small sample size it is not 

appropriate to run statistical tests; therefore, above I have only examined the trends on 

the responses of participants in each group.  

 Participants in the interactive theater method, Group 3, expressed a higher belief 

than Groups 1 and 2 that people are morally obligated to intervene when they see 

someone insulted or harassed.  One of the primary cause of the bystander effect is a 

diffusion of responsibility.  So, experiencing a greater level of moral obligation may 

result in higher active bystandership for future interactive theater participants. 

 It also appeared that although they did not generate more theoretical interventions 

than participants in Group 2, participants who had a chance to become spect-actors had a 

better notion of how to address conflict situations in that Group 3ôs written responses 

were very direct and non-threatening towards the target for intervention.  However, 

Group 3 reported feeling the least comfortable of the groups with intervening in conflict 

situations, and less confident than Group 2 that their interventions would be successful.  

There are a couple reasons this may be the case. 

 First, it may simply be due to personalities types.  Without statistically significant 

results, random chance that the participants in Group 3 have unusually high anxiety 

towards becoming an active bystander cannot be ruled out.   
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 Second, participating as spect-actors may have developed a negative desire to 

intervene.  With the opportunity to attempt specific interventions, Group 3 may have 

realized that intervening as an active bystander can be very difficult.  Instead of only 

theorizing what they might doðas participants in Group 2 with the highest reported 

comfort didðGroup 3 attempted interventions as spect-actors that were not always 

successful.  This may have impacted their feeling that they would make things worse in 

the real world.  Therefore, the interactive theater training method may need to be longer 

or more thorough in order to build more skill and confidence.  

 Because of the small sample size, it is possible that these results are due to the 

make-up of personalities or any number of undetermined factors. Further testing is 

needed. 

 Conclusion: Looking at the Future & Method Evaluation 

 The number of training participants must be increased to obtain a clearer 

demonstration of the effectiveness of this training method.  As originally envisioned, this 

study was supposed to include three full class length lectures on the bystander effect.  

These classes would have been the control group.  The experimental group would have 

received the Interactive Theater Intervention Training.  Both groups would have 

completed the same survey.  Thus, the sample size would have expanded, which may 

have provided clearer results.  However, time constraints dictated a reduced study, and 

resulted in a poor turnout. 

 Second, determining what people do after they leave the lecture and training is 

vital to assessing the effectiveness of this training method. Securing theoretical responses 

to conflict situations is not sufficient to determine the effectiveness of a training method.  
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Follow-up interviews, questionnaires, or surveys would establish the lasting effect (if 

any) of an Interactive Theater Method. 

 Third, according to the results of this research, the major reasons people did not 

intervene in conflicts in their own past was because 1) ñno one else was saying or doing 

anything.ò and 2) ñI didnôt know what to do.ò  The Interactive Theater Method aims to 

address precisely these inadequacies.  The very first goal aims to raise awareness so that 

if no one else is doing something, you can and will.  An equally important goal: if 

someone else is doing something, help her/him out and make the intervention that much 

stronger.  Finally, of course, the unique intent of this method is to educate the participants 

on what to do through practice, or spect-acting.  

 At the end of the study, I distributed a Method Evaluation.  The Evaluation asked 

participants to express their comfort level, whether they would participate again, and 

what they liked most and least about the Method.  Some participants left before the 

distribution. 14 of 20 (70%) participants agreed very much that, ñI felt comfortable 

participating in this activity.ò 4 said somewhat agree, and 2 said neither agree nor 

disagree. 

 The two people on the fence related: 

I was comfortable watching, but Iôm not inclined to participate (kind of 

shy).
24

 

 

I definitely have the stage fright problem, but I think smaller groups make 

it easier to participate. 

 

Statements for what the participant liked the most included: 

Make the watchers participate. 

 

                                                        
24 Parenthetical statement was the participantôs. 
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Being able to analyze the interaction. 

 

I realized that I can intervene without putting myself in danger. 

 

Funny actors! Lively!  Entertaining. 

 

I like how we were able to change what happens when we get put into it. 

 

It helped audience members to come up with scenarios for real life 

situations in case something like this really happens. 

 

There are twenty responses of the above kind.   

 When asked what the participant least liked, most responses were blank or similar 

to, ñnothing I can think of.ò  However, there were two critiques. 

Somewhat rigid frame on the issue. 

Actually nothing really distressing enough to say ñleastò liked. 

