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Abstract

Introduction
Dating and relationship violence (DR¥yvidespread in EnglanBRYV is associated with

increasedprevalenceof sexual risk behavioand poor mental healthinterventions often aim

to shift harmful social norms underpinning DRV, but lack of valid, reliable measures is a barrier

Methods
| conducted a systematic review DRVsocialnorms measured developed three brief

measures of social norms concerning DRV and gender. | refinedubeggEognitive testing
andassessed the reliability and validity of resulting measumesg studensurveysn five
secondaryschools. | analysed qualitative data from students, staff and paeerdsarers in ten
secondaryschools to explore how social norms are implicated in DRV in Ehgtahinform

further measure refinement.

Results
Most of the 40socialnorms measures identifieth the reviewwere associated with DRV

outcomes. Other evidence oéliability and validityvas mixed and no measure was shared
across studiedn cognitive testingf sociainorms measuresanswerability was improved
whereitemsassessed norms salient and publicly manifest among a cohetiuential
referencegroup. Refined measures were tested among 1,426 students (82.5% response rate).
While flooreffectsindicatelimited sensitivityto low-to-moderate levels of the assessed
constructs, all threeneasuresvere reliable and valid. Qualitative interviews suggest that DRV
is sustained directly by norms tolerating controlling behaviours and inhibiting disclosure of
victimisation and indirectly via sexist norms that subjugate girls to boys and facilitate gender

based harassment and abuse.

Discussion
My findingssupport the reliability and validity ohe threetestedmeasures of social norms

whichcan be incorporated into evaluations. Research to asses¥ the & daedSculfural
validity wouldcontribute to improving comparability of norms acrossntexts Further

research should seek to develop londgerm versions with increased sensitivity for use in



epidemiological researciMy findings support recommendatiorier improvingsocial norms

measurement in DRV research.
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Introduction

Interventions to prevent dating and relationship violence (DRV) among young people have long

been informed by social norms approaches. That is, they often seek to change what can be
GK2dAKG 2F 3ISySNrfte Fa aiKS 2 %9&DRYzyalLl21 Sy N.
researchers Wekerle and Wolfe wrote in an early review of DRV and its prevention (1999),
GXLISSNI WLINBaAaaddzNBQ OFy 0SS MPIRIVSWsHIPRY (2 a SNBSS LI
interventions since that time have reported the continued influence of social norms approaches
YENBRKIFTEAY3I G§KS o 82516 dhangeTprelRK 8nd geSdsnegumabl® dzLJé

norms in DRV preventioi§*® An expert consulted for one such review described this approach

AY LINF OGAOFE GSNXYAY aXAYy Fye OflFaaNR2yY 2F Hp
F0dzaA S NBf I UGAZ2YAKALID ¢KS 20KSNI¥WD | NB GKSNB

Today, we know that interventions can reduce DRV, but we know little about what aspects
make them effective and how:*1:14Despite the ongoing incorporation of social norms
approaches into DRV interventiofd? efforts to measure whether norms that underpin DRV

are changing as intended have been largely neglected. Evaluations of DRV interventions very
rarely measure social norms;'2and little guidance is available on how best to do so.
Consequently, despite widespread acknowledgement of the importance of social norms to DRV
outcomes we do not know whether changing social norms plays a role in effective DRV
interventions, or whether failure to do so helps to explain why rfaBDRV prevention

interventions fail.

This thesis aims to address these gaps, informed by advancements in social norm theory and
measurement over the last decade. Drawing on a conceptualisation of social norms stemming
from social psychology, which has been particularly influential in thesawégendetbased
violence(GBV)and adolescent sexual and reproductive hedBfRRH)I distinguish in this thesis
between social norms concerning perceptions about what behaviours are (1) typical

(descriptive norms), and (2) socially acceptable (injuratiorms) within a social grolfp'®
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Using this framework, | developed social norms measures for use in Project Respect, a study to
optimise and pilot a new DRYV intervention for secondary school students in England. Drawing
on data from this study, | tested thrdwief measures of DRV and gender norms among
adolescents in England. Based on these findings, | offer the first set of evidasee

recommendations to improve social norms measurement in DRV research.

Structure of thesis

Chapter 1 of this thesis defines DRV and introduces it as a public health problem, providing an
overview of its epidemiology and impacts. The chapter then reviews approaches to DRV
prevention and the evidence base for interventions, which are often frameerms of

targeting social norms that contribute to DRV. It concludes with a discussion of the limitations
to the available evidence base for prevention, which inclagep in evaluating the role of

norms change in DRV prevention. Chapter 2 introduoegbnorms theory, details

relationships between norms and DRV and summarises promising approaches to reducing DRV
by shifting social norms. It highlights limitations to existing approaches to social norms
measurement in DRV research, which hamper efftrtassess the role of social norms in
mediating intervention impact. My thesis seeks to address these gaps by drawing on data from
the pilot trial of Project Respect, a schdi@sed DRV intervention in England. Chapter 2 closes
with my thesis aim, objeates and research questiorShapter 3 summarises the methods and
findings of Project Respect and then outlines my role as research fellow on that pilot trial. The
chapter then presents an overview of the methods for my thesis research and concludes with a

section on reflexivity andansideration of my positionality.

Chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7 each report on the methods for one component of my research and
present results within published peeeviewed papers or (where not yet published) in paper
style. Chapter 4 presents a systematic review of measures of social noatisged DRV and

to gender used in DRV research. Chapter 5 presents qualitative research with young people in
England to inform the development of survey measures of gender and DRV social norms.

Chapter 6 presents reliability and validity testing of thressv and adapted measures of DRV

23



and gender norms piloted with young people in England. Chapter 7 presents qualitative
research with young people in England to explore relationships between social norms and DRV

in their accounts.
Chapter 8, the discussion chapter, summarises and contextualises findings from chapters 4, 5, 6

and 7; considers limitations to the thesis research; and addresses implications for research and

practice.
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Chapterl. Dating and relationship violence

This chapter begins with an introduction to dating and relationship violence (DRV) and provides
an overview of its prevalengeociodemographic patterning anchpacts It next presentsan

overview of modifiable risk and protective factors followed g@dew of approaches to DRV
prevention, which often aim to change social norms relating to DRV and to gender that
underpin DRV. The chapter then reviews the evidence supporting existing DRV interventions. It
concludes with a discussion of limitations teetevidence base for prevention, highlighting
incongruence between the high level of attention that is given to social norms ifmaheng of

DRV interventions and the lack of rigorous reseametpiricallyexamining their role in DRV

prevention.

1.1. Introduction to DRV

DRV refers to intimate partner violence (IPV) involving a young person, defined in this thesis
as a person aged 110 years’ DRV comprises abuse by a current or former intimate
partner2including physical violence, stalking, psychological aggression, threats, controlling
behaviours, economic abuse and coerced,stonsensual or abusive sexual activitieg

Globally, DR6 widespread!s?® and associated with a host of subsequent health probléis.
Among girls ages 119, itis the third leading risk factor for death and the fourth for disability
adjusted life years, increasing in rank from the fifth leading cause in both measures from 1990
to 201327 Despite the proliferation of DRV prevention interventions, particularly in North
America® and a rapidly expanding body of reviews synthesising evidence on DRV prevéntion,
14,22,2832 exjsting interventions demonstrate uneven success in reducing incidents of DRV and

relatively little is known about effective approaches to preventidit

aTheagerangeof@cp &SI NE O2YS& FNRBY (GKS 22NIR | SIt K hNHB
However, studies vary in the age ranges they use to define or research DRV. Where | report DRV data

that uses an age range falling outside oflyears in my Introduction, Methods and Discussion

chapters | note this. The results of my thesis reseamgonted in my Results chapters, relate to DRV

within the age range of XQ9years
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1.2.DR\prevalence

Systematic review evidence suggests that DRV is widesptéatPThough rates of each DRV

type vary widely by study, prevalence patterns tend to be consistent across North America and
Europe with psychological DRV the most frequently reported, followed by physical and then
sexual DRY2 Young people who report experiencing DRV often report multiple typ&sls

and boys report similar rates of psychological and physical DRV victimisation while girls tend to
report higher rates of sexual DRV victimisattéf? This reflects the findings of Wincentak et

I f ®Qa& wHanalytic reViéwibt 101 DRV studies among participants aged 13 to 18%ears.
While noting high variability across studies, the reviewers report victimisation prevalence
estimates of 21% for physical DRV victimisation among girls and boys and, for sexual DRV
victimisation, 14% among girls and 8% among boys. Research in the Uate=si(8S) with

students in grades 8 and 9 (typically agedlB3years) suggests that girls tend to report
experiencing higher levels than boys of severe physical DRV victimi¥afibncentak et al.

estimate prevalence of physical DRV perpetration to be 25% among girls and 13% among boys,
and they estimate prevalence of sexual DRV perpetration to be 3% among girls and 10% among

boys?®

DRV has historically received little attention in the United Kingdom (UK) but is gaining
recognition®1%-34Surveys have increasingly examined its prevalence in UK sathifié%As

they do globally, estimasvary by sampling andy outcome measurement, but available UK

evidence suggests that DRV is widespr&a83%°L y t N2 2SO0 wSalLlSoiQa HAawm;
conducted with 1,426 year 8 and year 9 students (aged4 gears) fronfive secondary

schoolsin England, 1,022 (71.7%) reported ever having dated or been in a relatiofiship.

L LINARYFNARE&@ NBFSNI G2 Ga3IANI &a¢ YR do2eéaé 2N aFSY! f
DRV in heterosexual relationships. This reflects the prevailing use of binary gender and sex categories

and a focus on heterosexual relationshipgiisting DRV research. There is a wigalgnowledged gap

in DRV research on sexuahd gendeminority (SGM) young peopfel14As of yet, there is little

evidence on causes and consequences of DRV among SGM, and little is known about effective

approaches to prevention among this population.

L LINAYLEFNARE& dzaS 3IASYRSNJ GSN¥a Ay GKAA GKSaira o0So3d
aYFfSe0 gKSNBE AG A& OtSIFEN)GKIFIG &SE NI GKSNJ GKFy 3S
fly3dzZZ 3S 2F GKS | dziK2NAR ¢K2aS ¢2N] LQY NBLER2NIAYy3IOD
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Among this dating sample, 72.8% of girls and 64.4% of boys reported psychological DRV
victimisation, and 56.8% of girls and 53.4% of boys reported physical DRV victiniis¥tioite

this survey did not measure sexual DRV, in a 2015 study in England of young people-hged 14

41% of girls and 14% of boys who had been in a relationship reported experiencing forced or
pressured sexual DRYA 2017 study of 149 yearolds in further education in England and

Wales also found high DRV prevalence, with more than half of young people who had ever

dated reporting psychological, physical or online sexual DRV victimid&#omilable evidence
ddza33sSada GKIFG NBLER2NISR LISNLISGNYGA2Y A& AAYATLL
surveys, 57.2% of girls and 48.7% of boys reported psychological DRV perpetration and 47.3% of
girls and 41.6% of boys reported physicB\Dperpetratiors?

1.3. Sociodemographic patterning of DRV

Adolescence marks the beginning of a period of heightened vulnerability to relationship
violence, which when considered across the life course peaks in late adolescence and young
adulthood?%41DRV rates are higher among sexaad gendeminority (SGM)oung people

than their heterosexual and cisgender peé#$?including among young people reporting a
non-heterosexual sexual identity in the UKEvidence on patterning of DRV by ethnicity is
mixed?>48including in the UK where the significance and direction of this relationship varies by
gender, age, DRV type and outcome meastfé383°Researchers have suggested that

evidence on the relationship between ethnicity and DRV might be limited by low representation
of ethnic minorities in study samplé$An extensive, systematic review of 128 articles on risk
FLFEOG2NAR FT2N) I R2ftSa0Syid YR IRdzZ G NBflIUGA2YyaKAL]
suggessthat members of minorised ethnic groups face higher risk of relationship violence but
did not distinguish between adolescent and adult samp¥$)Evidence on the relationship
between socioeconomic status (SES) and DRV is also #hirelliding in the UK where

associations vary by sample agIDRV typg?5:34:38:39.48
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1.4. Health education and economimpacts of DRV
w2YlFYyGAO NBflIlA2yaKALA Ay |R2fSaoSyoOoS LXle |y
and development? and evidence suggests that both experiencing and perpetrating DRV are

associated with a range of subsequent negative health and socioeconomic outcomes.

DRV victimisation leads to injuri@snd can lead to death. In the US, 6.9% of homicides of
adolescents are committed by an intimate partner; of these, 90.0% of the victims are*girls.
DRV victimisation is also associated with a range of other subsequent health problems including
increased depressiéh increased illicit substance ud&;?antisocial behavioufé>?sexual risk
behaviour?35*and suicidal ideatiot? and attempt$® among girls and boys. Girls report

additional subsequent harms, including fédmore injuries® increased body mass indéX,

and for Black mothers, lower infant birthweigttLongitudinal research suggests that partner
violence can become chronic, with DRV victimisation predicting IPV victimt§agiwh
perpetratiorf>6 in adulthood. Evidence suggests that DRV perpetration is associated with
subsequent substance use’and mental ill healtP® among males and females, including

suicidal ideation which is more strongly associated with DRV perpetration among females than

males®3

Few studies have examined the relationship between DRV and educational outcomes
longitudinally®® but available evidence suggests that DRV victimisation is associated with worse
educational outcomes among girls and boys including dropping out of seHoch study
FaaSaaiy3d R2ft SaoOSyid 5wx GAOGAYAAlFGA2Y dzaAy3
at baseline), Adams et al. found that DRV was associated with lower educational attainment at
baseline®® Three subsequent waves of data collection-TB) assessed earnings over the next

five years, and modelling found that this educational deficit contributed to a loss in both

earnings and growth in earnings. Through this mediator, DRV victimisation veersadsd with

a loss of US$343 in earnings at T1 and with a loss of growth in earnings of US$442 by T3.

d Age at DRV victimisation in this analysis is not specified, but DRV was assessed the year following
grades 712. Participants would typically have been approximateh2@4/ears old.
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Considering costs of DRV at the national level, these have not been isolated in the UK but a
2019 Home Office report estimates the annual cost of IPV in England and Wales to be £66
billion 8! These stem primarily from physical and emotional hafighis body of evidence
underscores the importance of early intervention to mitigate immediate fear, injuries and

mortality caused by DRV as well as its lorigem health, educational and economic harms.

1.5. Intervening in adolescence to prevent DRV

Asthe developmental phase when young people begin to form close romantfé éied risk of

DRV emerges, adolescence is a critical intervention point to prevent DRV and mitigate its

potential harms. Cognitively, adolescents are developing an understanding of risks and
consequences associated with their behaviours and at this agettebd open to learning

Fo2dzi LISNE2YFf NBALRYAAOAL A UGS NBYSR YREIASRIENR S &
GKSANI AYGiSNBaiG Ay NRYIYyOS FyR &4SE AyONBl asSas
Ay @2t oay3 ASYRSNE &SEdzrtAGés yR NBflFIA2yaKAL)
G2 GKS RS@St2LISyld 27T | dtérgesamR@lationshypRandtlef A STa N
F6dzaS 27F LI ¢ SOEPDayhérnond gbveMiBd rebriantic and sexual relationships

FNB Y2ad avylrffSlFIoftSé a @2dzy3d LIS2LS FTANBRG 0SS
behaviour is nevf®4 This section summarises modifiable risk and protective factors for DRV

and then provides an overview of approaches to DRV prevention and evidence supporting

these.

1.5.1. Modifiable risk and protective factors for DRV

Anecologicalmod®  AaSR 2y GiKS y20A2y 28r29yms SRRSR f S@S
popularised by Lori Heise in 1998 as a framework for conceptualising factors drivirtg V.

model is widely used and adapted to organise risk and protective factors in epidemiological

research on violence in romantic and sexual relationships (e.g. Krugvetizaha & Hébert,

Heise, andClaussen et 3147646 Figure 1 depicts a simple version of this model, presented by

YNHA Sid Ffd Ay GKS 22NIR I SFHEtGK hNEFIYRTIFTGA2YQ

29



Relationship

Figure 1. An example of a social ecological model used for conceptualising vidtence

Section 15.1. will review norsociodemographic factors associated with DRV as these are, at
least theoretically, modifiable to reduce DRV. | organise these in termsligfdual,
relationship, community (family and peer) and societal factoeflecting the categories shown

in Figure 1

An extensive body of research, includiryesral metaanalytic reviews published since 2017

have identified a wide array of modifiable factors significantly associated with DRV~ Meta
analyses by Garthe et al., 201and Hebert et al., 2017 examine factors associated with DRV
victimisation among adolescents, focusing respectively on peer factors and on individual, family
and peer factors. Two papers by Speneeal., 2020 and 202present findings from meta

analyses exploring risk and protective fact@sross ecological levels for physical DRV
victimisatiorf® and perpetratiorf® among US adolescents. A metaalytic review by Par&nd

Kim, 2018 examines family and community risk and protective factors for DRV in research
among adolescents and/or young adult€ach of these reviewdraws ondata frommany

individual studiegranging from 27 studies in reviews by Garthe &t aind Park and Kifhand

87 in the review bydébert et al®8), which can improvéhe process oéstimaion and increase

€ This thesis uses the termisk factor€and ‘Protective factorslo refer to factors associated with
increased and decreased likelihoodreportingDRV outcomesespectively This is talign with existing
literature, which tends to use these termghether or not existing research has established a causal link
betweenthese factors and DRV.
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the power to detect significant relationships that individual studies might be too small to

detectf

While these studieprovide valuable syntheses of a broad range of literathmavever,they
should be read with a note of caution due to high levels of heterogeneity across individual
studies®”-68."1Furthermore,authors ofreviews of factors associated witbRVhote that the
evidence basés limited by the crossectional nature of most relevant studies, which precludes
determining whether identified factors are causally linked to DRV; and if so, whether they
contribute to or are consequences of DR\’ 6%70Meta-analytic reviews by Garthet al,

Hébertet al.and Spenceet al.include both crossectional and longitudinal studies but do not
differentiate by study type in theimainanalysed.To explore differences between the
estimates derived from crossectional and longitudinal studiedgbertet al. conducted a
moderation analyses by study desigfme results of which ar&NBE LI2 NIi SR Ay { SOlAz2Yy
DRYV risk factors highlightéadmetal vy f @ A O NBGOASsaé¢ o06St20

A number ofother systematiageviews havdurther synthesisedjuantitative research ofactors
associated with DR§¢.g., Capaldi et aR012;Clausson et al2022;Johnson et al2015;Leen
et al, 2013;Malhi et al,2020;Vagi et al. 2013;and Vézinaand Hébert 2007).22:40.47.64.7¢74 | jke
meta-analytic reviews, these are alsaded orthe results ofsystematic searchesf the DRV
literature. Their findingsupplement the evidence base from medaalytic reviews by
reporting onfactorsthat areassociated with DRMut have not beersufficientlyextensively
researched for inclusion in mefnalysesWhile most of these nometa-analytic reviews
synthesise both crossectional and longitudinal researdhgey often distinguish between these

in the presentation of their result/agi et aQ & NI #Acto&s disscidted with DRV

f Gartheet al,®” Hébertet al®® and Spenceet al®®"°each draw on at least two, arfdr most factors

many more, estimates from independent samples to arrive at each af élsimates. Park and Kim do

not report on the number of estimates included in the metiaalyses for each of the 17 factors on which
they report’* However, they report that these analyses draw on 139 correlates of DRV victimisation and
131 correlates of DRV perpetration from 27 included stugidstal.

9 Park and Kindo not reporton whether the studies included in themeta-analyticreview are cross
sectional or longitudinal.
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perpetration includes oly longitudinal studiesfocusing orfactorsthat have been shown to
precede DRYemporarily.”* While this temporal relationships not sufficient for establishing
causalitythe authors argue that factors that ateth associated with and precede DRV
LISNLISGONF A2y GaNBLINBaSyd GKS oS aiatthe @ie bftheio f S

review,’4(r634)

Like ParlandY A Yieta-analytic reviewreviews of factors associated with DRV often
aggregate studies of both adolescents and young adtfts’?’“Relationships in these
developmental stages tend to be more similar to each other than to those of older adults; the
latter are more likely to have long relationships, cohabit, marry and have children tog&ther.
Meta-analytic evidence on modifiable individual, family and peer factors suggests that the risk
profiles are nearly identical fadolescent and young adultproviding empirical evidence in

support of this approack®

The following sectionSections 1.5.1.1. to 1.5.1.6ymmariseavailablemeta-analytic
evidenceon factors associated with DR¥! This issupplemened with further evidence from
non-meta-analyticsystematic review?4047.7274 and draws on evidence fromindividual studies
not included in these reviewshere theseadd further insightgo the review evidencg8?

They thenpresent a summary of metanalytic evidencaboutfactors with the strongest
relationship to DRV, followed by a summary of available evidence on DRV risk factors from UK
studies.Moderation analyses in metanalytic reviews tend to find little difference in DRV risk
factors by sex or gendé&r;5%71but where studies report differences in the significance of
associations by sext gender | note thisFinally, m these sectionsprovide effect estimates
where thesereport on moderation analyses that statistically compare the relative importance
of different risk and protective factors and whetteesereport on UK researclis noted above,
findings from metaanalytic reviews combine data from cressctional and longitudinal

studies. Other findings presented in these sections are based onsectisnal studies unless

otherwisespecified
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1.5.1.1. Individualfactors

Evidence from metanalyses suggests that DRV is associated with experience of other forms of
abuse with health behaviours andith personal characteristics; and that DRV victimisation and
perpetration share several common risk factdddher systematiceviews and individual

longitudinalstudies extend this research.

DRV victimisation and perpetration

Studies identify @veral individualevel factors associated with both DRV victimisation and DRV
perpetration.Among girls and boysjeta-analyses find thathildhood maltreatment is

associated withDRWictimisationamong adolescent8 andwith DRV perpetration i@

combined sample of adolescents and unmarried young adtBeth depressiorand

externalising behaviours amdsoassociated with physical DRV victimisation and perpetration
meta-analyse$®’°Further evidence on behavioural factors come froom-meta-analytic
systematiaeviews, whictidentify associations betweeexternalising problems Y R 6 2 1 K 0 2 & &
DRV perpetratioffandl R2 f S a O&gaiz Ay ANI @2 Sy Qa Fwx GAOGAYAALl

Considering healthelated behavioursin SpencelS (i  indtadaalysedocusing on physical
DRV adolescents who use substances and report risky sexual behaviours are more likely to
report physical DRV victimisation and perpetratf8ri®This researchalso finds thapro-

violence attitudes are associated wiphysical DRVictimisation and perpetratioi®’°Other
studies examine relationships between personal attitudes and DRV outcomes in more depth.
Systematic reviewseport relationshi betweenspecificallypro-DRYV attitudes antdoth DRV
victimisationand perpetratior??*’While some research supports a longitudinal relationship
between such attitudes and subsequent DRV, findings are inconsfét8hidies do show that
the pattern of relationshipg between DRV attitudes and outcomes ddiffer for attitudes

02 6 NR &rsuSoA2N 3300 LIS 0 DBS/ iandlibyiirdsgoyfdent gend@r’> Considering
views on gender, boys who hold more genaguitable attitudes or are less supportive of
traditional gendered expectations are significantly less likely to perpetrate’BRW

Longitudinal research by Reyes et al. on adolescent male DRV perpetration suggests that DRV
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and gender attitudes might interact to influence DRV outcoftddheir research finds that the
relationship between gendenequitable attitudes and DRV perpetration is attenuated by-anti
DRV attitudes: gendénequitable views are associated with DRV perpetration among boys with

high but not low tolerance of DR¥.

DRV victimisation

Exploring the relationshipetween child maltreatment anddolescent DRV victimisation in
more depth, KbertetalQa Masalydidindssignificant associations with experiences of child
sexual abuse, psychological abuse, physical abuse and n&gRmitsidering health and
behavioural factors, Spencérii  Indtadgalysis focusing on physical DRV victimisation
identifies associations witllisordered eating and suicide attemps well asarrying a

weapon whileadolescents with good physical healifeless likely to report physical DRV
victimisationin their analysi$® Theirwork also suggests that modifiable personal
characteristics might play a roie DRV riskcommunication skills and sedsteem are

associated with less physical DRV victimisdtfon

DRV perpetration

Ly { LISy OS Nan8lysisahdergd@liquendyiard controlling behaviours all show a
significant relationship tphysical DRYerpetrationwhile conflict resolution skills and
responsibility are associated with lesthis type ofperpetration’® Disaggregated findings
from nonmeta-analyticsystematiaeviews provide some further insights. Thésearch

suggests that severaldividuatievel DRV risk factors predict DRV perpetration longitudinally:
mental health difficulties (depression, anxiety and emotional distress), substance use, risky
sexual behaviour, and a history of aggression or-smtial behaviouf?4%7477_een et ak) &
reviewfurther identifiesinternalisation (withdrawal, somatic complaint, anxiety, depression,

obsessiorandO 2 Y LJdzf A A 2y 0 | & DRWekpétratior?2r OG0 2 NJ F2NJ 3ANI a4 Q
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1.5.12. Relationship factors
Meta-analytic andbther systematiNBE A Sg & ARSY(GATFE& ASOSNIt OKI NI C
intimate partners and relationships that are associated with increased DRV victimisation and

perpetration.

DRV victimisation and perpetration

Meta-analysis by Spencet al.finds associations betwedDRYV victimisation anORV
perpetration, as well as associations betwetfferent typesof DR\P? /0 Specifically,
adolescents are more likely to report physical DRV victimisation if they also report DRV
perpetration, or victimisation from othetypesof DRV?? In parallel, adolescentare more likely
to report physical DRV perpetratiohthey also reportDRV victimisation or othdypesof DRV

perpetration.©

DRV victimisation

In their systematiaeview of risk factors among adolescent girls and young woxfézinaand
Hébertreport that having an older partner is associated with DRV victimiséfidheir findings
also suggest that dyadic power dynamics might help to explain this relationship, considering
evidence that adolescent girls and young women who perceive that their partner has more

control in the relationship are more likely to report DR¥timisation?’

DRV perpetration

Evidence frormon-meta-analyticsystematiaeviews highlighg characteristics ointimate
relationshipsthat areassociated with DRV. Longitudinal research suggests that conflict and
hostility within adolescent relationships (assessed all@4/earshre associated with
subsequent physical DRV perpetration (assessed at agé ¥Barsy* Considering partner
characteristics, evidendeom DRV research among gang memlsrggests thaboysin age
disparate relationships with younger female partnare more likelyto perpetrate DR\than

are boys who are younger than or closer in age to their parthers
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1.5.13. Communityactors

Several metaanalytic reviews have examined relationships between faraitgl peerrelated

factors and DRV outcomes, and this work is extendeotlhgr systematigeviews andoy

individual studies exploring these factoiidis researckuggess that family relationships,

parenting practiced,l JSSNBE Q 0 SKI @A 2dzNE | YR @A S g whatthéiR & 2 dzy 3
peersthinkanddd NB 3342 0AF GSR gAGK 5wx3 & | NB &2dz/3

outside of intimate relationships.

Family factors

DRV victimisation and perpetration

Adolescents who witness IPV between their parents are more likely to report both
victimisatiorf® and perpetratiod®A y  { LISy O S Nan&lyseslh thed @étaavalysislof
adolescent and young adult research, Park andfidithat family relationship problems and
reporting fear of family violence amdsoassociated with both DRV victimisation and
perpetration’! Their review alspresens aggregate indicators éfositiveCand \HegativeQ
parenting’! Positive approaches include parental warmth, monitoring, support and
communication, while negative approaches comprise harshconsistent discipline, harstr
hostile parenting, negative interactions, pareettild boundary violations and low trust
support/t Young people reporting negative parenting have higher levels of DRV victimisation

and perpetration while positive parenting is associated with lower levels of Both.

DRV victimisation

Consideringspecific parenting practicesnetaanalytic reviewssuggest thaparental

supporf8tand monitoring® are associated with less adolescent DRV victimisation.

DRV perpetration

Meta-analytic reviewssuggest thaparental separation (not living together, or divorcifiggnd

child abuse victimisation within the famifire bothassociated with DRV perpetratidh.
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Multiple longitudinalstudiessuggests that problems within parental relationsHigparental
marital conflict and exposure to parental IPV) and poor parenting prattiogsparental
monitoring and harslor unskilledparenting) are associated with subsequent DRV

perpetration.’4

Peer factors

DRV victimisation and perpetration

Meta-analytic reviewdind that adolescents reporting peefaggressive and antisocial

behaviour or DRV among their peers are more likely to report their own DRV victimisation or
perpetration®’ as are adolescentndyoung adults reporting deviant peefsExperience with

other types of peenbuseare also associated with increased DRIéta-analytic evidence

suggests that dolescentsandyoung adults who report bullying (a combined indicator of
victimisationandperpetrationy* and adolescents who are violent towards their péérs

report higher levels of both DRV victimisation and perpetration. Conversely, peer relationships
might also play a protective role. I NJ | y R -avidlyicedewiddhd Higher friendship
gualityto be associated with lower levels of adolesceamdyoung adult DRV victimisation and
perpetration’® As hdividual studiesncreasingy examireNGS f | G A2y aKALJA 0SisSSy
attitudes towards DRV and DRV outconssneare findingcrosssectional associations
0SU6SSY ¥FNASyRaW@DRWICINEB#GATEand Ferpdratiants

DRV victimisation

Considering relationships between DRV victimisation and other forms of abuse among young
people,peer victimisatiofi’-®®and peer sexual harassméiitare associated withncreasedDRV

victimisation while peer support is associated with less DRV victimi§atiorong adolescents

in meta-analysesVézinaandl S0 SNI KA IKf AIKG | LRGSYdAlf NBf I
attitudes towards violencds Y R | R2 f Saade 27y 33 WRIYESY Qad 5w+ GAOG A Y

non-meta-analytic systematiceview.*’ These findings arsupported bylongitudinal research

h Based on three studies reported by Vagi et‘al.
'Based on three studies reported by Vagi et‘al.
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suggestingil K & FNASYR&AQ Ay @2f @SYSyYyld Ay 5wx LINBRAOI(A

girls33

DRV perpetration

Nonmetaanalytic systematiceviews report on longitudinal researathentifying bullying and
FNASYRAQ 5w+ Ay@2ft gSYSyd Fa NRa| TsysematidNB T2 NJ
NEOASSG 2F fAGSNI GdzZNBE 2y 0628 Q& 5suggestidGtNatIS & NI ( A 2
bullyingis associated with subsequent DRV perpetratianong boy<? In their review of

longitudinal risk factors foDRV perpetration, Vagi et al. repahat having friends who have
experiencedDRMs associated with subsequent DRV perpetration among winite having

friends who haveerpetrated DR\s associated with DRV perpetratibonth among boys and in

a combined sample of girls and boys.