 Both of these responses are intriguing.  I would like to know what was distressing 

even if it was not the least liked.  Also, I am unsure what is meant by ñrigid.ò  Was it that 

the aim of the study was to try to get people to intervene as bystanders and this person 

felt that this idea was pushed too hard?  Was it too rigid because it only focused on active 

bystandership? I would like to know what this means. With this in mind, a Method 

Evaluation in future trainings might yield more conclusive information if it contains both 

written and spoken feedback. 

 The Evaluation also inquired in what way(s) this activity could have been more 

educational for you.  Excluding response that said this was fun or nothing, constructive 

responses included: 

More bullying scenes. 

 

More time for those of us who are inexperienced or are too shy to move up 

there quickly. 
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I think more situations can be created or thought of.  Also more actors and 

free food! 

 

More examples from other issues (bullying, using N-word, gay bigotry). 

 

Maybe act it out again after the audience has participatedðand have 

someone intervene from the cast and show the most effective way to 

resolve/intervene. 

 

More hostile scenes, i.e., more distressing situations. For example, road 

rage or cops misbehaving, etc. 

 

 The general consensus is for more interactive theater and more conflict situations.  

This experiment is a beginning, a tiny first step.  More data are needed.  One possible 

method for gathering more data would be to conduct this study at numerous colleges.  A 

cooperative venture between undergrad psychology or theater classes, community 

enrichment programs, orientation programs, and/or residence hall RAs and residents 

would create a larger sample size.  The study could be conducted in the same manner, but 

the situations could be developed for specific, pertinent conflicts at the university. 

              If these studies were administered close to the beginning of the school year, 

follow-up interviews, surveys, or questionnaires would be possible, thereby adding the 

possibility of a before-and-after element to the data.  

              The same study could be administered in high schools. A comparison between 

findings for the high school and the college student, with the emphasis on age 

susceptibility, could be very valuable. However, approval would have to be gained from 

schools boards, so it might be beneficial to have more data from college level studies 

before approaching the high schools. 

 Another possibility for future study could be with community programs or 

religious groups, again with situations pertinent to their concerns. These studies could be 
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conducted as seminars, trainings, or community development projects with not-for-profit 

groups that already work within communities. 

 The results in this study may not have given a clear picture of the effect of using 

interactive theater to empower positive bystandership, but a prolonged study will lead to 

more definite answers as to whether this form of education will help increase active 

bystandership in our society, a worthy goal. 
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Appendix A 

Capstone Interactive Theater Scene 
Written by David DôAlessandro and Carina Wine 

 

Scene I 

Six people sitting at a lunch table. 

 

Meghan:  I hate having to do that every Saturday. 

 

Dylan:  What do you mean? 

 

Meghan:  Well, I get a text like almost every Saturday night from Liz asking for a ride 

home.  She goes to parties and then wants me to come get her from random guyôs houses 

all the time. 

 

Liz:  What?  Thatôs not true. 

 

Dylan:  Really, donôt you have a boyfriend? 

 

Liz:  Yea, I do.  What are you talking about Meg? 

 

Meghan:  Yea, well itôs normally at one of two houseséMarkôs place or one of his 

buddies, but this weekendéLike, Iôve never had to pick her up in Quincy before.   

 

Liz: Donôt talk about me like Iôm not here.  Youôve never said this to me before. 

 

Meghan: Well Liz, you flip out whenever I try. 

 

Liz:  Well this past weekend I came out there with Mark and his friends, and he left 

almost as soon as we got here.  

 

Meghan:  I have a life too, Liz. Why am I picking you up every Saturday night?  Why did 

you go all the way out to Quincy, when you know you canôt get home? 

 

Dylan:  Are you ok?  What do you mean he left? 

 

Liz:  We got to this kidôs house, and after five minutes Mark goes out for a cigarette and 

never comes back!  I called you all night, Meghan!  I was in this house with a bunch of 

dudes I didnôt know who just kept drinking and getting high.  I was freaking out!  

 

Meghan:  Iôm not your driver! If you didnôt have such awful taste in guys, this wouldnôt 

happen to you.  Next time call a cab.   

 

Liz: [Visibly upset] I didnôt know where I was, and I donôt have money for a cab.  I 

thought you were my friend! 
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Meghan: Look, all Iôm saying is one of these days something really bad is going to 

happen to you, and you canôt say I didnôt warn you.  So donôt blame me when one of 

these guys turns out to be a rapist. 

 

Dylan:  What happened there Liz?  Did they do anything? 

 

Liz: A rapist?  You think I would hang out with guys who like, rape people? 

 

Meghan: I dunno.  You canôt really blame them if they see you going home with a 

different guy after every party.   