15.14. Societalactors

Evidence from systematic reviedisdzd 3Sada GKI G @2dzy3 LIS2LI SQa 5w
characteristics of their social system, referred to here as societal fadtbese findings are

extended by findings from other systematic reviews &man individualcrosssectional and

longitudinal studiesEvidence at this level of the soeedological model tends to focus on

associations between neighbourhood and school factors andddRdmes.

DRV victimisation and perpetration

In their metaanalytic reviewpParkandKim report that aneasurecombining neighbourhood

hazards and ethnic heterogeneity is associated with adolesoetsyoung adult DRV

victimisation and perpetration, but they do not disaggregate findings for these two disparate
neighbourhood characteristicd.Other research suggests tha2yzy 3 LJS2 LX SQa NBft I G
and perceptions of their school also appear to play a RV riskOther systematic reviews

report that asense of attachment to school is associated with less subsequent DRV

perpetration*and with less DRV victimisation among girislyoung womert’ Conversely,

schootlevel bullying victimisatiof® and rating the school low on safety, connectedness and
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maintenance’® are positively associated with DRV victimisatonong US adolescendsdwith

DRVperpetrationamong boys in South Africeespectively.

DRV victimisation

In the metaanalysis conducted by Spencer at aighbourhood disorganisation is associated
with higher levels of physical DRMtimisation among adolescen{®Other studiesprovides
further insights into relationships between neighbourhood and school environments and DRV
victimisation Some researcluggests@an association between neighbourhood violence and
more DRV victimisation among gialsd young womerf’ Longitudinakesearchfindsthat the
school environment interacts with familgvel factors to influence subsequent DRV r&kong
girls, family disadvantage is more strongly associated with subsequent DRV victimisation in
GY2NBE SO2y2YAOL f t &PIPERE@IhcY fibm A IarBeécrosedidnal Ruivéypd
more than 100,000 adolescents in California schatsds suggests that associations between
schootlevel factors and DRV victimisation can be attenuated by other sd¢boel factors’®
Among studentsvho were in a relationship in therevious year, schodével school
connectedness, caring relationships with school staff, opportunities for participation and a
sense of safety in school were associated with lower DRV victimisafidreserelationships
(with the exception of opportunities for participatiomlowever were moderated by school
level bullying victimisation; for example, school connectedness was stiamegly associated

with lower DRV victimisatioim schools with lower levels of bullying victimisatin.

DRV perpetration

t F NJ I YR -andly¥i<saggestS that young people who report positive neighbourhood
characteristics like support, monitoring and collective efficacy are less likely to perpetrate
DRV! Evidence from the same review links the school environment to @f6mes

identifying an association between a composite factor of school attachment, support and

attainment with less DRV perpetratidh.
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Considering further evidence from neneta-analytic studieslongitudinalresearchfindsthat
schootrelatedfactorsinteract with individual and familylevel factors to influence subsequent

DRV risk® School bonding (assessed in terms of feeling like school is like a family) decreases
IANIT aQ NR&] o0dzi AYyONBlFaSa o2@8aQ NRal 2F &adzomas
and DRV versus peer violence aléfhé&tSchoolrelatedfactors havealsobeen found to

moderate the relationship between family violence and subsequent DRV perpetration

differently by a combination of ethnic group and $&in a US longitudinal study assessing DRV
between ages 16 and 20 years among African American, Hispanwlatedother ethnic

groups, lack of school safety exacerbated the relationship between parental IPV and

subsequent perpetration among Africakmerican males onKf.8>Early school involvement, on

the other hand, had this effect among Hispanic females #y.

1.51.5.Key DRV risk factors highlightedheta-analytic reviews

Several metaanalytic reviews report moderation analyses, enabling comparisonseaxftedizes
across study designs, outcome measures, participant characteristics aaddigkotective
factors. Concerning study method4ébertet al. (whose moderation analyses include both
adolescent and young adult samples) report that effect sizes for DRV victimisation are
attenuated for some risk factors in longitudinarsus crosssectional studie$® They also
report that effects can be moderated by DRV type and by the instrument and approach (binary
versus continuous) used to measure DRV outcorfféSeveral reviews examined effect
modification by gender, and the vast majority of these analyses igemifsignificant
differences?”.6%"\Where theydo find differences reviewers reporthat physical abuses more
strongly associated with DRV victimisation among ¢#8.12)than boys(r=0.07), Qg(1)=4.25,
p=0.39 and thatsexual harassmerns also more strongly associated with DRV victimisation
among girl{r=0.26) than boyr=0.14, Qg(1)=6.72,p=0010).58 Other gendedifferences are
reportedfor depressionwhich ismore strongly associated witbhysicalDRV perpetration
amonggirls(r=0.11, 95%CI1=0.07, 0.14) thaoys(r=0.03, 95%CI©.01, 0.06)and controlling
behaviours which are more strongly associated withysical DRV perpetratic@mong boys
(r=0.28 95%CI=0.14, 0.4@nsws 0.09, 95%C16.03, 0.22.7°
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Evidence is mixed on risk factors with the strongest relationship to B&értet al. report no
significant difference between the 12 child maltreatment, peer and parenting risk factors
identified in their study?® but other metaanalytic reviewers highlight the comparative strength
of a number of factor§’ %% "1Factorsthat Spencer et ahighlightas most stronglassociagd

with both physical DRV victimisatitand perpetratiori® at the individual leveinclude
substance us@¢=0.55, 95%CI=0.47.63 substance use anctimisation;r=0.09,
95%CI1=0.02=0.17 alcohol use and perpetrgtiosky sexual behaviosiif=0.34, 95%CI=0.24
0.44 victimisationr=0.16, 95%CI=0.a823 perpetrationand some mental health challenges
(r=0.30, 95%CI=0.2B32 suicide attempts and victimisatiors0.30, 95%CI=0.25, 0.36
disordered eating and victimisatior;0.08, 95%CI=0.63L12 depression and perpetratian)
Theyfurther identify weaponrcarrying & among the strongesthdividualrisk factors for physical
DRV victimisatiofr=0.31, 95%CI=0.2239¥° and externalising behaviou(s=0.33,
95%C16.180.46) pro-violence attitudeqr=0.19, 95%CI=0.14, 0.2dnd delinquency(r=0.06,
95%CI=0.00.11)as the strongesat this levelfor perpetration’® At the relationship level

{ LISy O S Néséaith shggebt@that DRV victimisation and perpetration and different types
of DRV are closely associated with each otfiaeyhighlightemotional DRV victimisation as an
important risk factor for physical DRV, both in terms of victimisatief.61, 95%CI=0.42
0.59¥° andperpetration (r=0.49, 95%CI=0.37, 0.59)Theyfurther highlightphysical DRV
perpetration (=0.66 95%CI1=0.61, 0.y@nd sexuaDRYV victimisatiofr=0.53 95%CI|=0.48.59
asimportant riskfactorsfor physical DRV victimisatiGA At this level they identifphysicaDRV
victimisation(r=0.66, 95%CI1=0.56, 0)7émotional DRV perpetrationr€0.37, 95%CI=0.30,
0.63) andpast physical DRV perpetration=0.41, 95%CI=0.27, 0.58the factors most

strongly associated withhysical DRV perpetratiofi Park and Kinhighlight witnessing

parental IPE$=0.48, 95%CI=0.36, 0.6@)familylevel factor, for its strength of association
with DRV victimisation among adolesceatslyoung adults’ Considering peer factormeta-
analyticreviewers highlight antisocial behavio{=0.29, 95%CI=0.20, 0.3@) the strength of

its associations with DRV victimisation and perpetrdti@md, among adolescentsdyoung
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adults, peer deviancfE$=0.46, 95%CI=0.39, 0.5@F the strength of its association wilhRV

perpetration.*

1.5.1.6. Modifiable riskéctors identified in Usurveys

Most evidence on modifiable DRV risk factors in the UK comes from a fewsexxigmal
studies!®3435At the individual level, victimisation is associated with ever having sent a sexually
explicit imaggaORs2.91-7.9716:39 and (for girls) with living independentfgOR%4.03,
95%C+2.19 7.41threatening behaviours; aOR=1.74, 95%CIs2 2B controlling

behaviours)® Multivariable analyses by Barter et bhve further identifiedrelationship, family
and peer factorsignificantlyassociated with DRV risk among y#King people at the level of
p<0.05%*In this researclpartner age, family violence and peer group violence emerge as the
modifiable risk factors most strongly associated vitth DRWictimisation and perpetration
Their findings suggest that the relationship levelhaving ayounger Ccompared tosameage
partner is associated witlower risk ofboth physical DRVictimisation(aOR#®.41)and

emotional DR\perpetration (@OR®8.45)for boyswhile having an oldefas opposed to younger)
partneris associated witphysicaDRYV victimisation fogirls(aOR#.91,p<0.05)3* At the
family-level, family violencés associated withoth DRV victimisatioamong girl{faOR:2.77
physical; aORE80emotional;aOR=2.38exua) and boygaOR=2.77sexua) and perpetration
among girlfaOR:2.18physdcal;aOR:=3.97 sexuaf* Considering peer factors, peer violence is
associated with DRV victimisatiamong both girlsgOR=2.2physical; aOR2.46emotional)

and boys (aOR=30 phygal,aOR=2.06 emaional) as well agperpetrationamong both girls
(aOR-2.69physical; aOR3-83 sexuglandboys (aOR3.12physicaj aOR-2.17emotional;
aOR:=3.06 sexuap*

I For girls/boys respectivelpgOR=2.31, 95%CI|=2-2462/a0OR=2.91, 95%CI|=2-023 threatening
behaviours; aOR=4.25, 95%CI|=3548/a0R=2.49, 95%CI=2-B®2 controlling behaviours; aOR=7.97,
95%CI=3.637.52/a0OR=4.25, 95%CI|=33.26 online sexual violente
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1.6. Approaches to DRV prevention

A number of narrative and systematic reviews synthesise evidenepmaches to DRV
prevention. Many focus primarily on adolescenfs'!13.14.22280 Others include interventions
targeting adolescents and young adults into their early #033'a reasonable approach
because adolescent and young adult relationships are more similar to each other than to
relationships in later adulthoaé® Some discuss DRV prevention alongside broader IPV
prevention?32Given their shared risk factors, DRV and-pantner GBV are considered

together in some review¥%s12143%ynhile others focus exclusively on abuse within the context of
intimate relationshipg.8:89.9.13.22,28,29.31.31.3Fghle 1 summarigsthe methods and kefindings

from 14 reviews, published between 1999 and 2024, of interventions that aim to reduce DRV.
In this section synthesise the findings of these reviews, noting where evidence comes solely
from reviews that combine DRV and GBYV interventions and/or interventions for adolescents

and young adults.
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Table 1. Summaries of selected reviews@RVinterventions

Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and
eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations
reports studies/reports
1999 | Wekerld Review 1990 and | 6 interventions | Quasi Adolescent 1 Studies find evidence | { ldentified 4 schoebased
(does not later, experimental relationship of impact on programmes, 1 community
specify though and violence knowledge, attitudes based and 1 combined
whether manual intervention- prevention about dating 1 Most interventions integrated
systematic) | searches only designs programmes aggression, and feminist and social learning
included behavioural approaches
journals intentions, 1 Schoolbased programmes
from 1980 maintained over short|  provided practical benefits (e.g
and later follow-up periods access to participants; space),
(e.g., 3 months) and the benefit of staff support
1 Two studies found (e.g. programme facilitators,
intervention and guidance counsellors to
participants report address incidents and to follow
less perpetration than|  up postprogramme)
control at posttest; 1 Suggests harnessing peer
however, thisisbaseq LINB&&dzNBE a2 &
on selfreport and Sy R&451)0 LJ
may be subject to 1 Importance of teaching pro
social desirability bias|  social skills (e.g. assertive
1 Unclear whether communication; helgeeking)
there is a shorterm
impact on
victimisation
1999 | Wolfe?? Review N/A N/A N/A Describes 2 1 Cites a 1999 review | Schools provide a good
(non- public health finding that schoaol opportunity for IPV prevention
systematic) models for based dating and to a wide range of young
intimate relationship violence people because
partner (DRYV) prevention 0 Most children attend school
violence (IPV) programmes targeting 0 Much of their social learning
prevention, adolescents have had takes place in school, and

gives examples
of prevention
programmes

positive impacts on
knowledge, attitudes

and DRV perpetration

a20A1t £ SI NYA
role in the development of
behaviors and attitudes that
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Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and

eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations

reports studies/reports
being { Evidence is limited by adzLL2 NI R2YS3
implemented suggests promising (p. 138)
and discusses strategies to prevent o Due to their influence on
evaluation IPV, including school young people, teachers are
results where based programmes GAY Yy ARSI
available. motivate students to
Includes but consider new ways of

does not focus
exclusively on
adolescent IPV.

1 As identified in a 1998 review

GKAY{1AYy3
138)

I Y.R

cited by the authors, universal
exposure to IPV programming i
important for young people
because even those who will
not experience IPV may have g
opportunity to help prevent or
stop IPV experienced by others
in their communities
Summarising research on
adolescent development,
authors report that earlyand
mid-adolescence offer a unique
opportunity for primary
prevention because:

0 Adolescents are developing
greater understanding of
potential risks and
consequences of their
behaviours

0a/ 2y T2 NK3W)iloe ¢
their parentyiews is
gradually decreasing, and
peers are becoming
increasingly influential
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Year

Review

Methods

Dates of
eligible
reports

# of included
interventions/
studies/reports

Eligible
design(s)

Eligible
interventions

Key outcome findings

Other key findings and
recommendations

0 By midadolescence,
romantic relationships
become more important

oa/ £t SFEN) YSaal
personal responsibility and
boundaries, delivered in a
blamefree manner, are
generally acceptable to this
' 3S IANRPIBAIXE 4

1 Need to move beyond small,
scattered local programming to
comprehensive research and
evaluations to support broader
prevention

2006

Whitakef3

Systematic
review

1990¢
April 2003

11
interventions
(15 reports)

Comparison
group (e.g.,
quast
experimental,
randomisation
to intervention
versus control,
or
randomisation
between 2+
interventions),
and pre/post
designs

Interventions
for the primary
prevention of
partner
violence
perpetration
(initially
intended to be
broad, but all
eligible studies
targeted
adolescents)

1 Of the 9 studies
reporting positive
outcomes, most
report effects on
knowledge or
attitudes; unclear
whether this will lead
to behaviour change

9 Two programmes
found positive
impacts on behaviar
(Safe Dates and the
Youth Relationships
Project)

g1ttt AYGiSNBSyYy(Aa
emphasis of a feminist
2NRASYyGEFGA2Y
(p. 159), discussing how
concepts like gender norms,
genderbased coercion or
power and control contribute tg
DRYV. Most were underpinned
by a combination of feminist
theory, either sociatognitive
or cognitivebehavioural theory
(NB, the narrative was unclear
as to whether authors were
referring to both of these, or to
one or the other) and
educational methods

1 All targeted middleor high
school agestudents; all but one
were universal and school
based interventions

G2
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Year

Review

Methods

Dates of
eligible
reports

# of included
interventions/
studies/reports

Eligible
design(s)

Eligible
interventions

Key outcome findings

Other key findings and
recommendations

il

1

All interventions were deliverec
to mixedsex groups
Interventions tended to be
brief, with 6 of the 11 shorter
than 5 hours, and only 2 longe
than 5 hours (excluding
activities outside of the
structured curriculum)

Overall quality of evaluation
designs was low, with short
follow-up periods; high attrition
rates; little fidelity monitoring;
lack of measurement of
perpetration; and it was
uncommon to conduct
mediator analyses

While DRV prevention
programmes are promising for
preventing IPV perpetration,
GXadNery3a O2yO0f
OIKSANB STFSOI
LINB Yl (i d2§0§ ®¢ oL
More work is needed to
understand the mechanisms by
which DRV programmes chang
behaviour

2007

Corneliug®

Review

Not
specified;
studies
referenced
range from
1987-
2004

11
interventions

Not specified,;
discusses a
range of design
and reporting
from a report
on an
intervention
without

Primary and
secondary
interventions to
prevent
adolescent
dating violence

9 N/A; Discusses
programmes,
limitations to the
evidence base and
recommendations for
future research, but
does not synthesise

Most DRV prevention
programmes target secondary
schootaged or universityaged
@2dzy3 LIS2LX S=
iKS ao0K22ft 2NJ
(p. 366)

Though several programmes
have been implemented since
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Year

Review

Methods

Dates of
eligible
reports

# of included
interventions/
studies/reports

Eligible
design(s)

Eligible
interventions

Key outcome findings

Other key findings and
recommendations

outcome data,
to randomised
controlled trials
(RCTs)

existing evidence on
outcomes

the 1980s, many have not bee
evaluated to assess impact on
attitudes and behaviours
Limited comparability between
studies which use bespoke
scales, without necessarily
examining reliability and
validity, to measure outcomes
Studies using seleport data to
measure outcomes rarely
assess social desirability; self
report data may underestimate
incidence of dating violence,
especially among adolescents
GoK2 Y& 0SS IO
responding in ways in order to
please a perceiveduthority
FTAIAZRBRE 6 LJ

Only some programmes
include/describe a skibuilding
component, which the review
I dzi K2 N&E | NB dzS
incorporated consistently and
YSiGK2RA.GI3ftd & ¢
change behaviour

Future research needs to
examine longitudinal behaviou
change

2013

Leerf?

Systematic
review (not
described
as
systematic,
but
methods

2000¢
2011

9 interventions

Not specified,;
must be
published in a
peerreviewed
journal

at NR Y NJ
adolescent
dating violence
interventions
for young
people aged

12-18 years

1 Several programmes
demonstrated positive
behavioural change

9 Several demonstrate
effects on
interpersonal and

All included studies evaluated
interventions in North America;
none identified in Europe

All included a focus on healthy
relationship skills
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Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and

eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations

reports studies/reports
appear to (this is how the relationship attitudes | § Most interventions (6 of 9)
be authors odzi aYl NHA were schoobased and took
systematic. describe the 0SKI @A2NI | place during scheduled lesson
Forms part interventions, 169). Changes in another was located at a schoc
of a broader although the attitudes alone does but took place during after
review of review includes not necessarily lead t¢  school time
DRV both primary changes in behaviour;  Findings on the impact of
prevalence, prevention GeKS fAY] intervention delivery in groups
risk factors interventions effecting attitudinal FNE O2y Tt AOQGAY,
and and those for change and effecting what effects group dynamics
intervention young people behavioural change have as a driver of attitudinal
efficacy) considered to appears far from YR 0SKI @A2NI f

be at high risk a0NI AIKGTF2  171)

of DRV,
including those
with previous
DRV
experience)

9 Though there is

9 Some interventions

171)

limited evidence to
make a
determination,
authors note that
interventions that
focus on awareness
raising and knowledge
tend to have less
success in effecting
longterm behaviour
change than those
that focus on
relationship
behaviour, skif and
attitudes

report negative
effects on DRV
0SKI @A 2 dzNE

unclear whether these

I Given that postest
intervention effects are not
necessarily sustained at later
follow-up, evaluations should
use longer followup periods
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Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and
eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations
reports studies/reports
are actual DRV
behaviour changes or
changes in reporting
2013 | Fellmett#? Cochrane | Until 7 38 studies (41 | RCTs, cluster | Educational and 9 Significant increase in| 1 All studies took place in the US
systematic | May 2012 | reports); 33 RCTs and quas| skillsbased knowledge about DRV (N=37) or the Republic of Kore
review and studies randomised interventions (but suggest (N=1).
meta- included in studies with a | targeting interpreting this wth | 1 Most studies were in
analysis meta-analysis | control adolescents caution due to high educational settings (25 in
and young heterogeneity universities, 10 in high schools

adults (aged 12
25 years) to
prevent
relationship
and dating
violence.
Studies with a
wider age
range were
included if at
least 80% of the
participants
were aged 12
25 years.

between studies).
Moderated by setting,
which is correlated
with age: university
based interventions
more effective at
increasing knowledge!
effect of schooland
community-based
interventions on
knowledge was not
signifi@ant. However,
because no other
outcomes were
moderated by setting,
the authors conclude
this moderation arose
by chance.

1 No significant effect

on episodes of DRV
(whether measured
using categorical or
continuous data)

1 No significant effect

on attitudes towards

1 Outcomes did not vary by total

 Limitation: Safe Dates not

1 Most research on impact of

1 Future research should

DRV or behaviour in

contact hours, number of
sessions or timing of outcome
measurement

included in this review

DRV prevention among
adolescents and young adults
focuses on changes in attitude
and knowledge

measure DRV incidence itself,
and involve larger RCTs with
longer followup periods
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Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and
eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations
reports studies/reports
DRV (e.g., not DRV
itself but related
behaviours), or skills
related to DRV
2014 | De la Ru& Campbell 1960¢ July | 23 studies (21 | Quantitative Schoolbased 1 Authors conclude that All studies took place in the US
systematic | 2013 reports) experimental interventions to prevention (N=22) or Canada (N=1)
review and and quasi reduce dating LINE INI YYSa Only 1 measured effect on
meta- experimental and sexual promise in increasing bystander behaviour
analysis designs with a | violence knowledge and Relatively few studies measureg
control group | (mental, I 61 NBy Saaé DRV perpetration and
physical, and GAYLI Olda 2| victimisation (4 and 5,

sexual violence
and coercion),
implemented
with students
in 4h ¢ 12t
grade that
focused on
middle and
high schools

are less clear and
indeed are often not
NB LJ2 NJi58)Rusd
GKIFG GKS N
not show substantial
changes in
perpetration or
victimization
SELISNA Syp S

9 Moderate, significant
and sustained
increases in DRV
knowledge

9 Small but significant
reductions inattitudes
supportive of DRV

(but decreased slightly

at follow-up)

1 Large reduction in
support for rape
myths at posttest
(but only measured in
4 studies, and
unknown if sustained

respectively)

Gt NE@SydAazy LN
a positive impact, however, the
plethora of programs presente(
and the limited evidence to
support behaviour change
creates challenges in
recommended specific

I LILINB | OKS& F2N
Important for interventions to
consider social context

Future research should use
RCTs and should go beyond
knowledge and attitude
measures to explore changes i
DRV victimisation and
perpetration
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Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and
eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations
reports studies/reports
at follow-up ¢ only
measured this in 1
study)
1 Moderate, significant
increase in positive
conflict management
skills at postest as
measured by Conflict
Tactics Scale (CTS)
9 Small but significant
reduction in DRV
victimisation
incidence at postest
(-0.21), but not
sustained at followup
1 No effect on DRV
perpetration at post
test but small but
significant decrease a|
follow-up
2014 | De Koke® Systematic | (unclear; 6 studies (8 RCTs, cluster | Interventionsto| ¢ Interventions that 1 Future research should assess
review beginning | reports) RCTs and quas| prevent have been effective differences in effects based on
of 20047?) randomised primary and have been based in gender and prior experience of
Until end trials secondary multiple settings (both DRV
of victimisation school and 1 Eligible trials took place in the
February and community), US, Canada and South Africa
2013 perpetration of addressed
adolescent relationship skills and
intimate aF20dzaSR 2
partner adults in the
violence, I R2f SaOSyi
targeting young environment (such as
people aged teachers, parents, anc
10-19 years, community
excluding YSYo SNHL ¢
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Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and
eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations
reports studies/reports
interventions 1 Findings suggest that
focused on G402 YLINBKSY
specific prevention
populations interventions based in
(e.g. young both school and
drug users) community are
effective in preventing
IPV perpetration and
victimization among
I R2f SaORYy
2015 | Stanley Systematic | 1990¢ Database Meta-analyses, | Interventions I Information-based Most programmes underpinne(
review, Feb. 2014 | search: 22 research with children programmes can Goe |y SELX Iyl
review of (March interventions reviews, and young increase shorterm abuse that drew on social
UK grey 2014 for controlled people under knowledge; less norms andfeminist or gender
literature, grey lit) UK grey lit: 18 | studies, before | 18 years old to evidence that theories and those
and interventions and-after prevent them knowledge is retained interventions utilising the
consultation studies, from in the longer term Wwoeadl yRSNI I LI
with young independent experiencing Most programmes targeted
people and case and/or knowledge and awareness
experts evaluations, perpetrating rather than behaviar.
qualitative and | domestic abuse Experts discussed an aim of
ethnographic | (paper focuses prevention interventions as
studies on schools but shifting the climate; discussed

search does not
seem to have
been limited to
schootbased
programmes)

G2 LI NI dzy A G A S&
of the peer group to construct
social norms that challenge
R2YSauGAO | 06dza$
Identified difficulties of
transferring programmes acros
cultures and populations
Expert consultation identified
importance of organisational
readiness in schools, and
importance of supporting
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Year

Review

Methods

Dates of
eligible
reports

# of included
interventions/
studies/reports

Eligible
design(s)

Eligible
interventions

Key outcome findings

Other key findings and
recommendations

G- ONRaa Fft I a
g2N] FyR Odzuagnh

1 Evidence from UK grey
literature and expert
consultation that some
teachers are not prepared (in
terms of confidence or values)
to deliver DRV programmes

9 There is an increasing focus or
targeting boys to reduce male
perpetration rather than
targeting girls to reduce their
victimisation (found from
expert consultations)

9 In consultations, generally
FANBSR GKFG avy
should be positively framed an
should avoid a blaming
approach that could provide
NB&aAaGnawodsSe oL

1 Some evidence of boys finding
LINEIN) YYS&a-YEyYé
2NJ aaSEAAGE |y
messages ([d27)

1 Consultation groups
emphasised lack of materials
for lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgender young people

1 Consultations with young
people and experts found they
support the involvement of
young people in designing and
delivering programmes; young
people emphasised the
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Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and
eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations
reports studies/reports
importance of authenticity,
which this could aid
2015 | Lundgren?® Review 1990 and | 61 Evaluations; Qualitative and | T Evidence indicates Most included programmes
(describes | later interventions excluded quantitative that longerterm aimed to affect factors like
search editorials, evaluations of interventions with inequitable gender norms,
methods conference interventionsto| & NB LIS (SR tolerance of sexual violence,
but review abstracts and | prevent IPV and ideas delivered in and relationship conflict
not opinion pieces | sexual violence different settings over Limited rigorous evidence
described among young 0 A Y S$49)arke) available; there is a need for
as people aged more effective than GY2NB NROdzad S
systematic) 10-19 years single awareness LINEYA&AAY3I AYQdS
(included raising or discussion S44). Only 6 studies were RCT|
studies sessions and 8 used quasixperimental

targeting up to
26 years old);
excluded
programmes
from higher
income
countries
without strong
evidence

1 Schoolbased
interventions are
promising but have
only been
implemented in high
income countries
(HICs). These should
be adapted for other

settings and evaluatec

9 Evidence for schoel

based programmes to

promote gender
equitable norms is
considered to be
emerging, because

impact on experience

and perpetration of

Or2t SyOS «a
apS4 o

0S
9 Gender

transformative

community-based

designs.

Studies tend to be
underpowered and not to
evaluate outcomes over a
period long enough to assess
their effects on future
perpetration and victimisation
¢CKSNBE Aa | 10
standardized measures for

0 SKI @A 2 NI fp. A4zl
Of 61 interventions, identified
only 17 in lowand middle
income countries (LMICs)
Studies with strong research
designs are disproportionately
conducted in highncome
settings; need to expand the
base of rigorous evidence in
LMICs

Sexual and reproductive health
outcomes not often measured
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Year

Review

Methods

Dates of
eligible
reports

# of included
interventions/
studies/reports

Eligible
design(s)

Eligible
interventions

Key outcome findings

Other key findings and
recommendations

interventions have
been effective in
preventing IPV and
sexual violence;
however, feasibility in
terms of human
resources and cost is
unclear

1 Evidence suggests the

parenting
interventions can be
effective in reducing
child maltreatment, a

risk factor for later IPV

and sexual violence;
however, no
longitudinal research
has been done yet to
see if such

programmes do affect

these outcomes
9 Limited evidence
suggests itis
important that
microfinance
initiatives include

educational, skills and

mentoring
components

1 There is little evidence about
0KS aSaaSyaalt
STFSOUADS LINR3
dosage and whether singler
mixed-sex programming is
more effective (S49)

2021

McNaughton
Reye%*

Systematic
review

Before 1
Jan 2020

45 studies of 52
intervention
evaluations (61
reports)

Experimental
and controlled
quast
experimental
evaluations

DRV primary
prevention
programmes
for young
people aged
10-19 years;

9 Half of included
studies reported
effective victimisation
and/or perpetration
prevention

I The number of evaluations
published from LMICs increaseg
steeply from 2010

1 LMIC and HIC evaluations had
similar followup periods; 56%
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Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and
eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations
reports studies/reports

also included if
assessed sexuq
violence
outcomes
without
specifying the
context of
dating/
relationship

9 There was no
significant difference
in effectiveness by
HIC/LMIC,
implementation
setting, study design
or follow-up period

9 There was a trend
towards higher
effectiveness with
more exposure time,
but no significant
difference

9 Programmes tended
to be more effective
in preventing
perpetration than
victimisation

1 Half of the effective
HIC interventions
reported prevention
of both victimisation
and perpetration
among both girls and
boys

9 Some evidence

supports (1) use of
selfdefence and

assertiveness training

to reduce sexual
victimisation among
girls, and (2)
programme activities
triggering the

of studies followed participants
for at least 1 year podbaseline
Studies in LMICs were more
likely than those in HICs to
assess girls (45%) and
victimisation (60%) only

Most HIC studies assessed bo
victimisation and perpetration
outcomes (78%) and measure(
outcomes among both girls an(
o2ea O0pM:0I NB
gendery Sdzii NI £ F2(
LMIC interventions (p. 7)

Most interventions were
schootbased and universal, no
targeted

LMIC interventions were more
likely to be gender
transformative while HIC
interventions were more likely
to include healthy relationship
education/training

More research is needed to
understand how DRV
prevention programmes work
and which programme
components trigger important
mechanisms

More research is needed on
transferability of programme
effects across settings and
subgroups

More than half of the 29
evaluations of effective
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Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and
eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations
reports studies/reports
mechanisms of programmes examined
delayed sexual debut, moderation by subgroup but
fewer sexual partners|  few (N=4) reported mediation
reduced acceptance analyses
of DRV, gender Most LMIC studies took place i
equitable norms, a few subSaharan African or
increased awareness South Asian countries; most H
of DRV community studies took place in the US
services, conflict No interventions focused on
management skills, sexual or gender minority
and/or increased young people
family cohesion Few programmes targeted
1 Sex moderated changes at the levels of
intervention effects in community, family or peer
25% of the studies networks
that explored this but
there was no clear
pattern of this
moderation
2022 | Lowé Realist No date 11 Intervention Primary DRV 9 Gender Most interventions (64%)
review restrictions | interventions studies prevention transformative were schoobased and
reported (15 reports) assessing interventions in content led to critical most (64%) targeted both
impact on DRV | LMICs for reflection on gender girls and boys
victimisation or | young people and violence Most interventions (82%)
perpetration, aged 1019 attitudes, and on were gender
supplemented | years, LI NI A OA LI y transformative, focusing

by: protocols,
crosssectional
studies on risk
factors,
qualitative
studies of
experiences,
adult IPV
prevention

supplemented
by literature on
adult IPV
prevention in
LMICs and on
implementation
of adolescent
health and

relationship
behaviours, ultimately
GaNBO2y 0S8 LI
what constitutes
violence, and what is
I OOSLIil ot S
(p- 15). These
processesvere

facilitated by the

on changing gender and
violence attitudes and
Y2N¥ao ¢KSe@
participatory groupbased
SRdAzOF GA2Y XT3
Yy 2 NY  OK I9ywars §
content on gender,
violence, relationships
and reproductive health
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Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and
eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations
reports studies/reports
studies, and social peergroup (often Though most
reports on interventions singlesex) format, interventions aimed to
implementation creating both safe shift gender norms, they
of adolescent spaces for discussion tended to measure
health and and opportunities for attitudes rather than
social communication and social norms
interventions interpersonal skill Improving measurement
building, increasing of social norms is needed
selfconfidence and for understanding
expanding peer mechanisms of change
networks and longterm
9 Most interventions intervention impact
(73%) showed Further research is
reductions in needed to understand the
victimisation and/or potential of gender
perpetration transformative
interventions at different
stages of adolescent
development
Interventions tended to
neglect drivers of DRV
other than gender norms
and attitudes, though
mixed findings suggested
that targeting other
TILOG2NR 0S o]
attendance, agency,
assertiveness) can be
effective
2023 | Verbeek? Systematic | Until 15 studies of 13| Quantitative Groupbased, 1 Most significant 1 Programmes targeted
review March interventions studies such as| facilitated, effects were on short experiences of sexual and
2022 (17 reports) RCTs, quasi sexual and term attitudes and dating violence or related
experimental dating violence longterm behaviours attitudes or norms
studies, and prevention
pre-/post-test | programmes
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Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and
eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations
reports studies/reports
evaluations for males <=25 | | Effectiveness tended | § Little is known about impact on
without a years old, to be demonstrated GUGKS2NBGAOLFE L
control group | excluding more at followup norms and perceived
programmes than at direct post behavioural control, which
that were: test $SNBE daalLl NaSft.e
singlesession; 2899)

treatment for
perpetrators;
and/or mixed
gender

Of the Theory of Planned
Behaviour constructs
(behaviours, attitudes, norms,
perceivedbehavioural control,
intentions), behaviours and
attitudes were most assessed;
social norms were assessed in
only 1 study

Studies assessed impact on
perpetration and on bystander
behaviour; not on victimisation
LMIC interventions tended to
be communitybased,
facilitated by peers or
community leaders; HIC
interventions tended to be
schootbased, facilitated by
professionals or teachers
Programmes tended to addres
gender and violence but not
attitudes relating to masculinity
Evaluations could be improved
by matching intended and
assessed outcomes (e.g. by
assessing norms if they are a
target of the intervention).
Evaluations tended to assess
outcomes at a single timpoint
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Year | Review Methods Dates of # of included Eligible Eligible Key outcome findings Other key findings and
eligible interventions/ | design(s) interventions recommendations
reports studies/reports
and might be improved by
multiple and longetterm
follow-ups
2024 | Melendez Systematic | Database | 107 RCTs, process | Schoolbased Meta-analyses found | § Teaching about gendered
Torreg! review inception | interventions evaluations interventions longterm impacts on aspects of DRV could alienate
to June assessed in addressing DRV DRV victimisation and male staff and students
2021 process/ victimisation/ perpetration 1 Few studies (N=3) reported
implementation perpetration Heterogeneity within social norms outcomes; norms
studies; 57 among children and across studies; outcomes were reported much
interventions aged 518 years differences in less commonly than were
assessed in (review also effectiveness not knowledge or attitude
outcome included explained by outcomes
evaluations genderbased intervention type 1 It might be that interventions
violence [GBV] Effectiveness impacted social norms but this

interventions
but results
extracted here
were
disaggregated
by DRV ersus
GBV)

sometimes seen in
reducing DRV
frequency but not
prevalence

Found shortterm
improvements in DRV,
knowledge and in DR}
and personal help
seeking attitudes
Effects on longerm
victimisation might be
improved when
intervention excludes
a parental component
(longterm
victimisation),

Ay Of dzRSa &
opportunities for
guided practice of
skills and attitudes,

was not, or not effectively,

measured. Further research on
measure reliability and validity
Gog2dzZ R 0S23@asST

1 Violence attitudes (two studies

and gender attitudes (one
study) mediated impact on DR
victimisation

9 Violence attitudes (three

studies), gender stereotyping
(one study) and belief in the
need for help (one study)
mediated impact on DRV
perpetration

1 Interventions that improved

DRYV attitudes did not
necessarily improve DRV
outcomes, suggesting that
FGGAGdzZRS AKAT
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Year

Review

Methods

Dates of
eligible
reports

# of included
interventions/
studies/reports

Eligible
design(s)

Eligible
interventions

Key outcome findings

Other key findings and
recommendations

and interpersonal
components focusing
on student
NBfllA2yak
term perpetration,
p25), is single
component (short
and longterm
victimisation and
perpetration) and/or
is multilevel; and
when sample includesg
a higher proportion of
girls (victimisabn)
Interventions more
effective in reducing
perpetration
(particularly
emotional and
physical) among boys
than girls, and
(according to 1 study)
among sexual
majority compared to
sexual minority
students

Mixed findings on
whether interventions
are more effective in
reducing perpetration
among those with or
without a prior history
of perpetration
Interventions might

62N] o0& |

sufficient for affecting violent
0SKI GA25NE 06 LJ

1 Mixed findings on whether

knowledge mediates impact on
DRV victimisation or
perpetration

1 Stakeholders noted gap in

evidence on DRV among sexu
and genderminority young
people

i Stakeholders emphasised

common factors, including
gender stereotypes, underlying
DRV, GBV, homophobia and
bullying
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Year

Review Methods

Dates of
eligible
reports

# of included
interventions/
studies/reports

Eligible
design(s)

Eligible
interventions

Key outcome findings

Other key findings and
recommendations

al¥Sde¢ v
communicating
unacceptability of
violence to increase
GaiddzRSy i
and motivations
concerning the
unacceptability of
BA 2t SyYEPp ¢

S

O

CTS=Conflict Tactics Scale

DRV=dating and relationship violence

HICshigh-income countries

IP\Eintimate partner violence
LMICs=Lowand middleincome countries

RCT=randomised controlled trial
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Approaches to DRV prevention vary by setting, content, duration, delivery model and target
population. Schoeland communitybased interventions are especially prominent in the review
literature,’811.13.22.2838nd some interventions are designed to be delivered across multiple
settings!1%2°Interventionscommonly aim to foster protective social normsthe community

level of the social ecological moded well as knowledge, attitudes and slaltgdhe individual

levelto prevent DRV/12229.30Though some DRV interventions target young people considered
to be at high DRV risk, most are univef$afTargeted interventions can @selective,

focusing on young people identified as having risk factors associated with DRV, or they can be
dindicatedt, offered to young people who have already experienced or perpetrated'BR&?)
Universal interventionsin contrastare offered to everyone withia definedpopulation (e.g., a

participating school) regardless of their individual DRV*#isk.

Supportinga universal approach, early DRV literature emphasises the principle that young
people have an important role to play in helping to protect their peers from aBdsas
2SN]ISNIS FyR 22tFS Llzi AGZ &LISSNI WLINEA & dzZNB Q
Subsequent reviews report that DRV interventions have continued to target protective social
norms as a mechanism to reduce DRVincluding via expliciystandefinterventionsthat
promote prosociahctions byothersat the community level of the sociatological modet11.86

In their work on social norms and bystander behaviour among university students, Deitch
Stackhouset al.outline five stageshrough whichan individual musprogresgo intervene in
violence: noticing an event, interpreting it as a problem, feeling responsible to address it,
having the skills to do so, and interveniftfgdlongside other factors like skills and sefficacy!*
bystander theoies suggest thaboth individuatlevelattitudes and communitylevel social

norms can influence progression through these staj@ystander interventions use variety

of approacheso addressharriers to taking action to reduce violen&e®¢Though less common
than approaches targeting DRV victimisation or perpetration behaviours directly, more than
25% of interventions included in a 2024 systematic review of sdvastd DRV and GBV

interventions used a bystander approath.
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Theoretical work on the influence of gender inequality on DRV has also long underpinned DRV
interventions. In an early review of DRV prevention interventions published in 1999, Wekerle et
al. report that most of the six included interventions integratechieist and social learning
approached.Subsequent reviewisave continued to trace the influence of feminist theory and

of Yendertransformativeapproaches i K2 aS G KF G aasSS1y G2 GNIFyaT2N
more gendetS lj dzA (| 6 £ S &I prambtidg/og@nderehditable norms for DRV
prevention®°1314This approach is supported by the broader GBV literature, which documents
mechanisms through which genderequitable norms contribute to male perpetration of

violence against women and girls glob&R§?In their scholarshipadvocating fora shift in GBV
prevention towards changinigequitable gendenorms, Jewkest al. trace how social

expectations of dominant forms of masculinity support IPV andpanner sexual violence

both directly and indirectl§? Most directly, these expectatiorsipportmaledominance and

control over women as social idsghlongsidemaleattributes of physical strength and
toughnessConsidering individudevel risk factors for GBV perpetration, Jewkes et al. outline

the influence of patriarchal norma behaviours displayingale sexual prowes¢aving

multiple partners, engaging in transactional yardin maleinvolvement in other forms of
violence.Finally, they highlight that male perpetrators are more likely than other men to report
depression, substance use and social or economic marginalisatiggesting that males who
GaldNHAIESFIY aD@OAYR ARSIE Ay 20KSNI NBaLlSoOdas
violence against women and giff$P1584)Situating inequitable gender norms as an overarching
influence, both direct and indirect, over GBV perpetration, this work suggests that gender
transformative interventions might usefully targpérpetrationitself and a number ats risk

factors®8?

1.5.2.1. Evidence on approaches to DRV prevention

While much work has been done to synthesise existing evidenceeaedt reviews report
evidence of effectivenessi-*prevention science in the DRV field is still at an early stage.
Meta-analyses in 2013 and 2014 systematic reviews of educadioh skillsbased DRV
interventions among adolescents and young addisd schocbased DRV and sexual violence

interventions® found improvements in knowledge. However, evidence of attitude changes was
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mixed and these metanalyses found n8 or little3° change to DRV behavioussdecade later,

in 2024 meta-analyses in Melende¢ 2 NNX & S | f ®dQa aeaidSeimt 6AO0O NBOJ
impacts of schoebased DRV interventions on both DRV victimisation and perpetratidheir

findings support previous narrative reviews of DRV and sexual violence interveHtams of

DRV interventions for adolescents and young adults in &owl middleincome countries

(LMICsY,which found that such interventions are often effective in reducing victimisation

and/or perpetration. Melende 2 NNBXa S | f dQad NBGASg adza3asSada
effective in reducing perpetration among boys than girls and that current intervestmight

be more effective for sexuahajority than sexuaminority young peoplé! Findings on whether
interventions are more effective for participants with or without a prior history of DRV

perpetration are mixed:!

Little is known, however, about how DRV interventions work, which components trigger
important mechanisms of change or which intervention models are most effeftié?

Reviews report conflicting findings on the role of intervention dose. While a systematic review
of DRV interventions for adolescents and young adults suggests that interventions with
GNBLISFGSR SELRA&AdINE (2 A RSHKH¥¥e mdbed ofichnad hours NB Y 2
and sessions in education and skilsed interventions among this population made no
significant difference to DRV outcomes in matzalysed' and schoobased interventions were
more effective when they were singlether than multitcomponent!! In terms of delivery

model, review evidence suggests that there might be a benefit to implementing interventions in
multiple settings, such as both schools and communifié&and across multiple levels of the
socialecological model! Some evidence supports incorporating a skills compofetti?°

including guided practice of new skills and attitudes, and including a higher proportion of girls
in DRV programmint.Findings are mixed on whether components focusing on the parents of

adolescents help or hinder effectivene'sg?

Evaluations rarely assess what factors mediate DRV reduétiéfbut those that do offer

some insights into mechanisms of change. DRV studies included in Meler®ldeNB & SG F f o (
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2024 review assessed mediation by changes in knowledge, individual attitudes, conflict
management skills, belief in the need for help, school belonging and bystander aétions.

Results suggest that increases in DRV knowledge and changes in attitudes towards violence and
gender stereotyping can mediate reductions in DRV victimisation and perpetration. However,
findings vary across studies and DRV type, and despite the influégeadertransformative

approaches to preventigh®'314only one study assessed the mediating role of attitudes

towards gender stereotypes.Furthermore, reviewers report that changes in attitudes do not

always lead to reductions in DRV and interventions can be effective without detecting

significant attitudinal change's;?>concluding that the relationship between attitugand

O0SKI @A2dzNJ OKF y3S a4l LILIS PNBThae fikdingsNBgyestihatNdcial I K i F 2

norms might be at work, influencing behaviour independently of attitudinal influeftes.

Reviewer syntheses also point to other mechanisms that might be important, including delayed
sexual debut, fewer sexual partners and increased family cohesion for DRV and sexual violence
interventions{* and communication and interpersonal skills, seihfidence and the expansion

of peer networks for DRV prevention among adolescents and young adults in L Nb@=ver,

conclusive findings on key components and mechanisms to reduce DRV remain elusive.

15.2.2 SchoebasedDRYV prevention
Two decades of research has consistently highlighted sdbas®d programming as a promising

approach to reducing DR\11.13.223%5¢chools offer an infrastructure for intervention delivery

and enable DRV interventions to reach studentsale’°° As key sites of social learniiand

gender socialisatioft-%?2schools can play an important role in the formation of BBMdted
FGGAGAdZRSE YR 0SKI@A2dzNB | yR GKS& SyLiXz2e G4SkO
G2 O2YaARSNI YySs gl 2a3eEF (JKAY1lAYy3 YR 0SKI@ZAy3

As notedin Section 1.6.2., earlieneta-analyses found little impact of schelbbhsed
interventions on DRV and sexual violence outcoihesof education and skilbased
interventions on DRV among adolesceatsl young adults’' but more recent metaanalyses

found weak but significant lontgerm reductions in DRV victimisation and perpetratidwhile
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this is encouraging in terms of the potential of schbaked interventions, heterogeneity
amongst included studies was high and was not explained by differences in intervention
models!! Available evidence suggests that schbased interventions can be effective in
reducing DRV but concludes little about what intervention designs are likely to be most

effective and the mechanisms underlying intervention effééts.

1.5.2.3 Limitations to the DRV prevention evidence base

Reviews identify limitations to the evidence base for DRV prevention in terms of its geographic
representation, applicability for SGM young people, impact and mechanisms of change. First,
the overwhelming majority of evaluations of DRV and sexual violenersentions and a
disproportionate number of those with strong research designs have taken place in high
income settings? primarily in North Americd%3*MelendezTorres et al. identified only three
DRV outcome evaluations from the UK, all clust@domised controlled trialSRCTy published

in 2012, 2014 and 2020. None reported DRV reducttdBgcond, reviewers have noted a
dearth of DRV programmirtgrgeting SGM young peopité-14despite ample evidence of their
elevated risk*** These gaps present a challenge to reducing DRV globally and equitably, as
evidence suggests DRV interventions cannot be simply transferred from one culture or

population to anothe even between highncome Western setting®

Third, DRV intervention evaluations often focus on attitude and knowledge chahged,

many do not measure effects on DRV victimisation and perpetra#éh°A lack of robust,
standardised outcome measures limits comparability across stifdfeend the evidence base

is further limited by short followup periodst?13223%Fourth, as noted in Section 1.6.2.,
evaluations rarely assess which factors mediate intervention success. While much is known
about risk factors for perpetrating and experiencing DRV, and behavioural theories suggest
theoretical antecedents? existing research tells us little about how interventions impact these

factors and whether these impacts lead to reductions in DRV.

68



Several reviewers draw particular attention to gaps in research on the role and measurement of
social norms. Experts see shifting harmful social norms or fostering protective ones as an
important aspecbf DRV preventiohand reviewers report that this approach remains a

common underpinning of interventiorf§1%12.3Interventions that engage with social norms

might reduce DRVia different pathwaysdepending on whether attitudes and behaviours in
GKS NBFSNBYOS INRdzL) Ff ATy 2N Q2Wheeyong oA 0K YS
people overestimateheir LISSNB Q Ay @2t @SYSy (i Ay 2WNghtfazsll2 NI T
on correcting these misperceptiofi$an approach thahas beenwidely used in the area of

alcohol prevention among university students but has demonstrated little effectiveliess
Otherinterventions aim tdoster collectivechanges irattitudesthat support violenceand to do

soin away that is visible and publwithin areference grougso that it is clear that social
expectations are shifting-or examplegroup discussions using critical reflection can change

both individual attitudes and norni%°”and have been effective irreducingviolence against
women? Behaviour change theory and empirical evidence suggest that relationships between
attitudes, norms and behaviouese complexX®°°%1%and variablge.g., Jewkes et al. 20£%,

Bicchieri & Mercier 2012° Ajzen 1991 Mackie et al. 20139 Enosh 2007% Hunt et al.

2022’8 and Chung & Rimal 201%). Drawing on theTheory of Planned Behaviquattitudes and
norms carbe thought of asnfluenangeach otherreciprocallyandas varying irtheir relative
influence over behaviouacrossoutcomesand contexs. Evaluations ofDRMinterventions that

aim to address normiBaveto-date shed light on these pathways: thegrely measure impact

on normstt12and none have assessed whetmarms changshavemediated impacts on

DRWA! Reviewers report that gaps in methods for social norms measurement present a barrier

to reliably and validly conducting these analy%és.

Overall, available evidence suggests DRV interventions can increase knowledge and protective
attitudes and, to some extent, improve DRV outcom@s!13.223%2 However, little is known

about which types of interventions are most effective and the evidence to support DRV
behaviour change is limitett,making it difficult to recommend particular approaches. Reviews

suggest that more research is needed to elaborate the mechanisms that lead to behaviour
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change, and that methods for measuring social norms must to be improved in order to examine

the role of what is thought to be a key component of DRV preverftfoif!4
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Chapter 2Social normandDRV

This chapter begins with a brief introduction to the role of social norms in DRV research and
prevention and then provides an overview of social norms theory. Next it reviews evidence on
relationships between social norms and DRV outcomes and effortedoparate social norms

into DRV prevention, highlighting limitations to the measurement of social norms in DRV
research. The chapter then provides an overview of social norms measurement, drawing on
work in the fields of GBV and adolesc&RH. The chapteoncludes with my thesis aims,
objectives and research questions, which outline my approach to building on existing
knowledge about social nornrmeasuementto improve methods for their measurement in

DRV research.

2.1. Introduction to social norms and DRV

Social norms are the informal rules that determine acceptable behaviour in a télipey can

FOG Fa | ao NI 289 serveit@ hasten it: th€y Kdn ynpedie€ behaviour change
even when individualevel attitudes are shifting or, alternatively, foster it even in the absence

of changes in individual attitudé8:1°“Theoretical and empirical literature suggg#tat social

norms might play an important role in DRV behavioDRY researchers have long recognised

the importance of harnessing peer influence to protect against DR¥&hd feminist

approachego addressing gender norms and gendered power commonly underpin DRV
interventions!3 As social norms theory has gained influence in public hé&lits influence on

DRV interventions has become more expféitin a 2015 systematic review, Stanley et al.

report that most included DRYV interventions were informed by social norms, feminist or gender
theories or used a bystander approach, which aims to foster protective intervention by geers.
5S5aLIAGS az20AFf y2NX¥aQ GKS2NA&ASR NRt{S Ay YSRAL
interventions have measured changes in social norms and none have assessed social norms as

potential mediator!

K Bystander interventions can also aim to foster protective intervention by adults.
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2.2.Social norms theory

2.2.1.Social norms scholarship in the social sciences
At its core a study of human interaction, the study of social norms and their influence has been

a topic of wide interest acrogbke social sciencg!*2 Whileterminology, definitions of key

concepts and operationalisatiorary acrosglisciplinesin their 2016 review of social science

scholarship on social norms Chung and Rnepdrt that concept@lisationstypically coalesce

FNPdzy R a20AFf y2N¥Xa Fa aOdzad2 Yl NE NHzE%Y §KI G
Theorists make &ey distinctionbetween the framing of social nornas properties of groups

(e.g.,by sociologistsversugperceptionsof individualge.g.,by social psychologigt&*102

LYF2N¥IE NHzZ Sa GKFIGd RSGSN¥YAYyS abF OOSLIilofSz | LJ
are considered collective norm&®g K A £ S LISNOSAGSR y2NX¥A& NB AYyRA

(whether correct or incorrect) about what others do and apprové®f.

Situated at the level of the society, collective norms can be thought of both as shaping
SELISNASYOSa I yR 060SKI @A 2dz2NBE |y Rccbrding fodédiolatisR (i K NP
AnthonyDA RRSy 4 Q aGNHzOGdzNF A2y G(GKS2NEBS T 20alSEl YLK !
structure that both enables and constrains social practi€é%his structure is, in turn,

maintained or modifiedy those practices, and individuals can choose to take action to

maintain or modify prevailing norm&? Scholarship on gender norms, emerging from feminist

work to advance gender equality, tends to conceptualise social nastsllective norms

situated at the level of society and embedded in institutiéhs.

Perceivechorms feature as a key construct in prominent behavioural theories underpinning
public health intervention$;19%1%8jncluding interventions to reduce DR¥A13The Theory of
Planned Behaviour, for example, posits that subjective nqpasceptions about what is

socially expectedy?have reciprocal influences on personal attitudes and perceived behavioural
control, and that these norms influence behaviour via behavioural intenfiéfh&ccording to

Social Cognitive Theory, norms (framed as social outcome expectancies) are thought to work

alongside norsocial outcome expectancies to influence behaviour both directly and via goal
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setting1°® This theory presents social modelling as an important source of behavioural
learningl®aligning with the theorisedhfluenceof descriptive norms perceptions of typical

behaviourg in social psychologhf?

Thoughtheorists use different terminology to describe these constructs, the influence of social
expectations on healtinelated behaviours is widely recognised and DRV interventions often

seek to modify the social environment to foster protective norms.

2.22. Definitions and features of social norfosthe present study
A conceptualisation of social norms emerging from social psychology has been particularly
influential among health researchers and practitioners who focus on GBV and on adolescent
SRH:15:106.110Thisapproachsituates social norms within the mind, framing them as beliefs
about people in a valued reference group of important oth€fd/ithin this framework
theorists distinguish between two types of social noAh¥%

1) Descriptive normsBeliefs about what others in the group do (i.e. what behaviour is

typical)
2) Injunctive norms:Beliefs about what others in the group think should be done (i.e. what

behaviour is considered to be appropriate)

Where descriptive norms are supportive of DRV, young people might believe for example that

their peerscommonlyexperience or perpetrate abusive behaviours within thetimate

relationships. Where descriptive norms are protectagainst DRMhey might perceive DRV to

be rare among their peers. Where injunctive norare supportive 0DRV, young people might

believe that theifamily or friendswould disapprove of the use of violenceimimate

relationships or would support their decision to break ugphvan abusive partneMVhile these

beliefs are subjective, they form based on observations of behaviours in a reference group and

2F K2 NBTFTSNBYyOS 3INERddzLI Y S VYoFSregampeSdesoriptivei 2 2 (0 K S N.
norms about DRV will be based on observations of the typicality of experiencing or perpetrating
DRVIy 2dzy OGA @S y2NXa gAff 06S o6FaSR 2y 206aSNBI GA?2

who experience or perpetratBRYV, including bystander action to intervenehis type of
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abuse Norms theorists make a critical distinction between personal attitudes, which are
internallymotivated preferences or judgements, and social norms, which represemnal
expectations'®1?The reference group or groups important for influencing behaviour can

change over time and depending on the behaviour of intetest®

There is no consensus on causal models of normative influgecen why individuals comply
with prevailing normy theorists suggest that it might be for a number of reas8%°Some
include, for example: the internalisation of operative norms, the material benefits of
coordinated behaviour, and the fulfilment of a sense of social ideftij focus of theorists

and interventionists, and perhaps the strongest mechanism of normative influence, however, is
the anticipation of social sanctions enacted by a reference gt8tiphese sanctions can take
the form of social rewards for complying with a norm and of social punishments for deviating
from it.1>193Theorists disagree about whether descriptive norms, injunctive norms and social
consequences must all be in place to confirm existence of a social norm or whether these
components work collectively to strengthen its influerfcEheorists also disagree about the
relationshipbetween descriptive and injunctive norrfigyith some positing that injunctive

norms moderate the behavioural impact of descriptive nofs.

Norms are thought to exert a stronger behavioural influence where the behaviour is

interdependent and visible, norms relate directly to the behaviour of interest and social

sanctions are anticipated to be likely and strdfi§iTheorists suggest that the strength of a

a20ALEf y2N¥Qa Ay TFfdzSyOS RSIUSNNVAYSE 6KSGKSNI A
cutting), appropriate (e.g. adolescent drinking), tolerated (e.g. sexual harassment) or merely
conceivable, which detenines the approach to interventiol3 Practitioners might also

usefully consider the constellation of relevant social norms, as some are more resistant to

change than other!3®3Despite norms being likely to be more influential where they relate

directly to a specific behaviod?? more distal norms can influence behaviours indireétfy.

Considering violence outcomes, female genital cutting is sustained by direct social norms about
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this specific practicé® For partner violence, on the other hand, indirect but influential social
Y2NXa YAIKG AyOfdzRS y2N¥a& | IFAyalsRAG2N0OS 2N

2.23. Conceptualising gender norms as a type of social norm

Historically gender theory and social norm theory have developed independently, but efforts

over the last decade have sought to join up these two areas of scholarship to inform public

health practicé411D Sy RSNJ y2N¥azX aAYyF2NXIFE NMz Sa | yR &Kk
RA&ZGAYIdza aK SELISOGSR 06 $rPaarbesitidtedasone adp&tobal & A & 2
broader gender system that privileges maleness and masculinity over femaleness and
FSYAYAYAGE Ay GKS Fff20 $¥&K (2 Br&iniei @adkoDS a3 > N
alignscholarship on gender nornesnerging from feminist scholarship and shaped by

sociological theoryand broader social normes framed largely by social psychologis§isslaghi

and Heise, 202Righlight keydifferencesin howthese two bodies of work traditionally

conceptualise homorms ae situated and reproduced/Nhile social norms public health

tend to be framedas beliefs, situated in the mingender norms have traditionally been

framed (like collective normssee Section 2.2.1.) asfeature of society, mbedded in

institutions whose characteristics and practices sustain male dominakibée bothgender

norms and social normare characterised aseingreproduced via social interactions, the

gender norms literature hatraditionally takeninto more consideration the role of power as a

motivation for enforcing maintaining inequitable gender norffs.

a4 LJAaeoK2f23Aa0G {FYyRN} .SY gNRUGS AY mMopywm> (KS
Fa I oFaAxl0 2NAFYATAY3I LINARYOALIX S T2NJ SOSNEB Kdzy
into gendered seltoncepts, traits, personality attributes ankiilés 115(354)Cislaghi and Heise
SYR2NAS (KS LINRYAYSYyOS 2F 3Sy RSN3uggéstingthat LINR Y I N.
gender normsan be thought ofisa particularly powerful type agocial norn®*116This thesis

draws on the social norms framework of descriptive and injunctive norms to consider the role

and measurement of gended social expectation®ne aspect of the broader gender system, in

DRV research.
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Though particular manifestatiorsf gender normary, core aspects of social expectations of

girls and boyg and their inequitalility ¢ are remarkably consistent worldwid@17-118Across

settings, femininity is associated with beauty, attractiveness, propriety and compRaids,

who are viewed as weak and vulnerable, are expected to submit to male autAbfipugh

their social value may depend on having a stable male pafféfaA NI a8 Q YR 62YSy Q3
Aa adzy A @S NREHrESRas geNdBrandrmisip@scrb®&tbeir innocence and romaantid

sexual passivity:’18Girls and women who are seen as too sexual or promiscuous face social

stigma and isolation, and in some settings physical H&iH.Boys, on the other hand, are

expected to be strong and tough, and to eschew ostensibly feminine behaviours such as

physical weakness or displays of emot#in contrast to the sexual role prescribed to girls,

gender norms dictate male sexual and romantic agency and dominance: men and boys are

expected to pursue womeandI A NI aX GF 1S | R2YAylLyd NBES Ay N
Y |y K 298§ having sex with many female partnéfsi8for which they are socially

rewardedl’

Parentsandpeersa@®@Sy G N} f Ay &AKILAYy3I &2dzy3d LIS2LI SQa |
expectationd? and schools can promote gendequitable attitudes or reinforce inequitable

gender norms via their rules, traditions and structdté?Pressure to conform to gendered

expectations intensifies in early adolescence and peer sanctions are a powerful mechanism of
gender norms complianc®& However, regional variation in dominant gender norms, cultural

shifts in prevailing gender expectations over time and existence of young people who challenge
inequitable norms indicate that these norms are not inevitable and in fact can be

transformed?82.92.118.119

2.3. Social norms relating to DRV and gender are drivers of DRV
Section 15.1.3. discussegeer factors influencing DRV victimisation and perpetration, including
GKS AyTtdzSyO0S 2F LISSNBQ SELISNASYOS 2F FyR |G

offered by social norms theorists, this section reviews in more depth existing evidence on
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relationships between descriptive and injunctive DRV and gender norms, and DRV outcomes.
Thesignificance and strength of the relationships between DRV norms and DRV outcomes vary
within and across studiegand dfferences in measurement and analysis methods limit
comparability. Toprovide an indication of the magnitude of reported relationships between

social norms and DRV outcomes based on the strongest evidence currently available | report

effect size estimates where these are available fiongitudinal studies.