 

Liz: Wait, I actually have a boyfriend, you bitch. 

 

Meghan: Boyfriend?  If you want to call what you are doing with Mark a relationship, 

then ok, but to everyone else it looks like you are just throwing yourself at him and he is 

using you. 

 

Liz:  [Mad]  Really?  Everyone thinks that?  Dylan, you think that? 

 

[Dylan is silent] 

 

Liz: Oh, well then I guess it must be true.  If everyone is saying it.  Just like how 

everyone says they donôt really want to be friends with you, but they let you hang around 

because they feel bad for you. 

 

Meghan:  You are lying.  Dylan, tell her she knows she is lying. 

 

[Dylan is silent] 

 

Meghan: You know, what?  The next time you get into some sketch situation that is your 

fault, donôt call me.  Get raped, be a slut, I donôt care. 

 

Liz: Maybe people would want to be your friend more if you werenôt such a bitch. 

 

Meghan:  Fuck you, you slut. 

 

Liz: Yeah, see you really are being a bitch.  Iôm outta here.  Dylan, you want to walk to 

the train station with me? 

 

[Dylan is silent] 

 

Dylan: Do you think she is going to be alright by herself, Meghan? 

 

Meghan: I donôt care!  Iôm a bitch, remember?  

 

The End 
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Scene II 

Three customers are waiting in line at a sports memorabilia shop.  The counter is empty 

as they wait for a cashier to show up. 

 

Customer 1: Hey, look at that!  You are buying Thornton jersey!  I love Thornton! Did 

you see the game last week? 

 

Customer 2: Yeah, wasnôt that crazy?  I hate it when itôs that close. 

 

Customer 1: Shawnôs such a beast.  Best bruiser in the game.  Last night he dropped his 

gloves and the pansy skated away.  He knew he was gonna get pounded. 

 

Customer 2: Ha ha, yeah. 

 

Customer 1: Thatôs why most of the Bruins are Canucks!  Canada can only do two things: 

make hockey players and mess up bacon!  Itôs not bacon, right?  Itôs ham!  Haha haha! 

 

Customer 2: Yeah, heh. 

 

Cashier [approaching the counter]: Iôm very sorry for the wait.  Can I help who ever is 

next, please? 

 

Customer 1: Hey, buddy, my friend [points to Customer 2] and I have been waiting here 

for almost ten minutes. What they heck are you guys doing back there that is more 

important then serving your customers? 

 

Cashier: It has been really busy today, I apologize.  Would you like me to ring you up? 

 

Customer 1: Well, itôs been so long that I have had time to reconsider my purchase  I 

donôt want that one [points at item] anymore. 

 

Cashier: Alright, well now your total comes to $41.28 

 

Customer 1: No, thatôs not right.  I told you I donôt want this one anymore..  Canôt you 

understand English? 

 

Cashier:  Yes, I know.  Itôs $41.28  please. 

 

Customer 1: No!  You listené[sounding out the words slowly] Iédo...not...want...to 

buy...this one...any...more.  Youôre wrong.  Ring it again. [To Customer 2]  Idiots.  Why 

come to America if you canôt speak English? 

 

Customer 2: Uh, he does speak English. 
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Customer 1:  Yea, well that canôt be right.  I mean they always try to cheat you in places 

like this.  This is America, I should be able to come into a store, and be waited on by 

someone who speaks English.  I bet the whole family runs the store and just try to get 

every penny out of you.  Probably donôt pay taxes either. 

 

Customer 2:  Whatever. 

 

Cashier: Sir, I rescanned everything.  Your total is still $41.28. 

 

Customer 1:  Thatôs ridiculous.  [Starts paying].  I still donôt believe them.  Itôs always a 

scam with these people.  Maybe I should just start haggling prices with them like they do 

in their country.  But I didnôt come here to buy a goat, you know?  Buy a goat!  Ha ha ha! 

 

[Customer 2: stands there, looking around, but doesnôt say anything. Cashier s putting 

stuff in the bag.] 

 

Customer 1: Well, I wonôt be coming back.  Itôs not worth leaving my neighborhood just 

to save a couple of bucks.  Why do a bunch of Curry Munchers want to own a sports 

store for an American sport like Hockey anyway?  They should open up a store that sells 

curry!  Hahahahaha! 

 

[Customer 1 exits] 

[Cashier and Customer 2 stare awkwardly at each other] 

 

Cashier: Can I ring you up? 

 

Customer 2: Yeah. 

 

Cashier: Just the jersey? 

 

Customer 2: Yeah. 