2.3.1. Evidenceof the relationship between DRV norms and DRV outcomes

Observational studies with adolescents find that descriptive and injunctive norms relating to
DRV are associated with DRV victimisation and perpetration, and predict DRV longitudinally.
While findings vary to some extent by study, norms and outcome measnt and

adjustment for other factors, they provide evidence of significant and independent

relationships between prdRV norms and increased DRV.

Considering the role of descriptive norms, young people who believe that their friends or peers
have experienced or perpetrated DRV are more likely to report perpetrat#id?eL24 or
experiencing?t12212512QRV themselves. Researchers have examined the relationship between
descriptive norms and DRV perpetration longitudinally, finding that it remains significant
(@OR=134, p<0.05%:82r=0.12-0.27, p<0.001p<0.052124. Similarly, young people who report
pro-DRYV injunctive norms are more likely to experiefi¢éand perpetraté®1?’DRV. While

little evidence exists on whether injunctive norms predict subsequent DRV, a study by Nardi
Rodriguez et al. provides some evidence of tfighey used two combined measures, each
comprising three descriptive and three injunctive DRV norms itemsnaesureassessed

norms for DRV perpetration and the other for DRV victimisati®tlnadjusted correlations
GSNE aAIYAFAOLIYG F2NI YR 020K 028022047 LISNLIS

p<0.01)?8Using structural equation modelling, they found that thememsmeasures were

' Appendix F to Paper 1 (thesis Apperjidetailsthe methods and results of studies assessing
relationships between social norms and DRV based on my systematic review.
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each associated with DRV intentions, which were in turn associated with subsequent DRV

perpetration and victimisation, respectivel§?

While results are inconsistent, several studies have found that descripti?€2%and
injunctive’®2°DRV norms remain crosectionally associated with DRV behavioural outcomes
when controlling for individual attitudes towards DRV. Some evidence suggests that for
descriptive DRV norms, this relationship might persist longitudif@®R=1.39.44,

p<0.05)""82In research with older secondary school students in HaBagefound that
AyedzyOlA@S 5w+ y2N¥Ya ¢gSNB Y2NB aidNBy3ate Faaz2o
psychological DRV perpetration than were personal attitudes towards DRV or gender
stereotypest?® Similarly, others have found stronger relationships between descrijsfiaad
injunctive’®8DRV norms and DRV victimisati®or perpetratiorf313°than between DRV or
genderdattitudes and DRV outcomeldeterogeneity in the relative importance of attitudes
and DRV norms withif’"82and acros: 8831221271333 g dies suggests that these
relationships might vary by gender, measure, type of norms, DRV involvement (victim@ation
perpetration), DRV type and other factors. This iBria with the Theory of Planned Behavitua
suggestiorthat the relative strength of attitudinal and normative influence will vary across
outcomes and context¥? The weight of the evidence suggests that{@BV norms can
influence the behaviours even of young people who personally disapprove of this type of
violence, as social norms theory would sugdé@st®*Considering that individual attitudes could

theoretically be on the causal pathway between norms and DRV outcomes, controlling for

attitudes in these analyses might actually underestimate the impact of social H8PA#.

Qualitative research in the UK provides some insight into the mechanisms of normative
influence, finding thatear of being blamed can be a barrier to seeking help for DRV
victimisation and that when girls do seek support from peers, controlling and abusive behaviour

can be normalised

M Participants were in grades 42, aged 14 years and older. Of these, 61.4% were aged 19 years or
older.
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2.3.2Evidence of thealationship between gender norms and DRV outcomes

While theoretical and qualitative DRV literature engages extensively with the relationship
between gender norms and DRV, quantitative research in this area remains in the early stages.
Studies exploring relationships between genderquitable injunctive norms are sparse but
provide some evidence of cressctional associations with DRV outcom&s.3>38ncluding in
models controlling for personal attitudes towards DR\nd gender33 Emerging, cross

sectional evidence suggests that DRV is more common among young people who report
genderinequitable injunctive norms relating to violence against gindwomen generally (i.e.

not DRVspecific violence)3® household gender rolé® and female sexual availability?

Quantitative research on associations between gender norms and DRV is otherwise limited
because the role of gender norms tends to be assessed by measuring personatigeaiger
attitudes®®3’'NF G KSNJ 0 KIFy LISNOSLIWiA2ya 2F 20KSNARQ QOASH:

Drawing on social and psychological theoretical perspectives, Reyes et al. suggest that
traditional gender norms advance scripts of male relationship dominance that promote DRV,
and they posit that DRV injunctive norms play a role in determining whethgs boact these
scripts.82 Considering UK evidence, qualitative research offers further insights into how
inequitable gender norms might manifest to drive and sustain male DRV in heterosexual
relationships. Interviews with UK adolescents suggest that boys can lose social dtaus if
girlfriend is unfaithful*®® and that jealousy can feed into controlling behaviotfrébusive boys
use DRV as a tactic to assert control and dominance within the relatiGhshig, particularly
among boys in disadvantaged groups, to advance a violent and powerful public itAagkne
GAGK &a20ALtf SELSOGIGA2YyE 2F IANI &Q OKFradGAadex
pressure girls who are seen as sexually experiedthda context where boys face social
pressure to have sékand are celebrated for doing $éf for girls resisting sex can precipitate
severe physical DRV and coercive threats of abandonfétdwever, norms prescribing
durable heterosexual relationships for girls can make it difficult for them to leave an abusive

partner 34139
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24.Incorporation of ecial norms approacheasto DR\prevention

Adolescence offers a critical window of opportunity to promote protective-BxRV and

genderequitable norms. As netd in Section B, normsgoverning sexual and romantic

relationships are particularly sensitive to influence as young people first begin to navigate these
relationships in adolescenéegt KA &4 LISNA 2R 2F y2NX F2N¥IGA2Y 2@S
growing awarenessf and selfconsciousness about how others view thétha shifting

affiliation from family towards peeté! and the increasing importance of peer influedge® at

this age. While pressure to conform to gendered expectations intensifies in early adole8¢ence,
d0dzRASA &adza3Sald R2fSaoSyOoS Aa |taz2 | adl3as ¢
flux: attitudes become more gend@&quitable and less stereotypical during early adolescence,
0ST2NBE 0284Q @GASga GSYyR (-and mtbddde¥cencd?SRear S £ A G
sanctions are a powerful mechanism of gender norms compliance, especially forbmys,

variationsin manifestations of dominant gender norms and young people who challenge

inequitable norms; girls, more commonly than bo$%%'8¢ suggest that inequitable gender

norms can be successfully challenged.

Many DRV interventions capitalise on this window of opportunity, incorporating efforts to
promote more gendeequitable norms and to reduce the social acceptability of DRV itself.
Bystander interventions, for exampleantrain participants to intervene to reduce violené®,
often targeting both sexual violence and DR¥.**While existing evidence is limit€dand
mixed (e.g. Edwards et al., 2019; Miller et al., 2012; Coker et al., 2387cluster RCTs
demonstrate that bystander interventions can increase DRV bystander beha¥iamd

reduce DRV perpetratiotf2-144

Effective DRV interventions incorporating a social norms approach have taken a range of forms;

SOARSYOS R2Sa y20 LRAYyG (02 | aAy3IeySdiaNRStE T2 N
bystander intervention in US secondary schd®®8demonstrated significant reductions in
5w+ GAOGAYA&ALFGA2Y YR LISNLISGNIGA2Y Ay | Of dza i

perpetration by the end of the fouyear followup. Coaching Boys into Men, a gender
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transformative bystander intervention for male secondary school athletes in the US, was found
to be effective in a cluster RCT in reducing DRV perpetration and negative bystander
behaviourst*®> Two of the earliest interventions effective in reducing DRV in RGafe Dates

and Shifting Boundariestargeted social norms alongside other factors as potential mediators

of changet3”146Safe Dates, implemented in US secondary schools, aimed to shift norms

relating to gender and DRV and it significantly reduced perpetration of psychological, moderate
physical, and sexual DRV perpetration as well as moderate physical DRV victim#ation.
Implemented in US middle schools, Shifting Boundaries targeted bystander behaviours and DRV

norms and significantly reduced sexual DRV.

Despite the prominence of social norms in intervention theories of change and the
effectiveness of interventions that incorporate norfhased approaches, existing literature
provides little information about whether these interventions do impact norms as

hypothesised, and if so, whether this mediates reductions in DRV. Emerging evidence suggests
that DRV interventions can successfully shift D&ated social norms, including in

interventions that reduce DRV:14814%Evaluations rarely measure norms directly, however, and
none appear to have assessed them as mediators of impact on DRV outtdressewers

suggest that this might be due to limitations to methods for reliably and validly measuring

social norms! Refinements to these methods would be a valuable step towards improving our
understanding of whether, to what extent and to what end DRV interventions are activating

this potential mechanism of change.

2.5. Social norms measurement

As attention to social norms and its measurement in the areas of both GBV and adolescent SRH
has intensified over the last decade, empirical and theoretical literature on these topics has
proliferated 10415&154 This body of literature, informed by the dynamics of gendered violence

and by social and cognitive factors in adolescent development, provides useful insights for

social norms measurement in DRV research.
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2.5.1. Survey measures of social norms are limited

Definitions of beliefs, attitudes and social norms, and the relationships between these

constructs have historically been unclear, as have implications for intervention development

and evaluation’®> Research informed by social norms concepts, including evaluations of DRV
AYOUSNBSyidAz2yas GeLAOIffte YSEadz2NBa LI NIAOALI yi
the views of others in their reference groGp>>Political theorist Gerry Mackignd colleagues

offer a useful framework to illustrate distinctie® S 6 SSy aaidl yRI NRé Y SI &dzN
and attitudes and measures of social nori8.(P*9)Adaptedbased on thisramework, Figure 2
illustratesthe distinction between measures behavioursattitudes and social normisy

OF 0S3I2NRAaAY3T (KSAS fsgcandcolwanP{/ RS&a SE addza G(&Bdza S
(third column) Each type of belief can be though of as descriptive (what happens) or injunctive
(whatshouldhappen).d { G+ Y RIF NR¢ YSI ddz2NBa 2P9gsesbeli@fd 2 dZNR |y
about the self beliefsaboutwhat one does (behaviours) draboutwhat one thinks should be

done (attitudes) Social norms measures assess beliefs about others, or social expectations:

beliefs aboutwhat othersdo (descriptive norms) and about what others think should be done

(injunctive norms).

Beliefs about self Bdiefs about others

Descriptive | What | do What others do
(behaviour) (descriptive norm)

Injunctive | What | think should be done | What others think should be done
(attitude) (injunctive norm)

Figure 2 Frameworkdistinguishing between measures of behaviours, attitudes and social

norms(adapted froma I O1 A S h8adretidal frap@wiork 9149

Assessing social norms and social norms change would mean adding measures of descriptive
and injunctive normg beliefs about what others do and what others think sholoédone in

relation to a specified behaviourespectively to evaluation surveysMeasuring these

nal O1TAS dzaSa (GKS GSNY aSYLANROLFE SELSOGEGAZYy&ag¢ G2
GRSAONALINAGS y2NXYaAaET YR ay2NXIFGAGBS SELISOGFGA2yacE
GAYy2dzy OiRGE) v 2 NV & O
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constructs alongsidadividual behaviours and attitudesimportant becauseesearch
suggests that attitudeandsocial expectationsach correlate with DRV
outcomes’6:77.122,123,129,133. 18y standeresearch further suggesthat, along with these factors
correlating withintentions®® and actions tdntervene in violence as a bystandét®15’levelsof
alignment between attitudes and injunctive norraksocorrelatewith intentions to intervene

as abystanderin IP\£®

A challengehowever s that there is little consensus on how to measure social norms and a

limited evidence base of norms measures validated in multiple setfifgsthermore, some

research suggests that very young adolescéagsd 10-14 year9 might struggle to distinguish

between their personal attitudes and the views of othéfs>*when responding to social

norms itemsWithout valid and reliable quantitative measures of salient social norms relating
toDRVandoISY RSNE F LIINBLINALF GS FT2NJ FR2ft SaoSydaQ ail
are limited in our ability to assess normative change in intervention surveys and test its

theorised role as a mediator of DRV behaviour change.

2.5.2. Measuring social normsecommendations from GBV and adolescent SRH research
Methods for measuring social norms are still being developed. Little evidence is available to
support specific approaches in DRV research, but work on social norms measurement has been
rapidly expanding in GBV and adolescent SRH research. Recommendatioesgperts in

these fields, drawingn their own experience andhat of their colleagues, offer some insights

and raise areas for further research.

Qualitative and quantitative methods can be used to measure social norms, and vignettes
exploring norms and social sanctions in realistic but fictional scenarios can be incorporated into
either approachi®416°The length and complexity of vignettes, however, can make these

difficult to fit feasibly within evaluation surveysA few DRV evaluations have used survey
measures of descriptive and injunctive norms effectively, and their findings demonstrate that

these measures can be sensitive to change over the course of an evaltidtt® ' Wider use

83



of social norms measures is hindered, however, by evidence gaps and a lack of consensus on

best practice.

Recognising that the relevance and rigidity of norms and the nature of social sanctions vary
across settings and populations, experts emphasise the importance of formative research to
identify and test relevant, influential norms that are amenable to cleh§®1%“Experts also
highlight the importance of specifying bounded reference groups and disaggregating findings
where data include norms among more than dnW&€*Evaluators can draw on formative

research to identify salient reference groups and incorporate these into survey items or can

alternatively use survey items to collect this informatfot§®

Researchers report difficulty balancing the need to include enough items to validly measure
norms with the need to keep surveys from becoming unwieldly and labdansivel®l104The
multifaceted nature of social norms means that a wide array of survey items can provide
information about a single norm. However, surveys that ask too many similar questions can
confuse and fatigue participanfd-or example, researchers for the Voices for Change project in
bAISNRIF | RI LX SR YYseed|giuresPta ask diklquesidng abdut each norm of
interest1%4They found that this approach was too tirend resourcentensive and that the
distinctions between the nuanced items were unclear to participaft€onfusion about the

meaning and nature of norms items is of particular concern for young respondents.

Recommendations coalesce around focusing on measurement of two aspects of social norms,
beliefs about what others do and what others think should be done, and specifying a reference
group$1%4Experts advise considering carefully whether items should be phrased positively (i.e.

AT a2YS2yS R2Sa -0 2N yS3alFraArAoSte oAd@he AF azy
causal mechanism of injunctive norms influemcare not necessarily leviein parallef01.104.161

Cislaghandl SA&4S 2FFSNJ 6KS SEIFIYLX S 2F oNAy3IAy3d | Ol
NBaLRyRSy(d YA3IKEG alre GKIFIG O2ftfSI3dzSa g2dAZ R (K

that not bringing the cake would elicit negative social sanctit¥fh#.we wanted to know
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whether social norms compel colleagues to bring in the cake, we would need to ask about the

social consequences of not doing'86.

Another challenge is to ensure that item meaning is clear to participants, including that they are
being asked what they think and not what is objectively the édsés important to bear in

YAYR GKFGXZ F2NIy2NXa AdGSyYaz NBaSI NO&8wer | NB A
numbersq of what others in their reference group do and think. Norms can persist when many
oppose a specific behaviour but incorrigchelieve that others in their reference group favour

AGZ I a0Syl NR2 (KS2 NREE3H isipeSddptionsitheinszNds, fwhethérA O A 3

accurate or inaccurate, that wield normative influenéé.

Considering the structure of social norms measures, recommendations on measure length vary.
Multi-A 6 SY a0l tSa OFly 0SS dzaS¥dzZ G2 OF LXid2NBE GKS &2
reduce the impact of response errdt©n the other hand, evidence suggests that sivitgm

measures might be adequaf¥ and these place less burden on respondents. Deciding on the

number of response options also involvestra®fld Fa ® . Ayl NB &Saky2 AlGSYa
nuanced responses indicating the degree of agreement, and field experience suggests that
responsestothi§ @8 LIS 2F AGSY OFy 0SS 0AMEKSrRscalecatbiRa | a
good for collecting nuanced data, but the number of response options needs careful

consideration: a greater number provides more granularity, but items with fewer response

options are simpler to answép?

Finally, a variety of different item formats can elicit information on norms. Items assessing
RSAONALIIAGS y2NX¥a& YAIKG Fal I o2 didPorabsuk I FA 2 dzN.
AlGa FNBI dzSy O e 194§ RTd &sEesstinfuBctive omi, Eegearohdrs might ask

ASLI N GSfe |62dzi GKS NBFSNBYyOS 3INRdAzLIQA DASga
former, tested for an adolescent SRH study in Honduras, was formulated as shown in Figure

3.104 A different set of response options could be offered instead, for example ranging from

G{iNRBy3Ite |IAINBS¢®Mi2z a{aGNRy3Ife RAaAlFIINBS: D
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The people in your
community believe that
fathers should attend
pregnancy check-ups with
their pregnant wives/
companions

1=No

2 = Yes sometimes

3 =Yes mostly

4 = Yes always

Figure 3. Example afurvey item assessing injunctive norms by measuring reference group

views, excerpted from Cislaghi & Heid&P17)

Alternatively, experts suggest that measurement of injunctive norms can sometimes be
simplified by asking only about social sanctiéifs°Feld experience suggests that

participants might find questions about social sanctions easier to answer because the
20aSNDIFofS OGA2ya 2F 20KSNE I NE2AJihitatbradNd G 2
this approach is that specifying sanctions within the survey item requires detailed knowledge
about social sanctions governing the norm in the study population and setting. With this
information, researchers can ask about the perceiveslilibod of specific sanctions, as they do

in an example from the Social Norms Mentorship Project in Figt& 4.

If you are given more freedom to move about in public spaces and play sport, how
likely is it that the following consequences might occur? There is no right or
wrong answer.

1) You will be harassed by local boys or men

1) You may encounter more

arguments/conflicts with your parents 1 = Very likely
2 = Somewhat likely
1) You may find it more difficult to get married 3 = Not likely

1) You may be considered uppity and
disobedient

Figure 4. Example of survey item assessing injunctive norms by measuring specific sanctions

excerpted from the Social Norms Mentorship Programme training s|itf&8a 4. slide 26
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Otherwise, more general response options can identify the existence of social sanctions with
lessspecificity, as in two other examples offered by the Social Norms Mentorship Programme,
shown in Figure 8°L y 2dzy OG0 A @S y2N¥A& YAIKG Ftaz al | o62dzx

views, as shown in Figure 3, or frame these items in terms of a hypothetical scenario, as shown

in Figure 5.
A]za man in your community hits\ /' What would be the \
a woman that has insulted him reaction of your family
in public, will people in the members if they knew you
community think it is good bad were going to have your
or neither? daughter cut?
1=Good 1 = Positive
2=Bad 2 = Neutral
\ 3=Neither / \ 3 = Negative /

Figure 5. Example of survey item assessing injunctive norms by measuring sanctions

generally, excerpted from the Social Norms Mentorship Programme training slif&8ay 4. slide

26)

Studies testing different types of descriptive and injunctive norms items are needed to assess

which formulations work best?*and how this might vary by setting and population. For DRV

research, particular attention should be paid to what features support valid and reliable norms
measurement among adolescents, whose reference groups and ability to distinguish between
theirownay R 20 KSNARQ QGASHga PNAKIG RAFFSNI FNBY | Rdz (2

2.6. Researclaim,questions and objectives

5w+ Ada 6ARSALINBIR yR L}asSa | Naal (G2 e2dzy3 LI
norms play an important role in underpinning this type of abuse, and social norms concerning

DRV and gender have long been recognised as important to DRV prevétiimugh DRV

interventions often seek to foster protective DRV and gender norms, measurement of social

norms in this field has been largely neglected. A lack of reliable, valid measures for what is

thought to be a key mediator of DRV prevention contritsute crucial gaps in our
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understanding of why some DRV interventions work and others do not. Informed by social
norms theory, my thesis research seeks to address this by building on recent advancements in
methods for measuring social norms. Drawing on data from Project Respeutid refine
measures of social norms as hypothesised mediators of a sblaseld intervention to reduce

DRV in England and to inform methods of social norms measurement in DRV research.

To achieve these aims, | will address four research questions:

1) Are existing measures of adolescent social norms relating to DRV and gender reliable
and valid?

2) Are new and adapted measures of social norms relating to DRV and gender
understandable and answerable when used in research with adolescents in England?

3) Are new and adapted measures of social norms relating to DRV and gender reliable and
valid when used in research with adolescents in England, and how can they be refined?

4) What are student, staff and parent/carer accounts of social norms relating to DRV and

gender in schools, and how are these implicated in DRV?

The specific objectives of this thesis reseaach

a) To conduct a systematic review of social norms measures related to gender and DRV
used in research with adolescents

b) To develop, cognitively test and refine social norms measures related to gender and
DRV

c) To pilot new and adapted social norms measures and assess their reliability and validity

d) To recommend refinements to piloted social norms measures

e) To analyse qualitative data from Project Respect to identify social norms contributing to
DRV in England

Table2 presents the objectives associated with each research question, the data sources and
methods on which | draw to address each research question, and the corresponding papers in

which | present my findings.
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Table2. Research questions and objectives mapped to methods, data sources and papers

parent/carer accounts of social
norms relating to DRV and
gender in schools, and how arg
these implicated in DRV?

e) To analyse qualitative data from

piloted social norms measures

Project Respect to identify socia
norms contributing to DRV
England

data:

1 Optimisation sessions

1 NSPCd@elivered trainings

1 Allstaff trainings

9 Student and staff interviews
(intervention and control schools)

9 Parent/carer interviews
(intervention schools)

Research questions Objectives Methods/Data sources Paper
1. Are existing measures of a) To conduct a systematic review | Systematic literature review Paper 1
adolescent social norms of social norms measures relate
relating to DRV and gender to gender and DRV used in
reliable and valid? research with adolescents
2. Are new and adapted measure b) To develop, cognitively test and| Qualitative analysis of Project Respect | Paper 2
of social norms relating to DRV refine social norms measures | cognitive interviews
and gendeunderstandable and related to gender and DRV
answerable for adolescents in
England?
3. Are new and adapted measure c) To pilot new and adapted social| Quantitative analysis d?roject Respect | Paper 3
of social norms relating to DR\, norms measures and assess thq baseline student surveys
and gender reliable and valid reliability and validity
when used in research with d) To recommend refinements to
adolescents in England, and piloted social norms measures
how can they be refined?
4. What are student, staff and d) Torecommend refinements to | Qualitative analysis d?roject Respect | Paper 4

© Objective (d) contributes to addressing both research question 3 and research question 4.
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Chapter 3. Methods

This chapter opens with an overview of the methods for the Project RespecRa6f

summarises its findings and then describes my role as a research fellow on the study. It then
outlines the distinction between the Project Respect pilot RCT and my thesis and presents the
ontological and epistemological underpinnings of my thesist Ngxovides an overview of
reliability and validity as indicators of the quality of quantitative measures, before outlining the
methods for each of the four components of my thesis. The first component is a systematic
literature review and the remainintihree draw on data from Project Respect. | provide further

detail on the methods for Chapters@lin the papers presented in those chapters.

Finally, this chapter provides information on the ethical approvals for this work and concludes

with a section on reflexivity and my positionality in undertaking this work.

3.1. Methods for Project Respect pilot cluster RCT

The Project Respect study was a pilot cluster RCT of a DRV prevention intervention of the same
name, conducted with adolescents in England. In this section | will summarise the intervention,
the design of its pilot cluster RCT and the findings of the div&ady. Further detail on the

Project Respect intervention, study and findings are available in publications of the ptotocol

(Appendixl), process evaluation findings (Append)xand full research repor’

3.1.1. Project Respect theory of change and intervention

Project Respect was a schdmsed, complex interventidf®informed by the Safe Dat&s and
Shifting Boundarig€4® schootbased interventions, both of which were effective in reducing DRV
among US school student¥.1%°Its core components and theory of change were developed
prior to the study, informed by existing evidence. The research team and our implementing
partner, the National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children (NSPCC), led further
elaboration of he intervention and the development of programme materials from March to

September 2017. The programme was optimised for use in the UK via sessions with UK
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secondary school staff and students, input from the Advice Leading to Public Health

Advancement young researchers grétfand consultation with stakeholders.

The Safe Dates DRV prevention intervention was implemented anfbagd9" grade

students (typically ages 115 years old) in 14 public schools in rural North Caratina
November 1994March 1995%" Baseline questionnaires were completed by 1,886 studé#fits.
Foshee et al. describe programme activiti&sThese included 20 hours of teacher training on
DRV and the Safe Dates curriculum, agession curriculum (45 minutes per session) and a
DRWthemed poster contest. These-sthool components were supplemented by workshops
for community service providerResults from a twearm cluster RCT suggest that the
programme reduced psychological, moderate physical and sexual DRV perpetration and
moderate physical DRV victimisation, with effects persisting at least three years post
intervention 15 This reduction in DRV was mediated by attitudes demonstrating lower DRV
acceptance and less support for gender stereotypes and by an increase in awareness of

community service$®®

The Shifting Boundariasterventionaimed to reduce DRV, peer sexual violence and sexual
harassment and was implemented with 2,685#&hd 7" grade students (typically ages-138

years old) in New York City public middle sché&$he programme had two components: a
classroombased sissession curriculum and a schoolwide buildraged component®® The

latter comprised schodbased restraining orders, DRV/sexual harassntie@med posters

around the school and hotspot mapping by students to identify physical areas of violence risk in
the school for increased teacher surveillance. Participating sshwete randomly assigned to

one of four arms of a cluster RCT conducted in 2ZBOR0: (1) buildingnly, (2) classrooronly,

(3) combined building and classroom or (4) contf®Taylor et al. report the results of the RCT

six months postntervention 168 Effects on sexual harassment victimisation were mixed,

showing an increase in prevalence but a decrease in frequency in the btoldingrm and a
decrease in frequency in the combined arm. Findings for other outcomes were more consistent,

showing redudbns in sexual harassment perpetration (buildmgy arm), peer sexual violence

91



victimisation (buildingonly and combined arms), peer sexual violence perpetration (budding
only and combined arms) and sexual DRV victimisation (buitditygarm). The trial found no
impact on sexual DRV perpetration. The study authors concluded thatfthdings support the
use of a buildingnly intervention as well as the addition of this type of schoale

component to curriculum intervention$8

Drawing on the designs of these two effective interventions, Project Respect was developed by

the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine (LSKEmpptimised for use in secondary

schools in England by LSHTM and the NSPCC via sessions with secondary school staff and
students. The programme is underpinned by two behavioural theories, the Theory of Planned
Behaviout® and the Social Development ModéP.The Theory of Planned Behaviour posits

that behavioural intentions are the immediate antecedent to behaviours themséfeas
RSLIAWOGSR Ay 121 SyQa Y2RSt 2F (KAa (KS2NEB Ay C
O2yiNRBf YR ¢KFG 271 Sy NBFSNER (G2 lFa daadzmaSOaa
intentions, while perceived behavioural control is alsougbt to exert a direct behavioural

influence. As discussed in Section 2.4, subjective norms are a construct analogous to what

social norm theorists call injunctive norms.