 

 

Scene III 

Six people riding on the T; a mix of sitting and standing.  A man enters and stands 

directly in front of a female seated passenger, looming over her.  She glances at him and 

then returns to reading a book. 

 

Man: Hey.  Hey, there. 

 

Women: Hi. 

 

Man: Whatôs your name? 

 

Women: [pauses, looks down] Monica. 

 



 56 

Man: Monica, that is a beautiful name.  

 

Women: Thanks. 

 

Man: So, what are you reading? 

 

Women:  Oh, itôs Shantaram.   

 

Man:  Shantaram?  Is that some sort of religious stuff? 

 

Women:  Ha, no.  Well, I guess itôs about a spiritual quest in a way.  Itôs really, really 

good. 

 

Man:  Oh, nice. [Pause].  So, what do you do for work? 

 

Women:  Actually Iôm a student at UMass right now, so Iôm concentrating on that. 

 

Man:  What are you studying? 

 

Women:  Literature.  I really love it so far. 

 

Man:  Hmmésounds  good.  I got my MBA from Babson, and now I work at an 

investment company.  Making good money, you know?  Thereôs no money in that liberal 

arts stuff. 

 

Woman:  Maybe, I donôt know.  My parents studied literature and they got good jobs 

after college.  It might not be directly in that field, but literature teaches you how to think 

and communicate.  There are a lot of options. 

 

Man:  Well, I already own condo, and Iôm only 26.  In four years Iôll have a house and a 

few other properties. 

 

Woman:  Good for you. 

 

Man: So you donôt have a boyfriend then? 

 

Women: Uh, I do have a boyfriend, actually. 

 

Man:  Oh yeah?  Does he tell you how beautiful you are?  Because, youôre really pretty. 

 

Women: Yes, he tells me, I guess. 

 

Man: Are you sure?  If you were with me, you would be sure. 

 

Women: [silent] 
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Man: What kind of guys do you date anyway, Monica?   

 

Women: Listen, I donôt really want to talk about that right now. 

 

Man:  Well, how long have you been going out? 

 

Woman:  Four years, but really, Iôm just gonna get back to my book. 

 

Man: Why not?   If you were my girlfriend you would not be ashamed to tell people.   

 

Women: Iôm not ashamed! 

 

Man: Really?  Because to me it sounds like you are not sure.  Are you happy Monica?   

Does he know what to do to make a woman happy? 

 

Women: [looking at the floor] Uh, I donôt know, uh, sorry, I donôt understand what you 

mean. 

 

Man: I mean, I know how to make a woman happy, Monica.  I have women calling me 

all the time, all hours of the night because they know what I can do.  You know what I 

am talking about? 

 

Women: [silent, trapped] 

 

Man: Hey, whatôs wrong?  Are you not talking to me anymore?  [pause] Hey, cômon Iôm 

a nice guy!  I donôt bite.  Unless you want me to!  Hahahah! 

 

Women: Sorry, I just really donôt want to talk right now. 

 

 Man: Why, what did I say?  Why are you mad at me now?  Let me take you out. Buy 

you a drink. 

 

Women: Sorry, no. 

 

Man: Sorry?  Youôre not sorry.  Here I am trying to be a good guy and your just shutting 

me down. 

 

Women: [glancing around at the other passengers on the train] 

 

Man: Listen, I like you and I think we hit it off here.  Let me take you out.  Iôm sure I can 

satisfy you.  Youôll never think about your loser guy again. 

 

Woman:  Just leave me alone! 

 

Man:  Oh come on baby, donôt be like that. 
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Woman: [trapped and scared].  What do you want from me?  Canôt you just leave me 

alone. 

 

Man:  No one wants to be alone.  Come on, look at me.  Iôm a catch.  Youôre beautiful.  

Weôre meant for each other.  Hereôs my card.  I gotta get off now, but give me a call 

babe. 
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Appendix B 

Survey 
Interactive Theater and the Bystander Effect 

These questions are intended to find out your experiences and thoughts regarding interventions in 

the context of harassment, bullying, and verbal conflicts.  By answering the questions below, we 

believe that your experience today will be more meaningful.  You do not have to answer any 

questions you do not wish to nor give any information about yourself. 

 

1. I believe people are morally obligated to intervene when they see a person being insulted or 

harassed. Circle the number that best fits your opinion. 