Subjective
norm

Perceived
behavioral
control

CAIAdz2NBE cd 21 SyQa Y2RSt 29 KS ¢KS2NEB 2F tfly
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¢tKS O2NB (SySi 2F GKS {20Altf 5S@St2LISyid az2RS
groups to which they are strongly bonded, drive behaviour. The model proposes that people

develop prosocial and antisocial behaviours through two parallel pagswé socialisation, as

depicted in Figure ¥.° Considering the prosocial pathway, the model suggests that when a

person has the opportunity to take part in pemcial activities, their involvement leads to

rewards for involvement with these preocial group# they have the social, emotional and

cognitive skills necessary to access these rewards. Receiving these rewards promotes bonding

to otherswith prosocial orientations and whose influence shapes belief in prosocial values,

leading to the adoption of prosocial behaviours. The antisocial pathway is nearly identical but

allows for the possibility that rewards for antisocial behaviour and bondingtis@cial groups

Oy F2a0GSNI I yGAaz20Alt 0SKIFI@A2dzN) SPSYy 6KSNB (K
recognises the influence of three external factors on the opportunities, skills and rewards
critical to these pathways: positioning in the social order, external constraints and personal
characteristics.
PROSOCIAL PATH / To prosocial
social developmental processes,
Exter_nal Prosocial Prosocial Prosocial Bonding in the next period
cor?gtcrlzilnts opportunities involvement rewards to ziﬁz‘:sc'al p:lc;slsgéal
———— Prosocial, £
————— health-promoting J
Position in the Pty behavior ]
A social structure: (55:: ______ 7
SES, age, \ ~~~~~~ interaction ;o
gender,race J | N T TS=<d Antisocial, .
~~~~~~ health-compromising =
=~ behavior
- S ' Bondin ' Belief in
ArZUVSESerl to ant|slog|al ant|lsocllal
others values To antisocial
. & social developmental processes,
ANTISOCIAL PATH S in the next period
+) [ Y T P—
CAIdzNBE T /FYONRY Q& RSLIAOGADZR® 2F GKS {20Alf 5
CdZNYyAy3 G2 tNR2SOG wSalLlSodsx L égAft adzyylF NAas$sS

underlying theory of change. The programme was comprised of eight core components

targeting staff, students, parentndcaresand the school environment:
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Staff

1. NSPCdelivered 23 hour training for senior leadership and key school staff involved in
programme delivery; and programme manual

2. All-staff 1-1.5-hour training, cascaded by staff who attended the NSB€l@ered
training

Students

3. Teacherdelivered student curriculum (six lessons year 9, two lessons forear 10)

4. Opportunity to download the Circle of 6 app (version 2.0.5, Tech for Good, New York,
NY, USAJ¥acilitating requesting support from friends and local services in unsafe
situations

Parentsand carers
5. Written information for parentsandcares
School environment

6. School policy review to assure appropriate response to DRV

7. Hotspot mapping to identify and prompt increased surveillance in areas of risk on the
school grounds

8. Studentled campaigns against gendeased harassment and DRV

Drawing on the Theory of Planned Behavi#iiProject Respect aimed to reduce DRV in part

by shifting attitudes to be less supportive of DRV and gender stereotypes; and by fostering
supportive social norms relating to DRV and to gender. Informed by the successes of Safe Dates
and Shifting Boundariethe programme included a substantial package of curriculum lessons
alongside wholeschool elements which were theorised to work synergistically to reduce
genderbased harassment observable on the school site and to promote protective attitudes

and normsln the process of operationalising programme mediators for measurement in
a0dzRSYy 0 adaNBSeaszs ¢S St 62N (O ddlifede tidee y & G NHzO (
types: injunctive DRV and gender norms and descriptive DRV norms. Figure 8 depicts the

revised theory of change.

P This app has since been discontinued and is no longer available for download.
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Targeting another important behavioural influence in the Theory of Planned Beha®our,

t N22SO0G wSaLwsSod FAYSR G2 LINRBY23GS addzRSyitaQ as
relationships via lesson content focused on building communication and anger management

skills'®4 Drawing on evidence from Safe Dates and Shifting Boundaries, lessons also addressed
gender roles?>168healthy relationship¥>1%and helpseeking'®* Informed by findings from

the Safe Dates study, signposting in lessons and promotion of the Circle of 6 app targeted

increases in knowledge of and access to support for students experiencintfRMerpinned

by the Social Development Mod€P Project Respect was designed to offer opportunities for

student participation in the curriculum and in leadership of whettool campaigns, promoting

school bonding, adherence to gendequitable and antDRV peer norms and adoption of

attitudes alignedo these values.
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Activities

Intermediate and end outcomes

Staff trainingin
safeguarding, policy
reviews and
responses to
genderbased
harassment and
dating &
relationship
violence

School sanctions
against gender
based harassment
and dating &
relationship
violence

\

Reduced
observablegender

basedharassment

on school site

/

Increased staff
presenceat
hotspots for
genderbased
harassment

Perceived norms:
Injunctive normsstaff

and peers do not approve

of dating & relationship
violence or gender
stereotypes

Descriptive normsDating

& relationship violence
rAayQi

G&LmAOoL

Student curriculum
addressing
knowledge,
attitudes and skills,
and enabling
studentled
campaigns

Studentled
campaignsagainst
genderbased
harassment and
dating &
relationship
violence

Bonding to school

Improved
wellbeing, quality
of life, sexualand
mental health, and
educational
attainment

Attitudes: reduced
support of dating &
relationship
violenceand of
gender stereotypes

Control:anger
management and
communication
skills to
avoid/respond to
dating &
relationship
violence

Improved access to
supportfrom

friends (via Circle of
6 app) and local
services

\ 4

Reduced dating &
relationship
violence

Figure 8. Project Respect theory of change, adapted from published study proté&gsee Appendixl)
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3.1.2. Project Respect pilot cluster RCT

The Project Respect pilot cluster RCT aimed to elaborate, optimise and piPtdjeet Respect

intervention and assess the feasibility and acceptability of the intervention and trial methods.

An embedded process evaluation explored implementation, mechanisms of change and

context’* An embedded economic evaluation explored feasibility of economic evaluation

methods. The study sought to address nine specific research questions:

1) Is progression to a Phase Il RCT justified in terms of prespecified criteria? These criteria
are as follows: randomisation occurs, and four or more schools (out of six) accept
randomisation and continue in the study; the intervention is implemented witality
in at least three of the four intervention schools; the process evaluation indicates that
GKS AYUGSNBSYyidAz2y A& FOOSLWIloftS G2 x 71 :
in implementation; computesassisted selinterviewing surveys of gtlents are
acceptable and achieve response rates of at least 80% in four or more schools; and
methods for economic evaluation in a Phase Il randomised controlled trial are feasible.

2) Which of two existing scalesthe Safe Dates and the shaBADR{CADRS$)¢ is optimal
for assessing DRV violence victimisation and perpetration as primary outcomes in a
Phase Il RCT, judged in terms of completion, interitem reliability and fit?

3) What are likely response rates in a Phase Ill RCT?

4) Do the estimates of prevalence and intraclusterretation coefficient of DRV derived
from the literature look similar to those found in the UK, so that they may inform a
samplesize calculation for a Phase Ill RCT?

5) Are secondary outcome and covariate measures reliable, and what refinements are
suggested?

6) What refinements to the intervention are suggested by the process evaluation?

7) What do qualitative data suggest about how contextual factors might influence
implementation, receipt or mechanisms of action?

8) Do the qualitative data suggest any potential harms and how might these be reduced?

9) What sexual healthand violencerelated activities occur in and around control schools?
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School recruitment for the pilot trial proceeded via letters and telephone calls to schools in
southern England and to school networks. Private schools, pupil referral units and schools
exclusively for students with learning disabilities were not eligibfeeligible schools expressing
interest, we selected three from souast England and three from souttest England

purposively by deprivation (assessed using Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index [IDACI]
score}’?and schoolevel valueadded attainment (assessed using Progress 8 sébréje

conducted two waves of optimisation sessions with students and staff in four secondary schools
not taking part in the pilot trial, two in the soutbast region of England and two in sowtkest,

in April and July 2017. We ppaloted the baseline studdrsurvey on electronic tablets with

one year 8 class in a soufast England optimisation school in April 2017. In the same month |
conducted cognitive interviews to test and refine student survey measures in one-easth
England secondary school thatchexpressed interest in the study but not consented in time to
take part in the pilot RCTTheheadteacherof each participating school consented for the

school to take part.

Baseline surveys were conducted with stagfng papeand with year 8 and 9 students using

St SOGNRYAO (FLofSia FTNRY WdzyS (2 WdzZ & Hamtd [ {
region (soutkeast and southwest England) and randomly assigned schools 2:1 to the

intervention or control condition.ntervention schools were to deliver Project Respect to year 9

and year 10 students in the 202018 school year while control schools were to continue with

usual provision. Followp surveys with stafind students were conducted using electronic

tablets approximately 16 months pebiseline, in September to November 2018.

My thesis draws on optimisation sessions, cognitive interviews, student baseline surveys and
process evaluation data to addressearch question-4 (see Section 2.6.). Details on aspects
of Project Respect data collection not used for this thesis are available in the published study
protocol* (see Appendig) and full study report’ The Project Respect pilot trial was registered
with the ISRCTN registry oft 8une 2017 (ISRCTN 65324176).

9 This school later joined the pilot RCT to replace a school that had withdrawn from the study.
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3.1.3. Summary of Project Respect study findings

We completed elaboration and optimisation of the Project Respect intervention. Results from
pre-piloting of the student baseline survey and cognitive interviews suggested that students
generally understood survey items but also informed some refinementeno wording.One

school dropped out prior to baseline surveys. It was replaced but without sufficient time to
arrange baseline surveys in the replacement school, resulting in five schools taking part in
baseline surveys and six taking part in foloaurveys.The use of electronic tablets for

student surveys was acceptable to students but posed logistical challenges to the study team,
requiring intense planning and higher than anticipated levels of staffing. High response rates of
82.5% and 78.2% were achievadarticipating schoolat baseline and followp, respectively.
Both the Safe Dates and CABRRV measures had high completion rates (around 99%) and
NBfAFIOATAGE O/ NRYyol OKQ&a Iy R washdBrafofd réconmmierididl &
for future use over the Safe Dates measure due to its brewityod gaff surveys achieved very
low response rates at baseline (7.5%) and follgv6.5%), suggesting thataff surveysere

unfeasible.

All six schools accepted randomisation to the intervention or control condition. However, the
Project Respect intervention did not meet the criteria for progression to a phase Il RCT due to
limited fidelity and acceptability in the pilot trial. Implemetitan in the four intervention

schools of schoelide elements was particularly low, including cascaded training for all school
staff (delivered by two schools), policy review (delivered by two schools) and reorientation of
staff surveillance according tdentified hotspots (delivered in no schools). Process evaluation
interviews suggested that staff and students viewed DRV as an important topic to address in
schools. However, their views on the curriculum were mixed and delivery was undermined
where schod were focused on addressing other, emerging challenge (such as poor'Ofsted
results or budgetary issues), where too few staff shared a commitment to delivery and where

staff struggled with timetabling lessons or with insufficient time for planning.

"ThTFFAOS F2NJ {GFyRIFENRE Ay O9RdOIGA2YS / KAf RNBY Q&
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3.1.4. My role as research fellow on the Project Respect study

Project Respect data collection took place from April 2017 to November 2018. | joined the study
team as a research fellow at the start of the project and led its management under the

direction of the principal investigator. In this role, | helped to reBngdy methods; led

amendments to the bodies responsible for ethical oversight; developed cognitive interview
guides and conducted all cognitive interviews; contributed to optimisation, survey and process
evaluation data collection tools; led fieldworksouth-east England including optimisation
sessions and most process evaluation interviews in the region; led analyses of qualitative and

fidelity data; and led reporting on study findings.

3.2. Thesis methods
In this section | outline the distinction between the Project Respect study and my role as a
research fellow, and my thesis and the tasks | undertook in my capacity as a PhD student. | then
discuss the ontological and epistemological positions underpinmyghesis. | report on the
methodologies and methods used for Chaptets 4s follows:
1 In this section | present the methodologies and an overview of the methods used for
each of Chapters-4
1 In this section | also present methods details that are not critical to interpreting the
research presented i€@hapters 47 but that elaborate on considerations underlying my
approach
1 The papers | present in Chapterd $rovide allf the keyinformation on methodsthat

isrequired for interpreting the research | present in each paper

3.2.1. Distinction between the Project Respect study and my thesis

The Project Respect study set out to optimise and pilot the Project Respect intervention and
trial methods and was guided by a published proté¢sée Appendit). When | joined the

study, student survey measures had been identified and one of my tasks was to compile these
and prepare the survey for psgiloting. | noticed at this stage that, while social norms were

theorised mediators of the intervention, measwref social norms had not been identified for
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inclusion in student surveys. Having worked on a previous adolescent health study that drew on
social norms theory to distinguish between descriptive and injunctive néffigroposed the
inclusion of specific measures to asstwse two constructin Project Respect. Finding no
established, appropriate measures in the DRV literature, | identified a need for further work in
the area of social norms measurement in DRV research. With the approval of the principal
investigator, | initiated and led staens of work to (1) develop, refine and test social norms
measures for Project Respect, and (2) identify social norms protecting against and contributing
to DRV in England by drawji on staff, student and paremindcarer accounts. This original

work is the topic of my thesis.

My role as a research fellow centred on managing the study, developing data collection tools to
FyagSNI 0KS addzReQa NBaSIk NOK |j dzS a (-gadtfEdgladad SS { S
analysis and reporting. To address thesis research questidnsuaddertook additional work,

beyond the scope of my research fellow role:

1) I developed three new and adapted measures of social norms relating to DRV and to
gender. To test and refine these measures, | conceptualised and led the incorporation of
gender and DRV social norms and (for comparison) attitude measures into cognitive
testing, analysed the resulting data, reported on findings and refined measures for
inclusion in student surveys. | present this work in Chapter 5.

2) | conceptualised, designed and conducted the analysis of data from student baseline
surveys to assess the performance of the three new and adapted social norms
measures, presenting this work in Chapter 6.

3) lincorporated questions into optimisation and process evaluation data collection tools
to identify social norms contributing to or protecting against DRV. These questions
explored the gender regim&,gender dynamics and gender and DRV norms within
schools; and (for intervention schools) potential intervention impacts on social norms. |

analysed data on relevant social norms and report findings in Chapter 7.
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| conducted the literature review presented in Chapter 4 independent of the Project Respect

study.

3.2.2. Ontological and epistemological assumptions
The work in this thesis is informed by the philosophy of critical realism, developed by Roy

Bhaslar, which proposes three levels of ontolotf:1’”

1) ¢KS GSYLANROFf ¢ fS@St NBFSNER (G2 ¢6KIG Aa 206

2) ¢KS al OGdzZlt¢ tS@St NBFSNBR (G2 202S00Ga FyR S
observed

3) ¢KS aNBlIfé tS@St NBFSNE (2 GKS dzyasSSy Ol dz

Gl Oddz t ¢

Critical realism accepts a realist ontolagthe view that there exists a real world, independent

2F gKIG 6S 1y26Y 20aSNIBBS 2NJ YSFadaNB:X gKAOK O2
F2NOSVE wSAS Ol dzal £ YSOKI yA E¥AOWNTS haikRhe Bogertial a i Sy R
to activate to produce outcomes. When they do, they manifest in the realm of the actual where

they can, at the level of the empirical, be observed and meastireCritical realist approaches
acknowledge that the ways in which researchers come to know about the world are shaped by

our perspectives, rendering knowledge inherently incomplete and leaving open the possibility

of alternative, valid explanations for whate observel’® However, critical realists assert that

we can use rational thought as well as empirical observation and experimentation to test,

SOLtdz &S YR NBFTAYS 2dMJ ARSIFAa (2 a3Sd Of 2aSNJ

Critical realism frames the relationship between structure and human agency as
GAYUGSNRSLISYRSyYy G |y Thathlittpdsits Ahgt RUNRIS scRWlyagency

but their behaviour is also shaped by the structures of which they are a part; and those

structures both shape and are shaped by human actié#'-18Maniykhina & Alderson use an

Af £ dzaGNF GABS YSOFLIK2N) 0CAIdzNE p0z FaiAy3ay as52
NR O SNFK ¢



Figure 9Imagefrom Manyukhina & Aldersordepicting a metaphor for the relationship

between structure and human agency in critical realisf#side 16

BhaskeND& G NI y & T2 NX I (A 2 yHE(Foar® D) suggebts tha? Morkan aiction O A O
¢ enabled or constrained as it is by existing structuyésalso what reproduces those

structures or transforms them over timé!

»  Societ —
T LY
(W 1 .
0 11 reproduction/
: : : : transformation
W il

- T

Individuals

Figure 10.BhasiNlDa (NI yaF2NX I GA 2y IBEDY2 RSt 2F &a20A1t |

Though they act with intentiof®*humans are taken to be only patrtially aware of the

motivations for and consequences of their behaviot/fWVithin this model, norms can be

thought of as an aspect of the societal structures influencing behaviour (whether or not

humans are conscious of tisy Ff dzZSy OSo T FyR A0 A& LIS2L) SQa oS
these normsFigure 11 applies K a { N & { NI y & Tniadmalitadskcdndant Y2 RS
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schoo] using a threepart modelto illustrate onetheoreticalpathway through whiclsocial

norms might changdnthisschoolSEA &G Ay 3 y2N¥a GKIFG O2yadAaddzis
social structure influencthe spectrum of behaviours thatudents feel argpermitted (part 1)
Whenstudentscomply with existing norms and enact social sanctions that encourage others to

do the same, their actions reproduce those norms witthi@ school But there is also potential

for change: wha studentsact inconflict with existing norms or weaken them by limiting the

social sanctioning that encourages compliafart 2) these acts can begin &hift, or

transform, the normativesocietal structures that influence behavioarthe schoalThese

structural changes might make it easier for studentsatke action toweaken or challenge

prevailing norms going forward (part 3).

1

------- Shifted norms r--------- -

N\ PN %

N

Individuals take actions .
that challenge existing
norms
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swJou gunsixy |

o

o
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a— —
suIou payliys

w
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o
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i

--=+=-=1 Shifted norms
-— §©
/
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<
/

Existing norms e Shifted norms |7 T 7T :

Figure 11. BhasiND & (G NJ y & F 2 Nipplied to thgbietical rélatiBrnSHip between

normative social structure and (i dzR SoyfdinsiirOschool
DRV interventions attending to social norms seek to foster this kind of transformation. In their

elaboration of the concept of realist mechanisms, Dalkin et al. distinguish between resource

and reasoning mechanism® Resource mechanisms represent intervention inputs, which aim
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02 LINPRdzOS OKIy3Sa Ay LINIAOALIYGIaQ NBIFaz2yAy3
Respect, for example, provides school staff with lesson plans (resources) to deliver to their

students. These lessons aim, in part, to change injunctive norms #t@gbcial acceptability

of DRV (reasoning), which it is theorised will reduce incidents of DRV. Mapping this taNBti&k
transformational model of social activity, we can conceptualise this process as intervention
resources (lesson plans) producing chesiin perceptions of what behaviour is acceptable in

the group (reasoning), which changes social structures (social norms) that enable or constrain
behaviour in an intervention group. Those changes in reasoning lead to changes in behaviours

(DRY victimisation and perpetration, for example) and their social consequences. Those

behavioural shifts consequently transform the social structures themselves, making it a bit

easier to act in concordance with heaftinomoting norms (or to reject harmful @s).

Within this framework, social norms are real reasoning mechanisms with the potential to
sustain or prevent actual experiences of DRV. While DRV interventions commonly offer
resources to activate this mechanisirmethodological challenges impede efforts to measure
norms at the empirical level and, consequently, to gather evidence to suggest whether (1) the
norms are changing, and (2) these changes lead to reductions in DRV. | take a mixed methods
approach to addrssing this gap. While many critical realists reject the use of quantitative
methods in social researcf} mixed methods researchers outline how studies underpinned by
critical realism can in practice draw on the strengths of both qualitative and quantitative
approaches to develop a deeper understanding of social phenortféhaubscribe to this view,
integrating in my thesis research quantitative and qualitative methods to explore aspects of
social norms measurement in more breadth and depth than would be posssbigeither

approach on its owA’818| draw on the strengths of qualitative interviews to explore
phenomena in depth and to generate thed¥#to address research questions about young

LIS2 L)X S&aQ SELISNASY OSa reachrchagleSiibd) find gf fedpbhdingliok SY & St &
survey items about thesegsearch questio). This is complemented by use of quantitative,
deductivé® methods to test the performance of social norms measures in a large sample of

young people in Englandesearch question 3)
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3.2.3. The use, reliability and validity of quantitative measures

In this section | provide an overview of the useraflti-item scales for measuring social
phenomenall then introduce the concepts oéliability and validity ad discusthe role of each
as anindicator of measure qualityl'his introduction presents the basis for the research
presented inPaper 1 and Paper 3 (see Chapters 4 and 6, respectiwglichinvolve assessing

the quality of social norms measures by assessing, in part, their reliability and validity.

3.2.3.1. The use of muitem scales in social science

Social scientists use muitem scales to measure latent variables: constructs that theory
adz233Sada SEAAG 0dzi ( K¥YHEachGdaly i shouRl shard theladrSBIR R A N.
GKIG GKS a0FtfS Aa AyuUSyRSR ( 29709%flthaydadlBe | & G KSA
scale can be described as unidimensional: it measures a single codgtiuct.a O f SQa 02 Y L
score (made up of the scores of each individual item) is therefore taken to represent the level

of the latent variable®” We can consider as an example theitxn scale designed to measure
injunctive DRV norms in Project Respect student baseline surveys, refined on the basis of the
cognitive testing presented in Paper 2 (see Chapter 5). This measure asks respondents about
GKSANI FNASYRAQ OASsa 2y &AAE &dl GSYSyida | o2dz
represent different aspects of the phenomendwpo of which aresupport for girls perpetrating

5w+ 6SPIP G.2ea az2YSOAYSA R&dSHMISor DR u@d& KA (
ALISOATAO O2yRAGA2YAE 6Sd3Id LG A& 21F& F2NI I
LGSYa INBE AYyGSYyRSR (2 0S AYRAOFG2NAR 2F GKS fI
believes that their friends qaport DRV, they would report that their friend agrees with the
al0lrdSYSyd aDANI & a2YSiAYSa RSaSNWS G2 o0S KA

(@]]

(@]

of all six item responses are added togethegsulting composite scale scores are expected to

0S KAIKSNI GKFY |Y2y3 GK2aS 2F NBalLRyRSyila sK2

2YLIzi Ay3 GKS &«

O

S Statements framed in the negative are revels@®© 2 NS R 06 ST 2 NB
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3.2.3.2. Reliability and validity as indicators of measure quality

Classical test theory (CTT) is a traditional social science approach to psychometric testing,

assessing the performance of a measure by quantitatively testing its reliability and VEfidity.

/¢¢ aadzySa GKIdG I aortsSQa a02NB Aa YIRS dzl 2
(i.e. the real value of the latent variable) and random, normally distributed éff@cale scores

I NBE GKSNBF2NB SELISOGSR (2 NBYIAYy &aidlotsS AT (K
changed®’ Tests ofeliability assess to what extent this is the case. As Devellis defines the
O2yOSLIiz daolFtS NBftAIOAfAGE Aa GKS LINPLRZ2NIAZY
latent variablé.18"(P3%Reliable scales measure a construct consistently. One way of examining
NEfAFOAfAGE Aa o0& OFfOdZ I GdAy3 I alkftSQa AyidSN
inthescald®’Ly i SNy It O2yaraiSyoe Aa |y AYRAOIFIG2NI 27
assess the same underlying constrtfétOther indicators of reliability include splialf

reliability, which involves splitting a multem scale in half and testing the correlation between

scores of each half of the scale, and testest reliability, which involves administering a

measure b the same participant sampbg two timepoints and testing the correlation between

these two score$®” While tests of internal consistency and sililf reliability require multi

item scales, the testetest approach can also be used to assess the reliability of stegie

measures.

Theextentto whicha scale measures the construct it is intended to is a questicalafity.
Whether and how validity should be swhategorised is a matter of debaté’ but textbooks
tend to distinguish between three type§?:189
1 Constructvalidity is the extent to which a scale correlates with measures of other
constructs that are theoretically associated with the latent varidfle.
 Contentvalidityhd GKS SEGSYydG (2 6KAOK | &a0OFtSQa AG!

and coverall relevantaspectsof its domain!187.1%0

tAA O £ SQa O2yGSyd GLrHtARAGE A& 2F0Sy FNIYSR Ay GSNY
construct of interest®” However, this is particularly difficult to assess for constructs such as beliefs and
attitudes, for which it can be challenging to determine the range of potentially relevant t&his

thesis draws on definitions of content validity that take into account both the extent to which a scale
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 CriterionvalidityNB T SNE (2 GKS O2NNBftl A2y o0SGsSSy |
a0GFYRINRE YSFadzNE 21 (KS O2yadNHzd 2F AydasS

Within CTT, tests of reliability and validity assume that the scale being assessed is
unidimensional®” Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis (EFA and CFA, respectively) are
two statistical approaches to testing this assumpti§fBy exploring correlations between

scale items, EFA can be used to determine how many latent constructs (or factors) a scale is
measuring:®’18Results of EFA can also help to identify scale items that are not performing

well in terms of their fit with the construct(s) being measuf€din CFA, on the other hand,
NEASFNOKSNE RNIg 2y GKS2NEB 2N 2y GKS NBadz Ga
and then statistically asseise extent to which scale data fit that structufé’18EFA and CFA

Oy 020K 0S5 02y aAicarbdigemRvalidi§/ QL iviEich @férs tb code®lionsS Q &
between measures of the same constrd#tEFA and CFA can alternatively be described as
FaaSaaAayad aAGSY O2¥@FINRISKY OF50I60 S A yA DR KISIAE >2 NJ

Methods for Paper 1 and Papers2é Chapters 4 and 6, respectively) draw on these
conceptualisations of reliability and validity to assess the quality, and test the performance, of

social norms measures.

3.2.4. Systematic review of social norms measures relating to DRV and gender used in DRV
research; methods for Chapter 4 (Paper 1)

L O2yRdzOGSR | &a2adSYFTGAO NBGASg (2 | RRNBaa VYe
2T R2tSaoOSyid a20Alf y2N¥xa NBfFGAYy3 (2 5wz

my thesis is presented as a paeviewed publicatiod?® Paper 1, in Chapter 4. The following

provides an overview of the methodology and methods used for this component of my thesis

and reports on additional details that fall outside the scope of Paper 1. All methods critical to

understanding this systematieview and interpreting its results are detailed in Paper 1. The

assesses all domains of the construct of inte¥8sty R G KS SEGSYy G (G2 6KAOK | ff 2
relevant to that construct®
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review protocol was registered in advance on the Open Science Frameavatks provided in

Appendix3.

3.24.1. Systematic review methodology
Methods for scientific approaches to evidence synthesis began to develop in earnest in the
1900s, though they took hold in health research only in the latter half of the cefttiry.
Systematic reviews address the need in health research to collate the universe of existing
evidence on a particular togi#1% y R G2 LINBASY(d | aO2YLINBKSYaagds
bias and transparently reported and reproducible methé¥aNhile early systematic reviews
focused on synthesising RCiiswer methodologies have proliferated to address a range of
different types of research questioA® These systematic approaches share nine key features
that distinguish them from unsystematic literature revieWsthe latter of which report
selectively on existing literature and provide more subjective, potentially biased overtiews.
These nine distinguishing features, reported in Munn e gtpology of systematic reviews, are
as follows*®®

1) Clear objectives and research questions

2) Explicit,a prioriinclusion and exclusion criteria to determine study eligibility

3) Comprehensive search strategy to identify all relevant studies

4) Study screening and selection process

5) Appraisal of study quality and of the validity of study findings

6) Extraction and analysis of data from included studies

7) Presentation and synthesis of the extracted findings

8) Interpretation of results

9) Transparent reporting of the review methodology and methods used

t a8 0OK2YSGONAROA Aa GKS 0N} yOK 2 Tpsygholdicalainda OA Sy OS
a20AFf LIC®YaxyS/Y IS0 | £ @ RSTAYS LIABOK2YSUNRO aea
NEOASGa 2F YSI adNBiytdoy of reviéNEaSas Byitésnatically searching

for and assessing the quality of heal#tlated measurement tools in terms of available
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evidence on aspects of their performance such as their reliability and vafi@iRgychometric
systematic reviews can be used to assess a particular measurement tool, a set of common tools
for measuring a particular construct, all measurement tools for a particular population, or, as it

does in this thesis, all measures of a particelamstruct within a specific populatiof{®

DdzZA RSt Ay Sa F2NJ O2yRdzOAYy3 LIABOK2YSUNARO NBOJASH
developed by the COnsenshased Standards for the selection of health Measurement

Instruments (COSMIN) steering committ€@1%COSMIN seeks to improve the selection of

GKEFEG GKS AYAGAF GNBSI BSRS RHzO ©2 YIS aqfebtindaMB i é ot w
completed by patients to report directly on theirown heal§2 KAt S NBLR2 NI a 2y 2y
NBFfSOG I O2yaidNHzOG RAFFSNBY(IH FNRY NBLR2NIa 2y
require), the COSMIN guidance lays out useful steps and practical quality assessment criteria

for psychometric systematic reviews suhithe one conducted here.

In-line with standard systematic review approach&sthe COSMIN guidelines begin with

developing the aim of the review; establishing criteria for eligible measures and the studies in

which they are reported; and systematically searching and screening the litefdfireey next

offer detailed steps and criteria for appraising the quality of included measures and grading the
guality of the underlying evidence of their measurement properties. Measures are evaluated

based on their content validity, internal structure, igddility, measurement error, criterion

validity 1°0(P1152)construct validity and responsiveness (sensitivity to chantfé§OSMIN
recommendations for the transparent reporting of psychometric systematic reviews align with

GKS twL{a! {GFI0SYSyiQa Hnmc 3FdZARS¥AYySa F2NJ GK

Embedded in the COSMIN guidelines is an assumption that the literature under review has
reached a level of maturity such that studies designed to develop or evaluate measures are
available and that included measures have been assessed in multiple stddvesver,

evidence on measurement properties of social norms measures is still in the early stages. In
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Section 3.2.4.3. | describe modifications madéhi® COSMINhclusion and quality appraisal

criteria to reflect the emerging state of the available literature.

3.2.4.2. Overview of systematic review methods

Eligibility criteria

This review aimed to systematically identify and assess existing measures of descriptive and
injunctive social norms relating to DRV and to gender that have been used in DRV research.
Eligible studies were empirical research published in English in 1@P[atan. This timeframe

was chosen because measures might become less meaningful and therefore appropriate for
young people over time due to cultural changfend because 1997 can be considered the
advent of social medi&’ which now plays an important role in the formation of adolescent
relationshipst®® Eligible studies presented at least one quantitative measure of descriptive DRV
norms, injunctive DRV norms, descriptive gender norms and/or injunctive gender norms and
assessed construct validity by conducting at least one test of association betwedigible

social norms measure and a DRV behavioural outcome among young people difegedis.

An assessment of this aspect of construct validity was required because norms measures that
are not associated with DRV outcomes would not be suitable forrusealuations of DRV
evaluations regardless of other aspects of measure quality. DRV behavioural outcomes were
defined as DRV victimisation, DRV perpetration and DRV bystander behaviours. Studies could

be reported in peereviewed published papers or gréterature.

Search strategies
| employed seven complementary seaajproacheso ensure comprehensive coverage of
available literature:

1) Searched dtabases

2) Searchedsoogle Scholar

3) Searchedvebsites ofrelevant organisations

4) Contacted subject experts

5) Reviewed known literature contained in my existing database of DRV research
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6) Reviewed the references of included reports

7) Screened programme evaluations included in known reviews of DRV interventions

{ SFNOK GSNX&a 6SNB o6FaSR 2y (GKNBS 02yOSLIiasz fA
norms relating to DRV and/or gender; (2) DRV; and (3) adolescents. Specific search terms were
informed by known studies that included relevant measures. | pilatedirefined the search

strategy using known studies on social norms and DRV to assess its sensitivity. The search

strategy was then reviewed by an LSHTM librarian according to Peer Review for Electronic

Search Strategies guidance and refined based om teedbackt®®2°°The full and final search

strategy is available in AppendixPaper 1 (see Chapter 4) provides further detail on the search

methodsemployed.

Screening and data extraction

After deduplicatiort! database search results were screened on title and abstract andahen

full text as described in Paper 1. From included reports | extracted the following data for eligible
social norms measures: development; content, comprising: title, number of items, item(s) and
response options, type of social norm (injunctoredescriptive, DRYr gender)andreference
group(s); mode of data collection; evidence of reliability and of construct, content and
convergent validity (including setting, sample size and characteristics, DRV behavioural
outcome measure, analysis method and results); and statisticalgptieg (measures of the
AGSY 2NJ a0ltS RFEGFQa OSyiNlrf G§SyRSyOeé FyR RAA
skewness and standard distribution or standard error; responsiveness to change; and evidence
of floor or ceilng effects). For eligible studies | extracted data on title, author, publication year,

type of literature, study region, study design, eligibility and recruitment.

Y Deduplication followedte University of Leeds method as outlined by the LSHTM Library & Archives
Service® modified slightly to include Medline iprocess records with the initial set of M@tk record
imports.



Quiality appraisal and data synthesis

| assessed the quality of each included measure against seven criteria for which | assigned
scores as described in Papefsée Chapter 4)1) the use of participatory development; (2)
defined reference group; (3) reliability; (4) content validity; (5) construct validity (assessed as
association with DRV behavioural outcome); (6) other evidence of validity (association with
theoretically asociated constructs, or structure affirmed by factor analysis); and other
statistically desirable properties (lackftdor or ceiling effects, responsiveness to change or the
availability of evidence on central tendency and distribufjoSection 3.2.4.3. provides further
detail on the sources and rationale supporting this approach. Further detail on these quality
criteria are available in Supplemental Appendix B of Paper 1 (provided in Appefdhis
thesis).Reporting was guided by tHereferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta-AnalysesRPRISMAchecklist?®3

3.2.4.3. Methodological considerations for systematic review

Decisions on the eligibility criteria and quality appraisal of social norms measures needed
careful consideration. In this section | discuss the rationales underpinning key decisions which
could not be addressed in detail in Paper 1 (see Chapter 4) doengal limitations on article

length.

Eligibility criteria for studies

COSMIN guidelines recommend including only studies designed to develop or evaluate the
measurement properties of included measuf@lnitial scoping of available literature

suggested that this approach would be unfeasible given the early stage of social norms
measurement in DRV research. To gather all available evidence in this nascent area of study |

did not exclude studies on the baf their aims.

VEKS @I AfloAftAdGe 2F RIEGE 2y GKS OS yisiusdfuf becaBe/ RSy O &
this informationaids in interpretingi K S Y S scarekzlftbf@ute usé®
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Eligible social norms measures had to have been used with respondents afjl@yédars. Age

10 was selected because this marks the start of adolescEmmessure to conform to

gendered expectations begins to intensify at the start of pub&gnd students aged 113

years report DRV, suggesting primary prevention would ideally begin edflard this marks a
turning point in the feasibility and developmental appropriateness ofaathinistered

surveys2%4 While social norms prior to age 10 could be salient for early primary prevention,
differences in cognitive and reading skills before and after around a#§ési@gest that

measures appropriate for younger respondents are unlikely to also be suitable for older
adolescents. Age 18 was selected as the upper age limit because sexual violence research
suggests prevention should begin prior to univeftand to maintain a focus on scheafjed
adolescents, excluding studies primarily comprised of university samples. To avoid excluding
relevant studies that included some participants outside of this age range, | operationalised the
age criteria by includingtudies for which >50% of participants were age 18 years or younger. If
this information was unavailable, studies were included if the mean age was younger than 19

years (e.g. a study with a mean age of 18.9 years would be eligible for inclusion).

| aimed to explore the pool of existing measures that have been assessed for construct validity

as norms associated with DRV behavioural outcomes among young people. Reports with

relevant social norms measures but that did not report on their use amongg/people aged

10-18 years, and those that did not assess their association with a DRV behavioural outcome,

6 SNB SEOf dzZRSR® ¢KA& Aad 0SOldzaSxz +a ! aKodz2Ny S
GKS2NBGAOLFE gl e&a (2 YS lampdzNd sogia e inXasudedhed T NJ F
have been utilized and shown valid in multiple contéftk addition to DRV victimisation and
perpetration, bystander behaviours (i.e. intervening to prevent or address DRV) were included

as eligible outcome measures because they represent a concrete behavioural outcome that we

would expect to correlate with sal norms measures.
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Eligibility criteria for social norms measures

Eligible descriptive norms measures assessed perceptions of how (1) typical or (2) frequent DRV

or gendered behaviours were. Eligible injunctive norms measures assessed perceptions of (1)

the social acceptability of DRV or (2) social expectations basgdrater. Measures that asked
GKSOGKSNI Fye2yS Ay (KS LI NGAOALIYGQa NBFSNByOS
participant had been told about or withessed DRV were excluded, as were studies which

assessed DRV rates among reference groups by askimgfénence groups directly. This is

because these approaches do not directly assessl perceptions of how widespretu

behaviourici KS 1 S@ FSIFGdzZNBE 2F RSAONARLIIAGS y2NX¥aQ A
an instance of DRV would not necessarily lead to a perception that DRV is typical within the
reference group, while DRV behaviotinat were commorcould be discreet. Similarly,

measures that assess perceived consequences of DRV but do not specify these consequences as
d20A1f O09BIB2WAIRR KEKAISY ¢ (2 GKS 209@werer OA LI y i A
excluded because they do not clearly assess the constrisdaidl expectationkey to the

iy FfdzSyOS 2F AyadzyOGA@S y2N¥aod a. R GKAy3aég O2
such as arrest, or personal harm such as feeling guilty. Finally, scales that assess social norms
relating to sexual or other types of interpersonal violence withspecifying the context of an

intimate partnership were excluded. This is because-pariner violence might be driven by a

different constellation of soclanorms than those underpinning partnspecific violence.

Rationale for conducting quality appraisal of measures but not studies

In line with the approaches of previous systematic reviews on measures in menstrual health
researci®” and of social norms relating to contraceptiéif,| focused on the characteristics and
quality of included measures and did not grade the underlying evidence by assessing the quality
of the studies themselves. This is because, reflecting the early stage of social norms
measurement in DRV research, theieasurement properties tend to be reported incidentally
within studies with norpsychometric aims (e.g. epidemiologic and other observational studies)
and the same measures did not tend to be referred to in different studies. COSMIN methods for

grading thequality of evidence for specific measurement properties of each included
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measuré® will be more appropriate when findings from multiple studies can be synthesised to

assess measurement properties for more established measures.

Quality appraisal ofncluded measures

In the absence of established criteria for appraising the quality of social norms measures, |
developed a tailored assessment tool. This approach was informed by the work of Doherty et
al., who developed a novel quality appraisal tool for their systematicw of measures to

assess the mental health of people who have experienced human traffi€Rilormed by
COSMIN guideliné8? methods of existing systematic reviews of meas#f@2!*and literature

on social norms measuremeht®| selected quality criteria inductively based on initial scoping

of available evidence. In line with COSMIN guidelines, | assessed quality on the basis of
available evidence on reliability (including internal consistency isalitreliability and test

retest reliability), content validity, construct validity, assessment of factor structure, dioor

ceiling effects and responsivene$8Crosscultural validity/measurement invariance, which

refers to an assessment of how consistently a measure performs across different
populationst®®was not assessed given the lack of studies focused on measure development
and evaluation across populations. Feasibdifftwas not assessed because the review did not

aim to make recommendations about specific measures for use. Criteria were added to assess
I oFAflroAtftAGE 2F O0SYOKYFN] RFEGF 2y GKS OSYyGNIf€
score?%use of a defined reference gropPand use of formative work involving the target

population to inform measure developmeht.

Sample size thresholds for determining measurement properties with sufficient precision (e.g.
the minimum sample required to establish properties like reliability and construct validity) are
assessed through evidence grading in the COSMIN guidélfiiesawing on detailed sample

size thresholds offered by Terwee et al. and Lewis étlatmbedded these criteria within the

quality appraisal of included measures. Supplemental Appendix B of Paper 1 (see thesis

W Terwee et al@ criterig®? are a predecessor to the COSMIN guideliishile Lewis et abffer
criteria for assessing the quality of measures of implementation.
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Appendix5) details sample size criteria for assessments of reliability, construct and convergent
validity, flooror ceiling effects, responsiveness and measurements of central tendency and

distribution.

A score was assigned for each criterion but not for the overall measure. This was to avoid
obscuring specific strengths and weaknesses for each measure, which were presented by type
of norm: descriptive DRV, injunctive DRV, descriptive gender and injemgetihder.

Supplemental Appendix B of Paper 1 (see thesis Appéhg@pecifies the criteria and scoring

for each quality criterion.

3.2.5. Cognitive interviews informing the developnargocial norms measuresmethods for

Chapter 5 (Paper 2)

Data from cognitive interviews testing new and adapted social norms measures were used to
FyagSNI Y& &aSO2yR NBaSINODK ljdzSadiazys a! NB ySg
to DRV and gender understandable and answerable when used in researcdoidiscents in

9y 3Af I yRKE ¢KAA O2YLRYSYy Ul 2 Frevibwed piblidaBorRIDK A &  LIN.
Chapter 5. In this section, | provide an overview of the methodology and methods for this

component of my thesis and report on details that could not be included in Paper 2 due to

space. All methods critical to understanding this research and intengrés results are

reported Paper 2.

Cognitive testing of norms items was conducted as part of a broader cognitive interviewing
component of the Project Respect study which also tested survey elements outside the scope

of this thesis. In this section, | report on methods relating to the mgsaf social norms items.

3.2.5.1. Cognitive interviewing methodology
Cognitive interviewing, also referred to as cognitive tesfitigs a qualitative approach to
exploring whether participants consistently understand survey items as intended and how they

approach responding to these iterd%'.¢ KS dlj-dnflayia @ §NJ Y2 RSt €3 2NARIAAY



O23ayAGAQGS LldaeoOKz2t23esx A& || gARSte&e | OOSLIWISR (K
survey item&4r23¢ K S Y2 RSt JALISOATASA F2dzNJ adSLldaY O2 YLN
intended meaning), retrieval (accessing the necessary information from memory), judgement
(assessing which information is needed to respond to the question) and response (selecting a
response in line with the survey format and that the participant is willing to gi¢®irectly

studying the questiorand-answer process in cognitive interviett#enables researchers to

identify problems with proposed survey iteti%and refine items before administering surveys.

¢tKA&a OFy NBRdzOS YSIFadzaNBYSyd SNNEBNJ aficésny, YAy 3 TN
from their not retrieving the necessary information or from problems with communicating their

responsegt4

[ 2AYAGADBS AYGSNDASHGSNE (GeLIAOITf(f add@ YoAYyS GKS
AYUGSNIASGAY TE 2B TaddrinKdioidfmethdN Bsks paftdipadts to narrate

their thoughts as they answer survey itedi$25This approach benefits from being open

ended and minimising interviewer bias, but it can be difficult for participants and takes time for
them to learn?® A warmup exercise at the start of the interview can help to train participants

in the technique?!® Willis offers this example:

GCNE (2 @GAradadtAlT S GKS LI OS 6KSNBE &2dz f A@S>
are in that place. As you count up the windows, tell me what you are seeing and
OKAY 1 Ay2BeY 6 2dzil dé

A warmup gives the participant the opportunity to become comfortable with verbalising their
thought process in front of the interviewer and for the interviewer to provide feedback on the
LI NGHAOALI yiQa (GSOKYAIldzSo

+SNDIFf LINPOAY3I Ay@2t@dSa FalAy3ad aLISOAFTFAO [jdzSad

responding to itemg!425Proactive probes are determined before the interview and reactive

probes are developedd hocin response to what happens in the interviéW.Interviewers can
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use verbal probes concurrently, immediately after the participant has responded to a tested

AGSY YR 6KAES (KS SELISNRSy &8 oneirospeitively fafted T NB & K
GKS2 Q@S FAYAAKSR NBalLRyRAy3 (G2 ff G§SaAaGdSR AGS
items are selfrather than intervieweradministered and in later stages of development when

the aim is to test items as they wouldiolately be administered!®> Complementing the think

aloud method, verbal probing allows the interviewer to ask about aspects of survey items they
suspect might be a source of response ef*8iand places less burden on participaft$On

the other hand, probes risk introducing bias from leading questions and so using them requires
careful consideration of wordingf> Cognitive interviews can be conducted with children as well

as adult?*For young people aged 1% years, the age range of the cognitive interviewing

sample for this thesis, combining the thialoud and verbal probing approaches and beginning

with a warmup to practice thinking aloud is thought to work weit.

Cognitive interview samples tend to be sn{a#. between ten and 30 participants3

wSaSI NOKSNE aK2dzZ R FAY (2 NBONMHzZAG &l YLX Sa GKF
reflect the diversity present in that populatich® Researchers can analyse auticordings of

interviews or written itemby-item notes?3Willis recommends aggregating interview notes by

item, looking for common themes both across interviews for a single item and that might be

shared across item®33215Analyses should be sensitive to both common problems and

problems that were uncommon but pose a serious risk to data qu&fifgesource permitting,

researchers can subject refined items to further rounds of cognitive testing.

3.2.5.2. Overview of cognitive interview methods

Measure development

| conducted cognitive interviews to test items designed to assess the following social norms
constructs: descriptive DRV norms (two items), injunctive DRV norms (one item) and injunctive
gender norms (two items). Interviews did not test items assessingrigigise gender norms
because no suitable existing measures were identified to serve as a basis for this type of item.

In light of emerging evidence suggesting that young people might struggle to distinguish



between their own views and the views of othép8,>°| also tested one item assessing

personal attitudes towards the same genetereotyped behaviour assessed in one injunctive
norms item. Comparing results from parallel attitudinal and norms items enabled exploration of
whether and how participants distyuished between these two constructs in their processes of

making sense of and responding to these items. Tested items are shown i3Table

| adapted the descriptive DRV norms items from an existing measure with respectable

reliability*o / N2 y a30.00Kithe evaluation of the Green Dot DRV and sexual violence

intervention in US high schod®® To develop injunctive DRV and gender norms items, |

adopted the approach used by Gag{among others)which involves adapting existing
FGGAGdzZRAYFE aolfSa G2 Fal LINIAOALNI yG& | o2 dz
DRV norms item was adapted from a DRV attitudes scale with minimally acceptable reliability

60/ NP y ad0.60Keed withBand 9" grade US students (typically aged13years) in the

evaluation of the Safe Dates DRV interventibmjunctive gender norms items were adapted

from the Attitudes Towards Women Scale, an attitudinal scale used with very good reliability

O/ NPyalnOKyQ&v AY | Hnamm addzRé 2F @2dzy3 LIS2LX SQ3

stereotypes and DRV in Greece (mean participant age=16.6 y&€ars).

XLy GKAAa (0KS&Aa lassegsntentssobréisbility, Whicaséidedhe BIDwirg &kels:

a<0.60, unacceptabley between 0.60 and 0.65, undesirab&ebetween 0.65 and 0.70, minimally
acceptablead S 6SSy ndtn YR noyns NBALISOUGlIoftST 6SGsSSy
0.90, consider shortening scafg®14%)
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Table3. Survey items subject to cognitive testing

Construct | Item | Iltem(s) tested Response options
#
Descriptive Please ticlone box on each lirféo show how
DRV norms many students in your school you think has done
each of the following:
DDOL | a) How manyboysin your school insult their girlfriend| § None
swear at her, or try to control everything she does| 9 Some
1 Many
I Most
D2 | b) How manygirlsin your school insult their boyfriend| § None
swear at him, or try to control everything he does? ¢ Some
1 Many
1 Most
Injunctive | ID1 | Please tick one boon each linéto show howmost 1 Approve
DRV norms other students in your schoalould feel if a studentin | 9§ Disapprove
your school did each of the following: 1 Neither
a) A boy hit his girlfriend to get her back under contt
Injunctive | IGL | Please tick one box on each firte show howmost 1 Approve
gender other students in your schoolvould feel about each of |  Disapprove
norms the following scenarios: 1 Neither
a) A girl and a boy go on a date, and the boy pays 4
the expenses
I& | Please tick one box on each firte show howmost 1 Approve
other students in your schoolvould feel about a girlor | q Disapprove
a boy in your school who does each of the following: 1 Neither
a) A girl in your school who has a lot of sex partners
Attitudes | AGL | Please tick one box on each frte show how muclyou 1 Strongly agree
towards personallyagree or disagree with each statement. 1 Agree
gender a) On a date, the boy should pay all the expenses. { Disagree
roles/ 1 Strongly
stereotypes disagree

ALyaiaNHzOGA2ya F2NJ AGSYa NB TS NXhétestediterdsifoknypartoh 2y S 0 2 E
multi-item measuresn which each item appears on a separate lifilee wording was retainedior
cognitive testing including where only one item was tested

Sampling and recruitment

| conducted cognitive testing to refine survey items in one London secondary school, which had
expressed interest in the Project Respect pilot cluster RCT but was not yet involved (this school
later replaced a school that withdrew from the pilot trialadked the school to purposively

sample eight girls and eight boys of varying academic abilities from year groups 8 to 10,

including at least two girls and two boys per year group. We recommended that students with
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personal experience of DRV not be selected due to the sensitive nature of the survey items to
0S (SaldSRd t I dXiakefd ketdivad arairormaliondhegetipdor to the interview
and could opt out their child if they wished. On the day of their interview, | reviewedgkent
form with participants and they had the opportunity to ask questions before completing the
form and beginning the interview. The information sheet @sdentform for cognitive

interviews are provided in Appendbx

Data collection

| conducted cognitive interviews in a private room in the participating school in April 2017.
Participants seltompleted a brief demographic form (Appendixbefore participating in a

warm-up exercise to gain familiarity with the thirsdkoud method. Interviews followed a written

guide (see Appendi®) that combined the thindkaloud method with proactive verbal probes;

reactive probes were used as the need arose. Using stavds to demonstrate how survey

items and response options would appear in the syntaead each tested item aloud and took
RSGFAET SR y2GSa 2y LI NI rabadidskaidvebaln®dEel?2 y 4 Sa G2

Analysis

| produced written summaries of responses to each thafdud task and verbal probe by
participant year group and then overall. Summaries were subjected to thematic anéafysis.
5N} gAy3 2y ,2dzy3d SO |t dQa adzNBSe RS@St 2LIVYSyl
(assessing comprehension) and answerability (assessing recall, judgement and re$fdétide).
developed sulrodes inductively to reflect item characteristics enhancing or impeding item

Of F NRG& I yR LI NI A ORBRingly, fa@plidd this €oding drami@évork kkha LJ2 y R @
coding of notes on individual interviews to identify the participapecific evidence underlying

the themes emerging from analysis of written summaries.

3.2.5.3. Methodological considerations for cognitive interviews
In this section, | discuss my rationale for the selection of specific items for cognitive testing and

the challenges preventing the inclusion of a descriptive gender norms item.



Measure development

| selected items for cognitive interviews that would enable me to test a range of item
characteristics, as shown in Tallein addition to covering four distinct constructs (injunctive
DRV norms, injunctive gender norms, descriptive DRV norms and attitudes towards gender
roles and stereotypes), tested items varied by DRV type (physical, psychological), perpetrator
(girls, bog) and gender role construct. Considering gender role constructs, gender attitude and
norms items assessed indicators of benevolenxtisn?!®and the sexual doubistandard. The
former refers to an ideology conferring protection and other benefits to gm$women who

adopt traditional roleg?° while the latter refers to a common societal doutstandard

conferring more sexual permissiveness to bagd men than to girleandwomen?117:221

Table4. Characteristics of tested items

Construct ltem# | DRV type Perpetrator | Gender role construct
Physcal | Psyclological | Girls | Boys | Benevolent| Sexual
sexism double-
standard
Descriptive DRV normg DDL X X
D2 X X
Injunctive DRV norms | ID1 X X
Injunctive gender IGL X
norms I X
Attitudes towards AGL X
gender roles/
stereotypes

I did not test an item assessing gender descriptive norms because | found no existing measures
to serve as a basis for such an item and existing literature linking gender norms to DRV tends to
focus on the role of social expectations and social sanctiopsitive norms) rather than on

beliefs about typical gendered behaviour. Developing an evidéased measure of

descriptive gender norms associated with DRV would be a standalone research project outside

of the scope of this thesis.
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3.2.6. Reliability and validity testing of new and adapted social norms measuedsods for

Chapter 6 (Paper 3)

The Project Respect pilot cluster RCT offers an analytic opportunity to test the performance of

two new and one adapted measure of social norms. Following their refinement based on

cognitive testing, these measures were piloted in student baseline surivegesw on these

RFGF 02 FyagSNI Yé GKANR NBASEHNDOK l[dzSadAazys a!
relating to DRV and gender reliable and valid when used in research with adolescents in

9y 3t yRZ YR K2g Oly GKS& a&mpkedisiagBaBakZ L LINB &
(prepared for publication) in Chapter 6.

As reflected in the student baseline survey instrument (Appe8gand detailed in the full

Project Respect study repottstudent baseline surveys collected data on a number of
sociodemographic, mediator and outcome variables. In this section | report on methods for the
collection and analysis of survey data used to assess the performance of social norms measures,
includingdetails that could not be included in Paper 3. All methods essential to interpreting this

research are reported in Paper 3.

3.2.6.1. Method for testing social norms measures

In line with the CTT approach described in Section 3.2.3.2., | condusyedometric testing to
assess the reliability and validity of three social norms measures and to identify potential
refinements. Paper 3 (see Chapter 6) tests the construct validity of these measures by testing
hypotheses about how they should correlatétwother measures. | address content validity in

the Discussion section of my thesis (see Chapter 8), where | draw on findings from Paper 4 (see
Chapter 7) to reflect on the extent to which social norms underpinning DRV in England are
incorporated into tle social norms measures presented in Paper 3. Criterion validity cannot be
assessed for these measures because, as reported in Paper 1 (see Chapter 4), there exists no

gold standard, no established measures of DRV norms or of gender norms in DRV r&8earch.
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3.2.6.2. Overview of methods used to test social norms measures

Sampling and recruitment

One school in the Project Respect trial did not take part in baseline surveys because it joined
the study shortly before baseline surveys were administered, replacing a school that had
withdrawn. Year 8 and 9 students from the other five study schools werted to take part in
student baseline surveys, excluding students whom school staff judged as not competent to
provideassent Prior to data collection, students and their parents/carers received a study
information sheet and could opt out/opt out thechild ahead of time if they wished. On the
day of data collection, students received a copy of the student information sheet. LSHTM
fieldworkers, trained in safeguarding, research procedures and administration of the Project
Respect survey, described teuidy. Students had the opportunity to ask questions before
completing & assenform to take part. Information sheets and tlassentform for baseline

surveys are available in Appen@ix

Data collection

Trained fieldworkers administered student baseline surveys in schools irJaiyn2017.

Students seltompleted surveys anonymously using electronic tablets, which were replaced by
paper surveys on the rare occasion when technical issues inhibited stongyetion.School

staff remained in the classroom but were instructed to refer questions about the survey to
fieldworkers. Eligible students with learning or language difficulties who required support to
complete baseline surveys were supported to do gdieldworkers. Copies of the survey and
assentforms were left for eligible students who were not in school on the day of data collection
to selfcomplete and return via post. Further details on fieldwork are available on the full study

report.3” See Appendig for the full student baseline survey.

Survey measures
After refinement based on the results of cognitive testing (see Chapter 5), three measures of
social norms were piloted and tested in student baseline surveys: one adapted measure of

descriptive DRV norms (3 items), one new measure of injunctive DRV (®r@as1s) and one
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new measure of injunctive gender norms (5 items). Participants reporting having friends with
girlfriends/boyfriends, based on a routing question, were eligible to respond to descriptive DRV

norms items. All participants were eligible to respond to injuretiorms items.

Informed by cognitive testing (see Chapter 5), measures of DRV and gender attitudes were
adapted based on measures used in the Safe Date§tiadl in a study of gender attitudes and

DRV in Greecé#/ respectively. As reported in Section 3.2.5.2., these original measures had also
served as the bases for the new measures of injunctive DRV and gender norms, respectively. All

participants were eligible to respond to DRV and gender attitudes items.

DRV victimisation and perpetration were measured using théeés8 Safe Dates scafé and
the 18item CADRS$ scale??? both with slight adaptations informed by cognitive testg.
Participants reporting ever having dated were routed to Safe Dates items and those reporting
having a girlfriend or boyfriend in the past year were routed to both Safe Dates and-€ADRI
items. Scales assessed eight DRV outcomes:
1 The Safe Dates measure assessed overall victimisation and perpetration, and
psychological and physical subscales assesseespygefic victimisation and
perpetration.

1 The CADH assessed overall victimisation and perpetration.

Sociodemographic variables for all participants included sex assigned at?bgtnder

identity, age, year group, ethnici#/ sexual identity, religiott® and socioeconomic statif$°
Participants were categorised as SGM if they reported a minoritised sexual or gender identity,
including (in addition to direct responses to sex and gender items) those reporting their gender

as female if assigned male sex at birth or their gender as massigned female sex at birth.

Y Cognitive testing and refinements to DRV victimisation and perpetration measures are reported in

detail in the full study report!

ZaCcSYlFrtS¢e FyR avYltS¢ INBE &A&SE NIGKSNI GKFy FISYyRSNJI (8
survey items.
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Statistical analysis

Sample characteristics

| first explored characteristics of the overall sample and of the sample eligible to respond to
RSAONALIIAGS y2NX¥a AGSYa O0GaRSAONRARLIIAGS y2N¥a
norms items were conducted using the descriptive norms sample dmer analyses were

conducted using the full sample. To gain familiarity with the data, | examined relationships
between DRV outcomes amsdciodemographic and attitudinghriables. | examined DRV
prevalence by group for categorical sociodemographic varsadtel assessed associations

between DRV outcomes and continuous sociodemographic and attitudinal variables using

univariablelinear regression.

Characteristics of social norms items

| used descriptive analyses to assess completion rates and distributions of each of the 14 social

norms items.

Assessing factor structure

Tests of reliability and validity assume that mitiim measures are unidimensionathat is,

that they assess asingleconstrd®tL y € AyS G6AGK ¢l &8t 2NJ S |t ®Qa
measures;*¢| conducted EFA on the full set of social norms items to determine whether items
intended to measure the same construct loaded together. Items that loaded together were
considered a single measure. | then conducted CFA to statistically test the fitreftiigng

factor structure, i.e. the set of measures emerging from EFA.

Assessing reliability
L aaSaaSR SIOK YSIadaNBEQa NBfAFOAfAGE O0K2g

using ordinal alpha, which @®nsidered to be a more suitable index of reliability for Likert data
GKFY (GKS Y2NB 02YY2yft 2 Niehigskd véhehel rédying an® K Q a

item would improve reliability. | carried out subsequent testing on the measures derived from
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factor loadings that demonstrated minimally acceptable or better reliability according to the

criteria proposed by Develli§’

Exploring statistical properties
L dzASR RSAONRLIIAGS IylteasSa G2 SELX2NB (KS RA
responsed O2NB &> RSUSNNAYAY3I (GKS YSIAadz2NBEAQ aSyairidair

norms. | compared mearesponsescores by sex usingésts accounting for clustering within

schools

Assessing validity

Tests of construct validity were guided by thi@eriorihypotheses:
1) ProDRV and gendenequitable norms will be associated with Safe Dates measures
of DRV victimisation and perpetrationumivariableanalyses
2) ProDRYV and gendédnequitable norms will be associated with CABRieasures of
DRV victimisation and perpetration imivariableanalyses
3) Sex will moderate one or more relationships between-pfeV and gender

inequitable norms and DRV

| tested these hypotheses using unadjusted linear regressions to assess associations between
piloted social norms measures and DRV outcomes. | then added a sex*social norms interaction
term to each regression model to assess whether relationships betwiateg social norms

measures and DRV outcomes were moderated by sex.

Linear regressions assume independence, normality and homoskedasticity of the residuals.
Violations of these assumptions can result in heteroskedasticity, which means that the residuals
(the differences between predicted and actual values of the outcome vajiabtenot

randomly distributed across all values of the independent varidtdteroskedasticitywhich

can reduce the accuracy sfandard error estimates for regression coefficie(grd the

resulting 95% confidence intervals and tests of sta@stsignificance)can be assessed using
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scatterplots which show the distribution of the residuals across values of the independent
variable To inform my analysestherefore tested whetherthe outcome variables used in my
regressiongDRYV victimisation and perpetrati@rored were normally distributedFinding
skewed distributions, | examined residual plots for a samplaydinivariable regressions

which showedeteroskedasticityData transformations were precluded by a high proportion of
participants with DRV outcome scores of 0 becausgeuthese conditions transformations
cannot approximate a normal distributicid® | therefore used bootstrappingan approach

robust to heteroskedasticityto improve estimategor these and subsequent regressiolgith
bootstrapping,ananalysis isepeated many time& using smaller, randomly selected
subsamples of the overall sample to simulate many smaller studies conductecamongan
overall populatiordefined bythe full sampleThe resultingestimatesare normally distributed
These results are used to calculate threean and standard errprvhichin bootstrapped
regressionsretaken as the bootstrapped regression coefficient and bootstrapped standard
error respectively. The 95% confidence interval is calculated using the bootstrapped standard

error.

Linear regressionalsoby defaultassume independence between observations, tlustered
data like the data from Project Respect violates this assumption. | accounted for clustering
within schools in mynivariable and subsequeneégressiondy using robustlusterstandard
errors. This approach improves the accuracy of standard errors under these conditions by
relaxingthe assumption of independence between observatians imposing aassumption

of independence betweell K S & lcMstdfs(Scfiails)Resampling for bootstrapped

analyses took into account the clustered sampling design.

Linear regression with addition of covariates

To identify where refinements to the piloted measures might be needed, | conducted

exploratory analyses usirmpotstrappedmultivariablelinear regressionthat accounted for

a2 My bootstrapped analyses used 1000 replications, which is typically considered sufficient for
calculatingacceptable bootstrapped estimaté.



clustering using robustlusterstandard errors. These regressiaglored associations

between piloted social norms measures and DRV outcomes, adjusting for sociodemographic
and attitudinal covariates. Models were ssixatified where sex*social norms interactions had
been significant. The weight of existing evidence, inclutingitudinal research!#?suggests

that some social norms and DRV outcomes have a significant association that is independent of
the effects of personal attitude®:’782.122.12Gaps in existing literature and heterogeneity in
measurement and methods preclude conclusions about which types of social norms are
associated with which DRV outcomes in this way, and behavioural theory suggests that the
relative importance of attitudesral norms is likely to vary by outcome and cont&Xt.
Consequently, | did not devel@priorihypotheses about which tested measures would show

an independent relationship with which DRV outcomes. Instead, | drew on the results of these
analyses to assess whether the tested measures were sensitive to an independent relationship

with DRV outcomes,mdl, if not, to consider refinements to improve their sensitivity.

3.2.6.3. Methodological considerations for testing social norms measures

Statistical analysig testing validity

Evidence is mixed on how relationships between social norms and DRV might vary by sex. For
example, Foshee et al. found that descriptive DRV norms were associated with DRV
perpetration among boys in some analyses but not among’ gwisile NardiRodriguez et al.
F2dzy R O2yaraidsSyid O2NNBflFiA2ya 0SG6SSYy RSEAONAR LI
and perpetrationt?® Mixed evidence is also found for injunctive DRV nofeng. see Enosh

2007 and Hunt et al. 20229 "8and my systematic review (see Paper 1) identified no studies

that compare associations between injunctive gender norms and DRV (either victimisation or
perpetration) among both girls and bo¥¥.So while withinand acrossstudy evidence

suggests that relationships between social norms and DRV can vary by sex, it does not support

hypotheses about which norfBRYV relationships will vary in this way.

The tests of construct validity undertaken for my thesis share two underlying assumptions: (1)

social norms correlate with DRV rislkd (2) this relationship varies by sex for some nddiRV
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outcomes pairings. However, there is no definitive way to assess construct véfiditthe

LIAE20SR &420A1f y2N¥a YSIad2NBEa R2y Qi O2NNBf I GS
hypothesised, this could be for a number reasons. It could be due to a problem with theory (i.e.

social norms do not underpin DRV or this relationshiSdoy Qi @ NB o6& &a4SEU0V | yR
piloted measure (i.e. social norms underpin DRV and do so differently for girls and boys, but the
piloted measure does not really measuhese norms)e°It could also be due to a problem

with the comparator measure (i.e. our outcome measure does not really measure DRV) or with

a sample size too small to detect real correlations and effieatlification. Given this

uncertainty, Streiner and Norman advisétli ¢ G KS ¢SAIKG 2F GKS SOARSYy
I LI2aAGAGBS NBfFIGA2YaKALXGIKS 0dz2NRSY 2F SOARSYO
AAY3IES LRoSNFdz SELISNAYSyYy(:s o dziepNEeefore & SNRASa
assessed construct validity against different types of DRV (overall, psychological and physical)

and both victimisation and perpetration. While a reliable and valid social norms measure might

not correlate with every outcome, hypothesisiventests exploring outcome measures provide

the opportunity to build up a picture of how the tested measures perform. The Safe Dates and
CADRS scales were both selected because they are the two most commonly used relationship
violence scales developed fadolescent$*®and they provide different types of evidence for

validity-testing. The Safe Dates scale is more sensitive, while the GA®RIbre established

and shorter, and so potentially more suitable fmein evaluation studie$’

Statistical analysig exploratory analysis to inform refinements

If social norms do play a role in shaping DRV outcomes, they should theoretically show an
independent relationship to DRV outcomes after adjusting for sociodemographic and attitudinal
covariates. Several studies identified in my systematic review (see Rppave examined this
relationship empirically, adjusting for DRV and/or gender attitudes. Given the range of different
possible DRV outcomes (e.g. experience and perpetration of DRV overall or by type; and in
samples of girls, boys or all genders), hge the picture they paint is quite patchy. There is
currently no evidence on whether relationships between descriptive gender norms persist

when accounting for DRV or gender attitudes. Considering descriptive DRV norms, attitude
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adjusted analyses variously report associations with DRV perpetration amond-#dy%or

report no such association among gitifoys’"81-820r overall*° Similarly, findings on

injunctive DRV norms are conflicting. Some studies report that these are not associated with
either victimisation or perpetration among giffor overall®11%2in attitude-adjusted analyses.
However, others find that they are associated with victimisaff@md perpetratio§®12’among
girls’®*?7and overall®83in these analysesAmong boys, evidence suggests that injunctive DRV
norms are associated with DRV victimisatfof§but not perpetratiorf®1?7in attitude-adjusted
analyses. Similar analyses exploring gefidequitable injunctive norms report an association
gAGK 3TANI &®anditiOpérperfdtiénlbiit AoRvittimisation in a gendaggregated

sample!33

The weight of available evidence suggests that some n@RY¥ associations can be expected
to persist when attitude variables are added to these models, but it does not pinpoint norms
and DRV outcomes for which this is likely to be the case. | therefedngltivariable
regressions to test whether the piloted measures were sensitive enough to demonstrate this
relationship, and | reflect on findings to inform recommendations in Paper 3 (see Chapter 6)
and in the Discussion section of my thesis (see Ch&ten potential refinements of the

tested measures.

3.2.7. Relationships between social norms and DRV in student, staff and parent/carer accounts
methods for Chapter 7 (Paper 4)

Content validation refers to ensuring that a scale sufficiently covers the construct it is intended
to measure and includes only items that reflect that specific constfidthis is easiest to

ascertain for weldefined constructs. Devellis gives the example of a measure assessing all
vocabulary words taught to sixth grade studetftsContent validity is generally more difficult

to ensure for constructs like attitudes or beliefs because it is difficult to define the universe of
potentially relevant items87 Assessing and improving the content validity of the social norms
measures tested in Chapter 6 requires evidence on which social norms are important to DRV

behaviour in the UK, which could also inform preliminary development of items on descriptive



gender norms. Qualitative research with young people in the UK offers some ifd&ights®

but has not sought explicitly to explore these questions or to analyse data through a social
norms lens. The Project Respect pilot trial provided an opportunity to explore prevalent social
norms relating to DRV and gender with young people, parents/camuisschool staff and to

identify relevant norms implicated in their discussions about or justifications for DRV.

| drew on data from Project Respect optimisation sessions, trainings and process evaluation
AYUGSNIASGga yR F20dza 3INRdzLJA (G2 FRRNBaa Yeé 7T2dz
staff and parent/carer accounts of social norms relating to DRV andegen schools, and how

FNBE GKSaS AYLI AOFGSR Ay 5w+xKéd L LINBaASyld GKAa
publication) in Chapter 7. Details of optimisation and process evaluation methods have been
previously reported in fulf’ In this section, | report on methods relating to the collection and

analysis of the data | draw on for this component of my thesis, including details that could not

be included in Paperdue to length All methods essential to interpreting the results of this

research are reported in Paper 4.

3.2.7.1. Method for exploring social norms and DRV in student, staff and parent/carer accounts

In contrast to quantitative research, which primarily produces numerical data, qualitative

research primarily uses interviews and observations to produce written or oral language
datal’®While quantitative research focuses on quantifying phenom€ggualitative research
F20dzaSa 2y GKS O2y(iSEG&S YSIHyAy3a FyR SELX Iyl
used to generate theory and hypothes®§. @ SELJ 2NA Yy 3 |jdzSa i ABePa A1 S
this approach can provide insight into processes over time, detailed accounts of setting and

context, and a deep understanding of the concepts expléféd.

Conducted individually or in a group, qualitative interviews provide participant accounts of the
phenomenon of study’8 They are particularly well dzA § SR G2 SELJX 2 NAy 3 LI NI
of why they and others do what they d@ This approach is suited well to my fourth research

guestion because the conceptualisation of social norms in this thesis focuses on perceptions of
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what others think and do and social mechanisms through which these factors influence DRV
behaviour. While observational methods typically function to provide direct data on
phenomenal’8the observational data on which | draw for the present analysis (recorded
trainings) are more akin to group interview data because they feature comments from staff
about their perceptions of DRV and of behaviours in their schools that they find concerning
These data complement individual staff interviews for two reasons: (1) participants might feel
more comfortable discussing sensitive topics, such as negative or critical views, in a group
environment}’8and (2) interview data are subject to social desirability Bi&but hesitance to
share information that staff feel could cast their school in a negative light might be mitigated in
a learning setting where it is a trainer rather than an evaluator posing questions. In a similar

vein, utilising a mixture of group, padexnd individual interviews with students provided

2L NI dzyAGASE (2 | OOS & &8P ¥%hidt Kecama évidedBnR & 2 OA | f

AYGSNI OGAa2ya o0Si06SSyRILING AlCO@IMsiybikes Sogaly Y 2 NB

proscribed views that participants might hesitate to raise amongst their pgérs.

3.2.7.2. Overview of methods used to explore social norms and DRV in student, staff and
parent/carer accounts
Sampling and recruitment

Optimisation sessions

From the list of secondary schools that had expressed an interest in but were not selected for
the Project Respect pilot RCT (see Section 3.1.2.), we selected four to takefpausigroups
to optimise the Project Respect intervention. We sampled schools purposively by region (south

east and soutlwest England) and deprivation, assessing the latter using the IDACI score

v

aA

FadA3adySR (G2 GKS aokKz22f Qa dsgredaanBestdornd Foekichd OK 2 2

optimisation session we aimed to include three girls and three boys from each of years 9 and 10

alongside three or more staff. We aimed for the latter to include: a school safeguarding lead;
staff involved in Personal, Sak; Health and Economic education; and senior leadership.
Participants and the parents/carers of students invited to take part received an information

sheet ahead of time and could opt out if they wished. Participants completed a
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assenttonsent form at the start of each session. When feasible, participants from the first
wave of optimisation sessions also took part in the second (final) wave. Information sheets and

assenttonsent forms for optimisation sessions are available in Apperidix 1

Process evaluatioqtrainings and interviews

For this component of my thesis, | drew on training and interview data collected as part of the
Project Respect process evaluation. We aimed to atelitord NSPCIed trainings and the
cascaded ataff trainings (delivered by school staff participatinghe NSPG{&d trainings) in
each of the four intervention schools. For NSR&iGrainings, the trainer and each participant
received a study information sheet ahead of time and completed a consent form at the start of
the session. Trainers for cascadabstaff trainings also received an information sheet ahead of
time and completed a consent form before the session. Information sheets and consent forms

for NSPC(&d and cascaded trainings are available in Appentlix 1

For interviewsn each intervention school we aimed to recruit four staff, purposively sampled
by seniority and programme involvement, and two parents/carers, purposively sampled by
GKSANI OKAf RQa &SI NJ ANRdzLJ ' yR &aSE® 2 S olardY SR
four per control school, purposively sampled by year groupgerter We also aimed to

recruit two staff members per control school, purposively sampled by seniority. Interview
participants, and the parents/carers of students inditi® take part, received an information

sheet ahead of time with information on how to opt out. At the start of the session, they
received a copy of the information sheet and completedaasenttonsent form. A sample of
information sheets an@dssenttonsent forms for process evaluation interviews are available in

Appendix 2.

Data collection

Optimisation sessions

We sought to conduct one session per school for each of two waves of optimisation sessions.

CKS FTANBRO AYTF2NNSR (KS AYyGSNBSyGAz2yQa O2y Syl
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planned intervention and draft materials, and explored terminology used among young people,
the role of social media in romantic and sexual relationships, and factors that could affect
programme implementation. We began each session with a slide presemtatitiining key
information. The first session also included prompts for wkgrleup discussions in the course

of this presentation. Staff and students were then separated for focus groups, each of which
was led by a member of the NSPCC or research tesamg semistructured discussion guides
(optimisation session and process evaluation guides are available in App&nhdi¥elnoted in

the first session that students were more forthcoming once separated from staff and that
younger students were reluctant to speak, which informed the decision for subsequent
optimisation sessions to shorten the wheajeoup portion and to futher separate year 9 and

year 10 students for focus group discussions. NSPCC and study team members took notes on

optimisation sessionsSessions in the second wave were also auegmrded and transcribed.

Process evaluatioqtrainings and interviews

NSPC{&d trainings aimed to enable school and intervention leaders to plan and deliver Project
Respect, while cascaded-athff training delivered by school staff leading the intervention

aimed to prepare all school staff to recognise, prevent and redgorDRV. Trainings included
discussions among staff about signs of DRV and about behaviours in the school that concern
them, providing data on school context. We conducted interviews using-seuttured guides

(see Appendix3). Where schools requestesfudent interviews were conducted in pairs or in
groups. All interviews explored school context, including how gender was negotiated in schools,
for example in terms of school gender balance, power relations and gender norms, and the
extent to which the shool environment reinforced gender role differenc@dntervention

school interviews further explored programme implementation, acceptability, impact and
mechanisms of change. Control school interviews further explored provision of relationship and

sex education, sociahdemotional learning and violence prevention.

Data analysis
| had initially gained familiarity with Project Respect optimisation, training and interview data

through my work on the peprotocol process evaluation. To address my fourth thesis research
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guestion | conducted a secondary analysis of these data focusing on dynamics and

expectations concerning gender, datiagdrelationships and sexual harassment.

Taking a common approach to analysing qualitative data in public health, | conducted thematic
analysis complemented by techniques drawn from grounded thé6rlending deductive and
inductive approache$'® my research question and a review of background theoretical and
empirical literature guided starting codes and subsequent analysis. As new themes emerged,
new codes were added inductively to capture accounts of social norms and how they present
and operaé within schools. These could come underneath starting codes or be added as new
independent codes in the coding framework. Axial coding was then used to explore
relationships between codes. As analysis progressed, codes were combined where there was
significant overlap and separated where distinct constructs emerged, to arrive at a final coding

scheme.

3.2.7.3. Methodological considerations for exploring social norms and DRV in student, staff and
parent/carer accounts
Data collection and analysis

Direct and indirect evidence on social norms and DRV

Collecting qualitative data for the optimisation and process evaluation of Project Respect

LINE ARSR |y 2LIRNIdzyAide G2 SELX 2NB @&2dzy3 LIS2 L)
and indirectly to DRV. Personal experiences with DRV and adolesceal abuse in the UK

have been explored elsewhe¥e 3813%nd were not the focus of this research. We therefore

did not purposively select interview participants with experience of DRV, and we oriented

interview questions more broadly to explore perceptions of behaviours and norms within

participating schools. Were participants drew direct links between social norms and DRV, |

drew this out in my analysis. Acknowledging that people are not fully and consciously aware of
GKS FTIO02NE RNXGJAY I R ISkeNdnleyipRicalatndkiadigic@l 6 SKI A 2
literature to interpret participant accounts of social norms and gender relations in their

contexts and how these might contribute to or protect against DRV.

Seqguencing of analysis




Bearing in mind that qualitative research can provide a deep but relatively narrow perspective
from a limited number of participants compared to quantitative surveys, | staged my analyses
to move from the data sources providing the broadest perspectiveraost general
application (i.e., from optimisation and control schools) to those exploring experience with the
Project Respect intervention. | anticipated that interviews from intervention schools would
provide richer data on DRV and social norms becduséntervention itself addressed these. In
addition to participants having concrete lessons and potential programme impacts on which to
draw, | anticipated that they were also likely to have considered these issues in more depth
over the preceding year artd be more practised in discussing them, yielding mordapth
observations and reflections. | therefore conducted initial coding of optimisation and process
evaluation data in the following order:

1. Optimisation sessions

2. Control school interviews

3. Intervention school data

3.2.8 Ethics
Project Respect received ethical approval from the LSHTM Etbiosnittee (eference: 1198%

andthe NSPCC Research Ethics Commit&&7/106) The latter provided separate approvals

for each component (baseline surveys, intervention implementation, process evaluation and
follow-up surveys)Ethical approval letters anerovided in Appendit4. These approvalsover

all data collection and pegprotocol analyses of optimisation sessions, process evaluation data,
cognitive interviews and baseline surveysohceptualised and obtained ethical approval for an
FYSYRYSyid (G2 GKS aiddzReQa 2NAIAYIE SIEKAOA | LI
measures in the cognitive interviews. The literature review | conducted for Paper 1 of this

thesis, presentedh Chapter 4, is exempt from ethical review. | conducted secondary analyses

of data collected for Project Respect for Pape#s presentedn Chapters 57, respectively. |

obtained ethical approval for this secondary analysis from the LSHTM Ethics Committee (ref:

28163) and this ethical approval letteriiscluded in Appendig4.
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3.2.9. Reflexivity and positionality
| share the critical realist view that social science should seek to improve societhkeimgl!’”

Shaped by my communities and the feminist values with which | was raised, before coming to
public health | studied and worked in politics and policy advocacy. | became interested in public
health because of its practical, integrative approach to assessikgto health and wellbeing,

and how they might be mitigated most effectively. What drew me to DRV research, in
particular, was its potential for contributing to transformation towards a more gender

equitable society. Aware of how these core values rehagped the paths | have pursued, | have
been alert to the importance of approaching my research and this thesis with curiosity and not
dogma. Studying behavioural theories in previous research on theory syrifiesid then in

the early work on my thesis was formativeerpandingmy view of the wideranging factors

that interact to produce health outcomes. | hope with my thesis to make a useful contribution
to social norms measurement in DRV research, a narrow but important area that is still in its
early days of development. Tlidata from Project Respect offered an analytic opportunity for
this work. Having seen measurement as a black box in the past, | shaped a project that would
provide the opportunity to expandhy qualitative skillset while taking my first steps into the

vast and somewhat intimidating field of psychometrics.

As a university student, | trained and volunteered in peer patenitred counselling, and |
drew on key skills from that work in my qualitative interviews. These included asking open

ended questions and reflecting back what is said, techniques to avasthg participant

NBalLlRyaSa FyR G2 OKSOl dKIG L KIFI@S dzyRSNARG22R

Familiarity with these skills also helped to offset an imbalanced dynamic in my interactions with
study participants. | sensed that in meeting with aga university researcher coming to

evaluate the programme they had been tasked with delivering, school staff were sometimes
inclined to portray their schools and their work in a positive light. Many faced challenges with
implementing Project Respect dte structural and resource constraints in the school, as we
have previously reportedwhich might have made participants feel defensive of their work or
their school. Similarly, students were sometimes hesitant to speak openly in interviews with

adult professionals they had never previously met. At the start of my interviews, | reitemated
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role ¢ to evaluate survey questions (for cognitive interviews) and the programme (for process
evaluation interviewsy, and that | was interested in knowing both what they thought worked

FYR 6KFI(G (KSe& (GK2dza2KG0 RARY QU ® rieddomradpant, 8ed St a 2
were able to have insightful and engaged discussions and the data collected represent a range

of participant views.
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Chapter 4. Paper 1: Social norms measures relating to DRV andg@ender
systematic review of DRV research

4.1. Introduction to Paper 1

When developing student surveys for the Project Respect pilot RCT, we encountered a practical
challenge: we could identify no established measures of social norms relating to DRV and
ISYRSNI A GUKS2NARASR YSRAIG2NA ényhetiimeS Ay iSNBSY
constraints of an ongoing trial, there was no scope to conduct a systematic review, so | instead
conducted arad hocreview of available literature to try to locate appropriate measures. Aware

that social norms experts had drawn attention teetbommon practice of measuring personal

attitudes but not social norm%}°>°>and to the dearth of established, validated norms measures

in the field of adolescer®REP | was unsurprised to identify no established measures in DRV

research.

Through this process | identified a gap in existing DRV research: though social norms were

widely viewed as importaritmeasures to assess them had not been systematically collated

and assessed. | therefore set out to conduct a systematic review and quality assessment of
measures of the types of social norms most extensively linked to DRV (DRV norms and gender
norms)and2 | yagSN) GKS FANBO NBaSHNOK l[dzSadrazy 27F
I R2f SAaO0OSyiG a20AFLf y2Nya NBftFGAYy3 G2 5wz |yR 13
field research meant that the Project Respect study had ended before findings fremethew

were available and theeview could not be used to inform the tested measures. Instead,

findings from the review fill in the broader picture of social norms measurement in DRV

research. They reveal a disjointed field of study with some promising approaches but little
coherence, cumulzon and synthesis of knowledge, strategic direction or shared principles. This
work sets the stage for the subsequent results chapters of my thesis, which describe the
systematic testing and refinement of three sgecmeasures and draw on evidence from this

work to, informed by the review presented in this chapter, offer recommendations to further

social norms measurement in DRV research.
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The published supplemental appendices to which Paper 1 refers are provided in Appehdix
this thesis.

L KIF@S LINBQGA2dzat e LINBaAaSYyiuSR LINBfAYAYLFNE TFAYRA
Public Health Science conference (2022)n the associated abstract published in a special
issue ofTheLancet(2022} and provided in Appendix 15; and in a webinar for the Learning

Initiative on Norms, Exploitation and Abuse (LINEA) Project (2820).
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4.2. Paper 1: Social norms about dating and relationship violence and gender among
adolescents: systematic review of measures used in dating and relationship violence

research
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Abstract

Adolescent dating and relationship violence (DRY) Is widespread and associated with Increased risk of subsequent poor
mental health outcomes and partner violence. Shifting soclal norms (Le, descriptive norms of percelved behavior and
Injunctive norms of acceptable behavior among a reference group of iImportant others) may ba important for reducing DRV,
However, few DRV studies assess norms, measurement varies, and evidence on measura quality Is diffuse. YWe aimed to map
and assess how studies examining DRY measured social norms concerning DRY and gender. WWe conducted a systematic
review of DRV literatura reporting on the use and valldity of such measures among participants agad | 018 years. Searches
included English peer-reviewed and grey literature identified via nine databases; Google Scholar; organization websites;
reference checking; known studies; and expert requests. ¥a Idantifled 24 eligible studies from the Americas (N=15), Africa
(W=4), and Europe (N=15) using 40 aeligible measures of DRY norms (descriptive: N= 1'% Injunctive: N= [4) and gender norms
(descriptive: N= I; Injunctive: N=8). Mo measure was shared across studies. Most measures were significantly associated
with DRY outcomes and most had a defined reference group. Other avidence of quality was mixed. DRV norms measures
someatimes spacified heterosexual relationships but rarely separated norms governing DRV perpetrated by girls and boys.
Mone specified sexual-minority relationships. Gender norms measures tended to focus on violence, but missed broader
gendered expectations underpinning DRY. Future research should develop valid, rellable DRY norms and gender norms
measures, and assess whether Interventlons’ Impact on norms mediates Impact on DRY.

Keywords
soclal norme, dating violence, dating and relationship violence, domestic violence, Intimate partner violence, measurament

consistent: psychological DRV is the most common, fol-
lowed by physical and then sexual DRV, often with multiple
types co-occuming (Leen et al., 20013). Experiencing DRV
can lead 0 injuries (Foshee, 1996) and is associated with
incregsed risk of subsequent depression (Roberts et al,
2()3), substance use, antisocial behawvior (ExnerCortens
at al., 2013; Roberts et al., 2003), suicidal ideation {Exner-
Cortens et al., 2013), and suicide attempis (Castellvi et al.,
2017) among girls and boys. In addition, it is 3 leading risk

Introduction

Dating and relationship violence (DEV) refers to intimate
panner wviolence (IPV) imvolving a woung person {(Young
et al., 2017), defined here as aged 12-18 years. [t comprises
physical, psvchological, and'or sexual abuse perpetrated or
experienced by a curment or former intimate parner (Barter
& Stanley, 2016; Breiding et al., 2015; Young et al., 20017).
DRV is widespread among girls and boys (Leen et al., 2013;
World Health Organization, 2021 in svstematic reviews,
peychological DRV victimization rates range from 47% to
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88% (Exner-Corntens et al., 2016a) and meta-analvses sug-
gest prevalence of 21%5 for physical and 14% (among girls)
and 8% (among boys) for sexual DRV (Wincentak et al.,
2017). While specific prevalence rates vary widely by mea-
surement and sampling (Exner-Cortens et al., 2016a; Leen
et al., 2013; Wincentak et al., 2017), patterns tend to be
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factor for morbidity and mortality among girls aged 15—
19years (Mokdad et al., 2016}, with girls who experience
DRV reporting harms additional to those reported by boys
including fear (Barter et al., 2009), increased substance use
{Exner-Cortens et al.,, 2013), and more injuries (Foshee,
1996). DRV victimization is a longitudinal risk factor for
IPY victimization (Exner-Cortens et al., 2017; Herrenkohl &
Jung, 2016) and perpetration {Manchikanti Gomez, 2011) in
adultheod, highlighting the influence of adolescent relation-
ships on future development ( Exner-Cortens et al., 2017) and
the importance of early intervention.

Systematic reviews report that interventions have been
successful in increasing DRV knowledge (De La Rue et al.,
2014; Fellmeth et al., 2013 ) and changing personal attitudes
{De La Rue et al., 2014), but demonstrate little impact on
DRV perpetration or victimization {De La Rue et al., 2014;
Fellmeth et al., 2013). While little is known about effective
DRV prevention, social norms theory posits that harmful
social norms can hinder behavior change despite changes in
knowledge or attitudes (Alexander-Scott et al., 2016), while
protective norms can support behavior change (Cislaghi &
Heise, 2018). Social norms comprise perceptions of typical
behaviors (descriptive norms) and acceptable behaviors
{injunctive norms) among a reference group of important
others, with social sanctions playing an important role in
holding norms in place (Alexander-Scott et al.. 2016;
Cislaghi & Heise. 2018).

Empirical research finds that DRV norms are associated
with DRV victimization and perpetration. Considering
descriptive norms, young people who believe that their
friends experience or perpetrate DRV are more likely to