  

 Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly agree 

 

2. Imagine a time when you saw someone being insulted or harassed and did not do anything. I 

didnôt intervene because (check all that apply): 

A.  ____I didnôt want to draw attention to myself. 

B.  ____No one else was saying or doing anything. 

C.  ____Someone else started to intervene before me. 

D.  ____I had nothing to do with the conflict. 

E.  ____I didnôt know what to do. 

F.  ____I was afraid for my safety. 

G. Other:________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3. Imagine a time when you saw someone being insulted or harassed and you did intervene.  I 

did intervene because (check all that apply): 

A.  ____I didnôt care what others thought of me. 

B.  ____No one else was saying or doing anything, so I felt obligated.  

C.  ____Someone else started to intervene before me, so I felt comfortable joining in.  

D.  ____Even though I was not being directly  insulted or harassed, I did intervene in part 

 because I still felt insulted. 

E.  ____I felt it was my responsibility to say or do something. 

F.  ____I felt that I had the skills necessary to change the situation.  

G.  ____I was not afraid for my safety. 

H.  Other:_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. Imagine that you are in the lunchroom and you overhear an individual telling a joke that you 

find racially offensive.   

 

A. How likely is it that you would intervene? Circle the number that best fits your opinion. 

  

Not likely at all  1 2 3 4 5 6 Extremely likely 

 

B. I am confident that my intervention would be effective. Circle the number that best fits your 

opinion. 

 

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly agree 
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C. What would you do? Write up to five ways you might intervene. 

 

1._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

2._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

3._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

4._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

5._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

5. Imagine that you are waiting at a bus stop and you see and hear a man aggressively flirting 

with a woman.  The woman appears distressed, repeatedly asking the man to leave her alone and 

not making eye contact with him.   

 

A. How likely is it that you would intervene? Circle the number that best fits your opinion. 

 

Not likely at all  1 2 3 4 5 6 Extremely likely 

 

B. I am confident that my intervention would be effective. Circle the number that best fits your 

opinion. 

 

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly agree 

 

C. What would you do? Write up to five ways you might intervene. 

 

1._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

2._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

3._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

4._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

5._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

6.  Imagine that you are on the subway and you hear the people sitting next to you yelling at and 

insulting a homeless person.  There are several other people on the train, and you determine that 

you are not at any risk of physical danger. 
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B. How likely is it that you would intervene? Circle the number that best fits your opinion. 

 

 Not likely at all  1 2 3 4 5 Extremely likely 

 

 

C. I am confident that my intervention would be effective. Circle the number that best fits your 

opinion. 

 

 Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly agree 

 

A. What would you do? Write up to five ways you might intervene. 

 

1._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

2._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

3._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

4._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

5._____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

7. I believe I have the non-violent skills to intervene when I see a stranger being insulted or 

harassed. Circle the number that best fits your opinion. 

 

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly agree 

 

8. I believe I have the non-violent skills to intervene when I see someone I know being insulted 

or harassed. Circle the number that best fits your opinion. 

 

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly agree 

 

9. I feel comfortable intervening when a person is being insulted or harassed. Circle the number 

that best fits your opinion. 

 

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly agree 

 

10. I feel I am capable of making a positive change when I intervene. Circle the number that best 

fits your opinion. 

 

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly agree 

 

Thank you for your participation. 

 

Age____ Sex: M    
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Appendix C 

Activity Evaluation  
 

 Thank you for participating in this activity.  The following is an evaluation survey 

intended to help improve this activity for participants in the future.  Your answers will be 

anonymous, and you do not have to answer any questions that you do not want to. 

 

1. I felt comfortable participating in this activity. 
Disagree very 

much 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat agree Agree very much 

     

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

2. I would participate in an activity like this again. 
Disagree very 

much 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat agree Agree very much 

     

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

3. What did you like the most about this activity? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.  What did you like the least about this activity? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. In what way(s) could this activity have been more educational for you? Use the back of 

the paper if necessary.  All comments are helpful and welcomed.  
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Appendix D  

Survey Means, Standard Deviations, and Statistical Significance 

 

Table 1 Moral Obligation  

Moral Obligation Mean Data and Statistical Significance  

  Min Max Mean Std. Dev.  

Group 1 2.00 6.00 4.20 1.48  

Group 2 1.00 6.00 4.43 1.90  

Group 3 2.00 6.00 4.79 1.15  

      

t-tests t df p   

G1-G2 0.236 9.4 0.591   

G1-G3 0.797 5.6 0.770   

G2-G3 0.455 8.1 0.664   

      

ANOVA      

 Sum of Sq. df Mean Sq. F p 

Between Groups 1.401 2 0.7005 0.327 0.725 

W/in Groups 44.969 21 2.1414     

Total 46.37 23       

 

Table 2 Scenario Means & Significance  

 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3  

 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

Dev  

Scenario 1              

Intervene  2.60 1.34 4.57 1.27 3.25 1.54   

Effective 2.40 1.82 4.57 0.97 4.25 1.21   

Scenario 2              

Intervene  5.00 1.00 5.00 1.00 5.08 1.00   

Effective 4.40 0.55 4.86 1.07 4.92 1.17   

Scenario 3              

Intervene  3.60 1.14 4.71 0.95 4.58 1.83   

Effective 3.40 1.14 4.57 1.27 4.58 1.51   

        

ANOVA Scenario I Intervene   

 Sum of Sq. df 

Mean 

Sq. F p   

Between 

Groups 12.814 2 6.407 3.133 0.064   

W/in Groups 42.947 21 2.045       

Total 55.762 23         

ANOVA Scenario I Effective   

 Sum of Sq. df 

Mean 

Sq. F p   
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Between 

Groups 15.782 2 7.891 4.735 0.020   

W/in Groups 35 21 1.667       

Total 50.782 23         

ANOVA Scenario II Intervene   

 Sum of Sq. df 

Mean 

Sq. F p   

Between 

Groups 0.038 2 0.019 0.019 1.000   

W/in Groups 21 21 1       

Total 21.038 23         

ANOVA Scenario II Effective   

 Sum of Sq. df 

Mean 

Sq. F p   

Between 

Groups 0.997 2 0.499 0.453 0.642   

W/in Groups 23.137 21 1.102       

Total 24.134 23         

        

ANOVA Scenario III Intervene   

 Sum of Sq. df 

Mean 

Sq. F p   

Between 

Groups 4.257 2 2.129 0.942 0.406   

W/in Groups 47.451 21 2.26       

Total 51.708 23         

ANOVA Scenario III Effective   

 Sum of Sq. df 

Mean 

Sq. F p   

Between 

Groups 4.478 2 2.739 1.439 0.260   

W/in Groups 39.957 21 1.903       

Total 45.435 23         

        

Group-Group Analysis       

Scenario I Intervene  Effective 

t-tests t df p   t df p 

G1-G2 2.566 8 0.981   2.431 5.1 0.977 

G1-G3 0.871 8.2 0.786   2.089 5 0.964 

G2-G3 -2.018 14.3 0.035   -0.632 14.6 0.269 

Scenario II              

t-tests t df p   t df p 

G1-G2 

No 

difference       0.972 8.8 0.831 

G1-G3 0.150 7.1 0.560   1.245 14 0.879 
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G2-G3 0.168 12.2 0.564   0.114 13.2 0.545 

Scenario III           

t-tests t df p   t df p 

G1-G2 1.780 7.2 0.947   1.671 8.8 0.943 

G1-G3 1.335 11.6 0.896   1.759 9.5 0.945 

G2-G3 -0.204 16.4 0.420   0.015 14.1 0.510 

 

 

Table 3 Coded Intervention Strategies per Scenario 

     

Scenario 1        

Responses 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total 

G1 9 0 2 2 0 0 0 12 

G2 3 2 3 1 1 1 1 12 

G3 14 1 3 3 2 0 1 24 

Total 26 3 8 6 2 1 2 48 

         

 1. Tell joker that it is offensive or stereotypical and to stop.  

 2. Distract people from the joke or change the subject.  

 3. Notify Officials.  

 

4. Intimidate the joke teller (verbal retaliation, bring others 

over).  

 5. Approach afterwards.  

 6. Fight.  

 7. Nothing.  

         

Scenario 2        

Responses 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total  

G1 6 3 1 0 1 0 11  

G2 11 4 1 4 2 1 23  

G3 13 5 2 5 5 0 30  

Total 30 12 4 9 8 1 64  

         

 1. Converse with or befriend the woman.  

 2. Tell the man to stop or that he is being inappropriate.  

 3. Engage the man in conversation.  

 4. Make the situation awkward or intimidating.  

 5. Notify authorities.  

 6. Nothing.  

         

Scenario 3        

Responses 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total  

G1 3 3 3 0 0 0 9  

G2 0 11 2 2 2 2 19  

G3 3 9 4 1 1 1 19  
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Total 6 23 9 3 3 3 47  

         

 1. Involve yourself directly with the homeless person.  

 2. Confront the people harassing the homeless person.  

 3. Notify authorities.  

 4. Don't know what to do, but would do something  

  (or a very vague answer).  

 5. Get others around involved.  

 6. Nothing.  

 

Table 4 Mean Number, Standard Deviation of Strategies/Participant 

 Mean Number of Strategies/Participant  

 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3   

 Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. F p 

Scenario 1 2.40 2.31 1.71 1.87 2.00 1.65 0.202 0.819 

Scenario 2 2.20 0.84 3.28 1.11 2.50 1.88 0.867 0.435 

Scenario 3 1.80 1.30 2.71 1.02 1.58 1.07 2.378 0.117 

 

Table 5 Skills to Intervene w/ Stanger & Known, Comfort, Make (+) Change 
 Skills to Intervene w/ Stanger & Known, Comfort, Make (+) Change 

 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 ANOVA 

 Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. F, p 

Stranger 4.00 1.87 4.71 0.76 4.25 1.49 .409, .669 

Known 4.40 0.55 4.86 1.68 5.33 0.65 1.495, .247 

Comfortable 4.20 1.48 4.86 0.38 3.42 1.88 2.038, .155 

(+) Change 4.20 0.84 5.00 1.00 4.42 1.38 .787, .468 

 
Table 6 Statistical Significance to Intervene w/ Stanger & Known, Comfort, Make (+) Change 

 Skills Intervene Stranger  Skills Intervene Known 

t-test t df p t-test t df p 

G1-G2 0.803 4.5 0.772 G1-G2 0.676 7.2 0.745 

G1-G3 0.266 5.7 0.598 G1-G3 3.006 8.4 0.993 

G2-G3 -0.889 16.4 0.192 G2-G3 0.71 6.6 0.749 

        

 Comfortable Intervening  Skills (+) Change 

t-test t df p t-test t df p 

G1-G2 0.974 3.9 0.798 G1-G2 1.501 9.1 0.922 

G1-G3 -0.911 9.1 0.187 G1-G3 0.402 11.9 0.650 

G2-G3 -2.565 12 0.014 G2-G3 -1.056 15.5 0.306 
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Appendix E 

Individual Question Breakdown Charts and Graphs 
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A.  I didnôt want to draw attention to myself. 

B.  No one else was saying or doing 

anything. 

C.  Someone else started to intervene before 

me. 

D.  I had nothing to do with the conflict. 

E.  I didnôt know what to do. 

F.  I was afraid for my safety. 
G. Other



 69 

 

 
 

 

A.  I didnôt care what others thought of me. 

B.  No one else was saying or doing 

anything, so I felt obligated.  

C.  Someone else started to intervene before 

me, so I felt comfortable joining in.  

D.  Even though I was not being directly  

insulted or harassed, I did intervene in part 

because I still felt insulted. 

E.  I felt it was my responsibility to say or 

do something. 

F.  I felt that I had the skills necessary to 

change the situation.  

G.  I was not afraid for my safety. 
H. Other
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Appendix F 

Intervention Strategies 

Scenario 1 Intervention Strategies 

 

P. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total 

1               0 

2 2X             2 

3 3X   X X       5 

4 3X   X X       5 

5 X             1 

6 X             1 

7               0 

8   2X X         3 

9 X   X X   X X 5 

10               0 

11 X             1 

12     X*    X*    X 3 

13 2X             2 

14 2X     2X X     5 

15 2X     X       3 

16 3X             3 

17               0 

18               0 

19               0 

20 2X   X         3 

21 X X X         3 

22 X   X         2 

23               0 

24 X             1 

  26 3 8 6 2 1 2 48 

         

G1 9 0 2 2 0 0 0 12 

G2 3 2 3 1 1 1 1 12 

G3 14 1 3 3 2 0 1 24 

         

 1.     Tell joker that it is offensive or stereotypical and to stop 

 2.     Distract people from the joke or change the subject 

 3.     Notify Officials 

 

4.     Intimidate the joker teller (verbal retaliation, bring others 

over). 

 5.     Approach afterwards 

 6.     Fight 

 7.     Do nothing 

* Denotes one answer that had two separate interventions 
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Scenario II Intervention Strategies 

 

P. 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 

1 X           1 

2 2X           2 

3 X X  X      3 

4 X X     X   3 

5 X X         2 

6 X     X     2 

7 3X     X     4 

8   X X X X   4 

9 X X   X X X 5 

10 2X X         3 

11 2X           2 

12 2X X         3 

13 3X           3 

14 2X X     2X   5 

15 X, X*      X X, X*    5 

16 2X X X X     5 

17             0 

18             0 

19    X        1 

20 X X   X     3 

21   X X X     3 

22 X           1 

23   X   X X   3 

24 X           1 

  29 12 4 10 8 1 64 

        

G1 6 3 1 0 1 0 11 

G2 11 4 1 4 2 1 23 

G3 13 5 2 5 5 0 30 

        

 

1.     Converse with or befriend the 

woman.   

 2.     Tell the man to stop or that he is being inappropriate. 

 3.     Engage the man in a conversation.   

 4.     Make the situation awkward or intimidating.  

 5.     Notify authorities.    

 6.     Do nothing.     

* Denotes one answer that had two separate interventions 
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Scenario III Interventions Strategies 

P. 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 

1 X X X       3 

2     X       1 

3             0 

4 X X X       3 

5 X X         2 

6       X     1 

7   2X         2 

8   2X X X     4 

9     X     2X 3 

10   2X         2 

11   2X         2 

12   3X         3 

13   X         1 

14     2X   X   3 

15 X X X       3 

16 X X     X   3 

17             0 

18             0 

19   X         1 

20   X       X 2 

21 X X         2 

22   X     X   2 

23   X   X     2 

24   X X       2 

  6 23 9 3 3 3 47 

        

G1 3 3 3 0 0 0 9 

G2 0 11 2 2 2 2 19 

G3 3 9 4 1 1 1 19 

        

 1.     Involve yourself directly with the homeless person. 

 2.     Confront the people harassing the homeless person. 

 3.     Notify authorities. 

 4.     Donôt know what to do, but would do something 

 (or a very vague answer). 

 5.     Get others around involved. 

 6.     Nothing 
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Appendix G 

Demographics and Results  

Participant Age Sex 

Morally 

Obligated 

Reasons did not 

Intervene Intervened 

Group I          

1 50 Female 6 G A, B, D, E, F 

2 50+ Female 2 D, E N/A 

3 22 Male 4 C, E C 

4 25 Male 4 B, C, D, E, F A, B, C, D 

5 19 Female 5 G A, E, F, G 

Group 2          

6 22 Female 6 C, E, F B, E 

7 24 Female 4 C B, D 

8 22 Female 6 A, B, D B, C, D, E 

9 31 Male 5 B A 

10 48 Female 6 F B 

11 20 Female 1 C E 

12 28 Male 3 D C, G 

Group 3          

13 27 Female 5 B, D, E, F E 

14 29 Female 6 F B 

15 49 Female 5, 6 G A, B, E, F 

16 62 Female 6 A, E, F C, G 

17 27 Male 5 B, F C 

18 N/A Female 5 B, F C 

19 23 Male 4 G N/A 

20 50 Male 2 F D 

21 24 Male 4 F B 

22 29 Female 4 A, E, F E 

23 27 Female 5 E N/A 

24 20 Female 6 E D 

 

Likely 

Intervene 

Lunch 

Intervention 

Effective 

Lunch 

Likely 

Intervene Bus 

stop 

Intervention 

Effective Bus 

stop 

Likely 

Intervene 

Homeless 

Intervention 

Effective  

Homeless 

Group 1            

1 N/A 6 5 5 4 

2 2 4 4 2 2 

4 3 4 4 3 3 

4 5 5 4 4 3 

2 2 6 5 4 5 

Group 2            

5 4 5 5 5 4 

5 5 6 6 5 6 

4 5 5 5 5 5 
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5 4 5 5 3 3 

2 3 3 3 5 3 

6 6 5 4 4 5 

5 5 6 6 6 6 

Group 3            

2 2 3 2 1 1 

3 5 5 6 5 6 

N/A 6 6 6 6 5 

5 5 6 6 6 6 

3 3 4 4 4 4 

3 3 4 4 4 4 

2 4 5 5 5 4 

6 6 6 6 1 3 

3 4 6 5 6 6 

6 4 6 5 6 5 

3 4 5 5 5 5 

3 5 5 5 6 6 

 

Skills 

Intervene 

Stranger 

Skills 

Intervene 

Person 

known 

Comfortable 

Intervening 

Positive 

Change 

Group 1        

6 4 6 5 

2 4 2 4 

3 5 4 3 

3 4 4 4 

6 5 5 5 

Group 2        

4 5 5 4 

5 6 5 6 

5 6 5 6 

4 3 5 5 

4 2 5 4 

5 6 5 6 

6 6 4 4 

Group 3        

2 5 1 2 

4 6 3 6 

6 6 6 6 

1 4 1 3 

5 6 3 3 

5 5 4 5 

5 5 2 3 

3 5 1 5 

5 6 5 4 

5 5 6 5 

5 5 5 5 

5 6 4 6 

 