report perpetrating DRV themselves (Kinsfogel & Grych,
2004; Reed et al., 2011}, including in longitudinal studies
{Foshee et al., 2001; Vagi et al., 2013), even when control-
ling for their own attitudes toward DEV (Foshee et al., 2001).
Girls who report having friends involved in violent relation-
ships are at increased risk for subseguent victimization
{Amiaga & Foshee, 2004). Although injunctive norms are
less explored in the literature, data also suggest that injunc-
tive pro-DEV norms in secondary school are associated with
sexual violence perpetration prior to university (Salazar
etal., 2018).

Gender norms, “collective beliefs about what behaviors
are appropriate for women and men and the relations between
them” {The Social Norms Leaming Collaborative, 2021, p.
&), can be thought of as a particularly powerful type of social
norms (Lokot et al., 2020) and play an important role in DRV
risk. Cualitative research finds myriad ways in which inequi-
table gender norms operate to underpin male DRV in hetero-
sexual relationships, including by forming a basis for the
social acceptability of sexual coercion (Barter et al., 2009)
and by grounding girls’ status in having a boyfriend (Marston
& King, 2006), which could present a barrier to ending abu-
sive relationships (Barter, 2006; Barter et al., 2009). In inter-
views with young people, norms supporting the legitimacy of

male dominance in relationships emerge as drivers of both
physical violence and confrolling behaviors (Barter et al.,
2009; Wood et al., 2011). Although less explored in quantita-
tive research, evidence also suggests that inequitable injunc-
tive norms relating to household gender roles (Shakya et al.,
2022) and female sexual availability (Wesche & Dickson-
Gomez, 2019) are associated with an increased risk of DRV.

This evidence suggests that interventions may need to
shift social norms concerning DRV and gender that support
DRV. Social norms theory, and the approach of fostering pro-
tective DRV and gender norms among peers, has long
informed DRV interventions (Offenhauer & Buchalter, 2011;
Stanley et al., 2015; Wolfe & Jaffe, 1999). This is evident in
the popularity of bystander interventions, which encourage
young people to intervene in DRV (Stanley et al., 2015), and
of gender-transformative approaches (Stanley et al., 2015;
Whitaker et al., 2006), which aim to reshape gender roles and
promote “more gender-equitable relationships” (Gupta,
2000, p. 107, Evaluations suggest that norms-based interven-
tions can be effective in reducing intra-marital and domestic
violence (Fulu et al., 2014), and there is emerging evidence
that interventions with young people {Plourde et al., 2016) or
their parents {Ehrensaft et al., 2018) can shift DEV-specific
social norms among adolescents. However, evaluations of
DRV interventions rarely assess impact on social norms
{Coker et al., 2017; Foshee et al., 2005; Miller et al., 2014;
Taylor et al., 2011}, and to our knowledge none have assessed
social norms as a potential mediator of intervention effects,
limiting what is known about intervention mechanisms.

This may be due in part to the lack of consensus on how
to measure social norms and to limited evidence as to the
reliability and validity of existing measures (Ashburn et al.,
2016). Valid measures assess the construct in question
{DeVellis, 2017): in this case, social norms that are important
to DRV outcomes. Reliable measures do so consistently
{DeVellis, 2017). Measures of social norms used with adults
are unlikely to be suitable for adolescents due to likely differ-
ences between these populations in reference groups, behav-
iors, and cognitive ability to distinguish between personal
attitudes and the views of others (Moreau, 2018; Moreau
etal, 2021). We therefore reviewed existing DRV literature
to explore (1) what measures exist of adolescent descriptive
and injunctive social norms concerning DRV and gender and
{2) the validity and reliability of these measures.

Methods

This review was guided by a study protocol registered on the
Open Science Framework (Meiksin, 2020) and is exempt
from ethical review.

Eligibility, Search Strategy, and Screening

Eligible reports were studies published in English since
1997. We selected this timeframe because cultural shifts
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might render older measures meaningless or inappropriate
for young people today (Reyes et al., 2016), and because
1997 marks the advent of social media (History Cooperative,
n.d.), which plays an important role in the initiation and for-
mation of relationships among adolescents (McGeeney &
Hanson, 2017). Reports were required to the assess the con-
struct validity of one or more quantitative measure of norms
relating to DRV and/or gender (including bystander norms in
these domains) by testing these against DRV behavioral out-
comes (i.e., by exploring their association with DEV victim-
ization, perpetration, and‘or bystander behavior). Measures
were assessed among participants aged [0-18years and
comprised one or more survey items, with at least 50% of
itemns assessing one of four domains: descriptive DRV norms,
injunctive DEV norms, descriptive gender norms, or injunc-
tive gender norms. Where eligible measures comprised sub-
scales, subscales were also included as unique measures if
they independently met eligibility criteria.

Measures of DRV and gender norms overlap where those
relating to perceptions of the typicality or social acceptabil-
ity of DRV are “gender specific,” by which we mean they
assess morms governing girls and boys separately (e.g., a
measure assessing the social acceptability of a boy hitting his
girlfriend). We categorized all measures of DRV norms as
DEV norms whether or not they were gender specific.
Broader gender norms measures, that is, those that did not
focus on violent behaviors in the context of adolescent rela-
tionships or dating, were categorized as gender norms.
Descriptive norms were operationalized as perceptions of the
typicality or frequency of (1) DRV and (2) gendered behav-
iors, excluding DRV behaviors. Injunctive norms were oper-
ationalized as perceptions of (1) DEV's social acceptability
and (2) social expectations based on gender, excluding social
acceptability of DRV,

Our search strategy used free-text and controlled vocabu-
lary terms linked by the Boolean connector “0OR™ for three
concepts: (1) social norms concerning DRV and/or gender;
{2) DRV; and (3) adolescents. The search terms used within
each concept were linked by the Boolean connector “AND™
{see Supplemental Appendix A for Medline search strategy).
The search strategy was peer reviewed based on the Peer
Review for Electronic Search Strategies guidance | McGowan
et al., 2016; Shamseer et al., 2015). A fter piloting the strat-
egy in Medline, in June 2019 we searched nine databases
containing reports relevant to our topic: IBSS; Popline;
Medline; PsychINFO; PsychEXTRA: EMBASE; Web of
Science; Global Health; and Scopus. We conducted addi-
tional searches via Google Scholar (July 2019; limited to
the first 100 results), websites of relevant organizations
{June 2020} (Care Evaluations, n.d.; Explore Our Resources,
n.d.; Find a Report, nd.; Girl Effect, n.d.; Global Early
Adolescent Study, n.d.; Publications, n.d.; Resources, n.d.),
two online databases of relevant measures (Jume 2020)
(EMERGE, n.d.a; EMERGE, ndb; Gender and Power
Metrics, n.d.), contacting subject experts {February—March

2020} {Advancing Learning and Innovation on Gender
Noms (ALIGN), n.d.; Gender Violence and Health Centre
{GVHC), n.d.; Leaming Collaborative to Advance Normative
Change—IRH, n.d.; Sexual Viclence Research Initiative,
n.d.), our study team’s intemal database of DRV literature,
and reference checking. We also screened for eligibility all
evaluations included in eight reviews of DRV intervention
studies {Cornelius & Resseguie, 2007; De Koker et al., 2014;
De La Rue et al., 2014; Fellmeth et al., 2013; Leen et al.,
2013; Lundgren & Amin, 2015; Stanley et al., 2015; Whitaker
et al., 2006).

Search results were imported into EndNote X9 (The
EndMote Team, 2013, de-duplicated (“Removing Duplicates
from an EndNote Library,” 2018), and dual-screened on title
and abstract by the first author (RM) and another reviewer in
batches of 50 until reaching 85% agreement. These review-
ers discussed records of uncertain eligibility to reach a con-
sensus. BM then single-screened remaining records on title
and abstract and screened all retained records on full text,
discussing records of uncertain eligibility with AK and CB.

The database search was updated in March 2022, exclud-
ing IBSS (due to lack of institutional access) and Popline
(retired in September 2019) (USAID, n.d.).

Data Extraction

From all included reports, RM extracted study information
and the following data for each eligible measure: method of
development; content; mode of data collection; evidence of
reliability, construct validity, content validity, and conver-
gent validity; and statistical properties. A second reviewer
{AB) checked all extracted data, flagging areas of disagree-
ment which were then resolved through discussion. We
requested missing information on social norms measures and
analysis results from study authors.

Analysis and Synthesis

Informed by previous reviews of measures (Costenbader
et al., 2017; Hennegan et al., 2020), we report on the quality
of included norms measures rather on than the overall quality
of included studies. This quality assessment is the key focus
of this review. Drawing on existing methods for assessing
survey measure quality (Doherty et al., 2016; Lewis et al.,
20135, 2018; Pocock et al., 2021; Prinsen et al., 2018; Terwee
et al.,, 2007), we assessed each measure against seven crite-
ria: participatory development; defined reference group:
reliability (intemal consistency, test-retest reliability, or
split-half reliability); content validity (assessed as 753% or
more items aligning with arelevant domain); construct valid-
ity (significant association with DRV behavior); other evi-
dence of validity (factor analysis; or significant association
with theoretically related constructs: DRV/gender attitudes,
DRV intentions or perceived behavioral control over DEVY);
and statistically desirable properties (responsiveness, lack of

14¢



TRAUMA, VIOLENCE, & ABUSE 00(0)

Records identified Records dentified
through database through Google
searching Schaolar
(n=13,350) [n=100)

Records identified
through othersources
(n=2)

| }

I

Records before deduplication

Duplicates removed

(n=13,452) [n=6,103)
Unigue records identi fied
through updated search
(n= 1,906)
; :
Records screened ontitle and abstract N Reconds excluded
[n =9,255) [n= 8589)

l

Full-text articles assessed for eligibility
[n =666}

Fulktext articles excluded
[n=642)
Full text unavailable [n = 17)

!

Type of literature [n = 18)

Reports included synt hesis
=24}

Focus not DRV (n=24)

Age (n=127)
Mo eligible measure (n= 428)

" 8 &5 & & @

Measurenot assessed against DRW
behaviour (n = 28}

Figure |. Flow diagram of search and study selection.

floor/ceiling effects, or data available on measures of ceniral
tendency and distribution of total score for the full mea-
sure—or, where absent, for all measure subscales) (Lewis
etal., 2015; Terwee et al., 2007). Significance of associations
for construct validity criteria was assessed using the thresh-
old of p=.05, or a lower p value where lower values were
used by the authors of included reports. Reliability was
scored to reflect poor reliability (Cronbach’s alpha or come-
lation of <Z0.70) (—1). no evidence {0} or good reliability
{Cronbach’s alpha or comrelation of =0.70) (+1). Construct
validity was scored to reflect an inverse relationship between
pro-DRV/inequitable gender norms and DRV (-1}, no evi-
dence of a significant relationship (0}, or pro- DRV/inequita-
ble gender norms associated with increased risk of DRV
{+ 1. All other criteria were scored as evidence absent (0) or
present (1). Supplemental Appendix B further details our
methods assessing for assessing measure quality.

Within each of the four social norms domains considered
in this review, we inductively created categories of constructs
assessed by included measures (Hennegan et al., 2020). We
then created tables summarizing features of included mea-
sures and evidence on their quality; and summarizing charac-
teristics of the measures and of the samples in which their

reliability and construct validity were assessed. Drawing on
these tables and other extracted data, we summarized the fol-
lowing: features of included studies; features of included
measures; and evidence for measures’ validity and reliability,
identifying strengths and limitations of existing measures.

Results
Literature Search

Database and Google Scholar searches identified 7,347
unique records (Figure 1), of which 477 were retained to
screen on full text and 21 were eligible for inclusion
(Adzpitarte et al., 2017; Anténio et al., 2012; Enosh, 2007;
Flisher et al., 2007; Foshee et al., 2001; Gagné et al., 2005;
Gonzalez-Mendez et al., 2019; Hébert et al., 2019; Helland,
1998; Hopper, 2011; Kemsmith & Tolman, 2011; Kinsfogel
& Grych, 2004; Peskin et al., 2017; Péllinen et al., 2021;
Price, 2002; Reed et al., 2011; Reyes et al.,, 2016; Shamu
et al., 2016; Shorey et al., 2018; Van Ouytsel et al., 2020;
Wesche & Dickson-Gomez, 2019), reporting on 21 unigue
studies. Two reports presented analyses of different social
norms measures from the same randomized controlled trial

14¢



Meiksin et al.

{Foshee et al., 2001; Reyes et al., 2016) and were therefore
treated as two unique studies. Our updated search identified
one new eligible report (Hunt et al., 2022}, and two addi-
tional reports were identified by screening known studies
(Mardi-Rodriguez et al., 2022; Shakya et al., 2022}, resulting
in the inclusion of 24 eligible reports of 24 unique studies.

Included Studies

Of the included studies, 11 were conducted in the United
States (Foshee et al., 2001; Helland, 1998; Hopper, 2011;
Hunt et al., 2022; Kernsmith & Tolman, 2011; Kinsfogel &
Grych, 2004; Peskin et al., 2017; Reed et al., 2011; Reyes
et al., 2016; Shorey et al., 201 8; Wesche & Dickson-Gomez,
2019), three in Canada (Gagné et al., 2005; Hébert et al.,
2019; Price, 2002), three in South Africa (Flisher et al.,
2007; Pollinen et al., 2021; Shamu et al,, 2016), three in
Spain (Aizpitarte et al., 2017; Gonzalez-Mendez et al.,
2019; Nardi-Rodriguez et al., 2022), one in Belgium (Van
Ouytsel et al., 2020}, one in Brazil {Antonio et al., 2012),
one in [srael (Enosh, 2007), and one in Niger (Shakya et al..
2022). All studies were observational, and seven (Enosh,
2007; Foshee et al., 2001; Peskin et al., 2017; Pdllanen
etal., 2021; Reyes et al., 2016; Shakya et al., 2022; Shamu
et al., 2016) analyzed data collected as part of an evaluation.
One report presented only longitudinal associations between
social norms measures and DRV (Mardi-Rodriguez et al.,
2022), all other reports presented cross-sectional analyses,
and three presented both (Foshee et al., 2001; Reyes et al.,
2016; Shorey et al, 2018). Considering participants, |7
studies sampled girls and boys, four included only girls and
three included only boys (Supplemental Appendices C and D
provide further details of study and sample characteristics,
respectively). All studies assessed relationships between
social norms measures and DRV victimization and/or per-
petration; none assessed relationships with bystander
behaviors.

Included Measures

Most studies included a single eligible social norms measure
assessing a single domain of interest (N=15) (Aizpitarte
et al., 2017; Antonio et al., 2012; Enosh, 2007 ; Foshee et al.,
2001; Hébert et al., 2019; Helland, 1998; Hunt et al., 2022;
Kermnsmith & Tolman, 2011; Peskin et al., 2017; Price, 2002;
Reed etal., 2011; Reyes et al., 2016; Shorey et al., 2018; Van
Ouytsel et al., 2020; Wesche & Dickson-Gomez, 2019). Six
studies included two eligible measures (Flisher et al., 2007;
Gonzalez-Mendez et al., 2019; Hopper, 2011; Kinsfogel &
Grych, 2004; Péllanen et al., 2021; Shakya et al., 2022) and
one study included three (Shamu et al., 2016). In addition,
one study included a single measure for which half the items
assessed one social norms domain and half assessed another
(Gagné et al., 2005), and a second study included four such
measures (Mardi-Rodriguez et al, 2022). Since half of a

measure’s items must assess a domain of interest for inclu-
sion as a measure of that domain, each of these five measures
was eligible for inclusion in two separate domains and there-
fore counted twice for this review. The review therefore
includes 35 unique measures, assessed as 40 measures across
four domains: 19 measuring descriptive DRV nomms, 14
measuring injunctive DRV norms, one measuring descriptive
gender norms, and six measuring injunctive gender norms.

Characteristics of Measures

Measures were generally quite short, comprising a median of
six items (range= 1-28, mean=T). For most measures (58%),
all items assessed the domain of interest. Where information
was provided on measure development, reports suggested
that six measures were adapted from measures of DEV out-
comes (Alzpitarte et al., 2017; Antonio et al., 2012; Hopper,
2011; Kinsfogel & Grych, 2004; Van Ouytsel et al., 2020);
two were adapted from a measure of personal attitudes
{Shakya et al., 2022); two were tools used in previous studies
{Hébert et al., 2019; Kemsmith & Tolman, 2011); one was
adapted from a previous study to ask about physically rather
than sexually aggressive behaviors (Helland, 1998); and six
were newly developed (Flisher et al., 2007; Peskin et al.,
2017; Pollinen et al., 2021; Wesche & Dickson-Gomez,
2019). For detailed information on each mcluded measure
please, see Supplemental Appendices D (measure wording,
variable calculation) and E (initial development, reference
group, content validity, reliability, and construct validity).

Descriptive DRY nomms. The review identified 19 eligible
measures of descriptive DRV norms from 14 included reports
(Table 1) (Aizpitarte et al., 2017; Antonic et al., 2012; Fos-
hee et al., 2001; Gagné et al., 2005; Gonzalez-Mendez et al.,
2019; Hébert et al., 2019; Helland, 1998; Kinsfogel & Grych,
2004; Nardi-Rodriguez et al., 2022; Peskin et al., 2017;
Price, 2002; Reed et al, 2011; Reyes et al, 2016; Shorey
et al., 2018). Measures ranged from | to 26 items (mean=6,
median=4). Most specified reference groups of friends or
peers. Only two referenced social rewards or consequences
for adhering to/violating a norm (Flisher et al., 2007; Pal-
linen et al., 2021). Questions were typically framed to ask
for perceptions of the number or proportion of reference-
group members who had experienced or perpetrated DRV, or
for perceptions of whether “most” reference-group members
had done so (Foshee et al., 2001, p. 133; Nardi-Rodriguez
etal, 2022, pp. 12-13; Reyes et al., 2016, p. 353). Most mea-
sures referred to specific DRV behaviors among the refer-
ence group (e.g., hitting, yelling, threatening, forcing sex).
Most measures were gender neutral, that is, they did not
specify pender or they included items about girls and boys
within the same measure. Most asked about perceptions
of DRV perpetration alone. We identified three inductive
categories of constructs measured (Table 1). In all, 10
“pender/sexuality-neutral DRV™ measures did not specify
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Table 1. Eligible Constructs Assessed by Included Measures and Evidence of Measure Quality, by Domain and Inductive Grouping.

Construct Assessed

Measure Quabity (Possible Soore)

DAY Type lrmvobrement Gender Diefined Content  Construct Otheer Seatistically
Heteraosexual Participatory Reference Relabdicy Walidioy® Walidity® Walidicy Dresirable
Report Poych. Py Sex. Gen. Wict. Perp. F M G Rehtionship Dev. (0tol)  Group (Do 1) {-ltol} {0 to 1) ] {00}  Properties 0 to 1)
Descriptive DRY norms
Genderisexualty-newtral DRV
Airpitarte et 2l (2017) o o o o o a I | I 1 o I
Antonio et al. (20012) o o o o o a I | I 1 ] o
Gonraler.Mender exal. (2019) (#1) o o o a 1 o ! 1 o !
Gonzalez-Mender exal. (2019 (#2) o ¥ o a I o I 1 o I
Hebert et al. (2019 o o V o a I =1 I 1 ] o
Hedland | 199€) o o o a 1 o ! 1 1 o
Kinsfoged and Grych (2004) (#1) o o o a I | o 1 o o
Kinsfoge and Grych (1004) (#2) o o o a I | I 1 | I
Pesian ecal. (2017} o o o o a 1 1 ! 1 o !
Shorey et al (2018) o o o a I o I 1 o I
Mined DRV
Gagne ecal. (2005) (#1) o o o o o W a 1 o o 1 o o
Heterosmaal DRY
Foshee et al. (2000) o o o + o 1 I | o 1 ] o
Mardi-Rodriguez [2022) (1) o o o W a 1 1 o 1 1 !
Mardi-Rodriguez (2022) (#2) o o o o a I | o 1 | I
Mardi-Rodriguer [2022) [#3) o o o o a 1 1 o 1 1 !
Mardi-Rodrigues [2022) [#4) o o o W a 1 1 o 1 1 !
Price (2001) o o o o 1 I | I 1 | I
Reed exal (2001) o o o o o a 1 o ! 1 o o
Reyes et al (2016} o o o o W 1 1 =1 ! 1 1 !
Injurctive DRV norms
Respondent DRV
Kernzmith and Tolman (2001} o o o a 1 1 ! i} 1 !
Mardi-Rodriguez (2022) (#5) o o o a I | o 1 | I
Mardi-Rodriguer [2022) [#6) o o o a 1 1 o 1 1 !
Mardi-Rodriguez (2022) (#7) o o o a 1 1 o 1 1 !
Mardi-Rodriguez (2022) (#8) o < o a I | o 1 | I
Palliren ot 2l {2018) (#1) o o o o 1 o 1 o 1 o !
Palkiren et 2l {2018) (#2) ¥ o o < 1 1 1 ! 1 o I
Zender-neutral heterosesoual DRY
Erosh {2007} o o o o o 1 1 o ! 1 o o
Flisher et al. (2007 (#2) o o o o W a 1 =1 ! i} 1 o
Hopper (201 1] {#1) o o o o < o a I | I 1 1 I
Hopper (201 1] {#2) o o o o o o a 1 1 ! 1 1 !
Hunt e al. (2022) o ¥ o o o W a I | I 1 o I
Mixed or unspeciied DRY
Flisher et al. {2007 i# 1) o o o o o a 1 -1 ! i} 1 o
wan Chrytsel et al [2020) o o o a I | I 1 | I
Descriptive pender norms
Gagné ot al [2005) [#2) # of Friends involved in male-perpetrated sesoml wiolence agairst female peer a 1 o o 1 o o
Injunctive gender norms
Zendered violence
Shakya =t al [2027) (#2) Beliefs abowt people in vilhge's atticudes toward phys. violence aganst women a 1 o ! i} o o
Shamu et al. (200&) (# 1) Beliefs about familyifriends’ atistudes toward gender-based wickence 1 I =1 o 1 | I
Shamu et al. (201&) (#2) Beliefs about family's amitudes voward gender-based violence 1 I =1 I 1 o I
Shamu et al. (200&]) (#3) Beliefs about friends” attitudes toward gender-based violence: 1 1 =1 ! 1 o !
Gendered expectations
Shakya et al. (2022) 3#1) Beliefs abowt people in vilbge's atticudes toward housshold gender roles a I | I 1 o I
Wesche and Dickson-Gomez (201%)  Beliefs abowt sexoual expectations: of female gang members a o 1 I 1 1 I

Maote. DRV =dating and relationship viclence; F=famale; gan. =general; GM=gender neutral; M=male; participatory dev.= participatory development: parp. = perpatration; psych. = peychological; phys. =physical; sex. = cescual;
vict. =victimization.
*=75% Items assessing soclal norms domain.
*Relationship to DRY behavioral outcome.
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heterosexual or sexual-minority relationships (Aizpitarte
et al., 2017; Antonio et al., 2012; Gonzalez-Mendez et al.,
2019; Hébert et al., 2019; Helland, 199%; Kinsfogel & Grych,
2004; Peskin et al., 2017; Shorey et al., 2018). One “mixed
DRV™ measure assessed perceptions of gender-neutral per-
petration and female victimization within heterosexual part-
nerships (Gagné et al., 2005), and eight “heterosexual DEV™
measures assessed perceptions of DRV within heterosexual
relationships (perpetration by girls and boys within one mea-
sure (Foshee et al., 2001; Reyes et al., 2016), boys’ perpetra-
tion (Mardi-Rodriguez et al., 2022; Price, 2002; Reed et al.,
2011y or girls’ victimization (Nardi-Rodriguez et al., 2022).

Injunctive DRY norms. We identified 14 eligible measures of
injunctive DRV norms from eight included reports (Table 1)
{Enosh, 2007; Flisher et al., 2007; Hopper, 2011; Hunt et al.,
2022; Kemnsmith & Tolman, 2011; Nardi-Rodriguez et al.,
2022; Pollinen et al., 2021; Van Ouytsel et al., 2020). These
ranged from two to 28 items (mean=8, median=46). Six
specified a single reference group of respondents’ friends
and six referred to multiple reference groups, one of which
also assessed the importance of each (Kemsmith & Tolman,
2011). One measure did not specify a reference group (Pal-
linen et al., 2021).

Measures asked respondents to report their perceptions of
the views of reference group members, or the extent to which
the respondent thought that DRV perpetration would “make
me seem successful” (Pélldnen et al., 2021, p. 9). Nine (64%)
asked about norms goveming DRV perpetration alone
{Enosh, 2007; Flisher et al., 2007; Kernsmith & Tolman,
2011; Nardi-Rodriguez et al., 2022; Péllinen et al., 2021;
Van Quytsel et al., 2020). Most measures used Likert scale
response options.

Half of the measures were gender specific (Kernsmith &
Tolman, 2011; Nardi-Rodriguez et al., 2022; Péllinen et al.,
2021}, and all but one measure (Kemsmith & Tolman, 2011)
specified a single type of DRV. We identified three inductive
categories of included measures (Table 1). Seven “respon-
dent DRV™ measures assessed injunctive norms governing
DRV among survey respondents (Kemsmith & Tolman,
2011; Nardi-Rodriguez et al., 2022; Polldnen et al., 2021)
{e.g., asked to select a response for what will happen “[i]f I
put pressure on my boyfriend or girlfriend to have sex. . ")
(Pélldnen et al., 2021, p. 9). Five “gender-neutral heterosex-
ual DEV™ measures combined DRV among girls and boys
and focused on heterosexual partmerships (Enosh, 2007;
Flisher et al., 2007; Hopper, 2011; Hunt et al., 2022). Two
“mixed-or-unspecified DEV™ measures assessed a combina-
tion of DRV perpetrated by girls and boys in heterosexual
relationships and by young people responding to the survey
{without specifying pariner gender) (Flisher et al., 2007}, or
gender-neutral DRV perpetration (Van Ouytsel et al., 2020).

Descriptive gender norms. The review identified one eligible
measure of descriptive gender norms from one included

report (Table 1). This measure assessed perceptions of the
prevalence of male-perpetrated sexual coercion of females
{without specifying a dating/relationship context) among
friends from the past year (Gagné et al., 2005).

Injunctive gender norms. The review identified six eligible
measures of injunctive gender norms from three included
reports (Table 1) (Shakya et al., 2022; Shamu et al., 2016;
Wesche & Dickson-Gomez, 2019). Measures ranged from
one to 15 items (mean=6, median=15) and where response
options were described, measures used Likert scales. Four
“gendered-violence™ measures assessed injunctive norms
governing male-perpetrated violence and violence against
girls'women (e.g., “My family thinks that there are times
when a woman deserves to be beaten™) (5. Shamu, per-
sonal communication, May 2, 2019). without specifying
the context of adolescent dating/relationships. Two “gen-
dered expectations” measures assessed social norms con-
ceming broader gender roles (Shakya et al., 2022; Wesche &
Dickson-Gomez, 2019), including sexual expectations of
female gang members (Wesche & Dickson-Gomez, 2019)
and gender roles within the family or household (Shakya
et al., 2022).

Quality of Measures

Table | shows the quality of included measures by domain
and inductive category. Further details on the evidence
underpinning our quality assessment are available in
Supplemental Appendices D (study samples, DRV outcome
measures), E (summaries of initial development, reference
group, content validity, reliability, and construct validity)
and F (construct validity: analysis methods, results, and
summary findings showing alignment between norm and
outcome measures).

Descriptive DAY norms. Among the 19 included measures of
descriptive DRV norms, three (16%) were informed by par-
ticipatory development and all had defined reference groups.
Inall, 11 (58%) had good reliability and two (11%) had poor
reliability. In total, 12 measures (63%) had good content
validity. All showed a significant association between higher
levels of perceived DRV prevalence and higher DRV nisk.
Eight measures (42%) also had other evidence of validity
and 12 {63%) had statistically desirable properties.

Most measures were tested separately against DRV perpe-
tration and'or victimization outcomes. Although most
descriptive DRV norms measures were gender neutral,
almost all were tested against gender-specific DRV out-
comes, primarily standalone measures of girls’ victimization
and/or boys® perpetration.

The six gender-specific descriptive DRV norms measures
were tested against DRV outcomes that matched the gender
of the norms measure (Nardi-Rodriguez et al., 2022; Price,
2002; Reed et al., 2011) (i.e., norms concerning DRV among
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boys tested against DEV outcomes among boys). In all, 135
measures were tested against DRV outcomes that matched
on type of DRV involvement (victimization or perpetration),
and 11 were tested against outcomes that matched on type(s)
of DRV (psychological, physical, and/or sexual). Five mea-
sures matched the DRV outcome against which they were
assessed in all three dimensions, which focused on boys’ per-
petration (Nardi-Rodriguez et al, 2022; Price, 2002) and
girls’ experience (Nardi-Rodriguez et al., 2022) of psycho-
logical DRV.

Injunctive DRY norms. Of the 14 included measures of injunc-
tive DRV norms, three {21%) were informed by participatory
development. In all, 13 (93%) included a defined reference
group, 11 (79%) had good reliability, and two (14%) had
poor reliability. Nine measures (64%) had good content
validity. In total, 11 (79%) showed a significant association
between pro-DEV norms and higher DRV risk. Ten (71%)
had other evidence of validity and 11 (79%) had statistically
desirable properties.

Most injunctive DRV measures were tested against stand-
alone DRV perpetration outcomes and against gender-spe-
cific outcomes. All seven gender-specific measures were
tested against DRV outcomes specifying the same gender
(Kemsmith & Tolman, 2011; Nardi-Redriguez et al., 2022;
Palldnen et al., 2021). Ten measures were tested against out-
comes that matched on victimization (MNardi-Rodriguez
et al., 2022} or perpetration (Enosh, 2007; Flisher et al.,
2007; Nardi-Rodriguez et al., 2022; Péllinen et al., 2021;
Van Ouytsel et al., 2020}, and 13 were tested against DRV
outcomes that matched on type of DEV (Enosh, 2007 ; Flisher
etal., 2007; Hopper, 201 1; Hunt et al., 2022; Nardi-Rodriguez
et al., 2022; Pollinen et al., 2021; Van Ouytsel et al., 2020).
Six gender-specific measures aligned with assessed DRV
outcomes in all three dimensions, focusing on girls’ and
boys’ perpetration of sexual DRV (Péllinen et al., 2021) and
on boys’ perpetration and girls’ experience of psychological
DRV (MNardi- Rodriguez et al., 2022).

Descriptive gender norms. The single measure of descriptive
gender norms had a defined reference group and showed a
significant association with DRV outcomes: Girls who
reported more inequitable descriptive gender norms (ie.,
more friends involved in sexual coercion) were significantly
more likely to report DRV victimization (Gagné et al., 2005).
The measure met no other quality criteria.

Injunctive gender norms. Of the six included measures of
injunctive gender norms, three (50%) were informed by par-
ticipatory development and five (83%) had a defined refer-
ence group. Two (33%) had good reliability and three had
poor reliability. Five (83%) had good content validity. For
five measures, inequitable gender norms were significantly
associated with higher DRV risk. Two measures had other
evidence of validity and five had statistically desirable

properties. Five were tested against gender-specific DRV
outcomes {Shakya et al., 2022; Shamu et al., 2016).

Discussion
Summary of Key Findings

Owr findings suggest that social norms measures relating to
DRV that are valid and reliable among young people can be
developed, but that measurement is inconsistent and evi-
dence supporting the quality of existing measures is limited.
We found no eligible measure used more than once, limiting
comparability across studies. Geographic diversity was also
limited, with more than half of included studies taking place
in the Region of the Americas. We found no eligible mea-
sures used in the South- East Asian, Eastern Mediterranean,
or Western Pacific Regions (World Health Organization,
20213

Most measures reviewed had evidence of construct valid-
ity, assessed as a significant association between pro-DREV/
inequitable gender norms and increased DRV risk. Measures
were typically tested against gender-specific DRV outcomes,
most commaonly girls” victimization and boys® perpetration.
Psychological, physical, and sexual DRV all featured fre-
quently among the behavioral outcomes explored. Evidence
on reliability and on other types of validity was mixed.

Though under a third of included measures had evidence
of being informed by participatory development with young
people, nearly all specified a defined reference group.
However, all reference groups were pre-defined; no measure
asked respondents to identify who held the most influence
over them in relation to the assessed norms (Costenbader
et al.,, 2017} and only one assessed the importance of each
reference group to the respondent (Kermnsmith & Tolman,
2011).

Two-thirds of gender norms measures asked about the
respondent’s friends and/or family, two groups that are par-
ticularly influential in gender socialization (Kagesten et al.,
2016). However, several measures combined items asking
about multiple reference groups, including unbounded
groups of “others” and “people important to you™ (Flisher
et al., 2007, p. 622): features that limit their usefulness for
gathering valid data about norms among a clear, coherent
group and the relationship between these norms and DRV,
Only two measures of injunctive norms referenced social
sanctions, both without specifying the reference group apply-
ing these (Flisher et al., 2007; Péllanen et al., 2021).

Several measures specified norms within heterosexual
parmerships. Though sexual-minority youth face signifi-
cantly higher risk of DRV than their heterosexual peers (Dank
etal, 2014; Luo et al., 2014; Young et al., 2017), no measures
specified norms goveming sexual-minority relationships and
no studies explicitly explored associations between included
measures and DRV within sexual-minority relationships.
Little is known about social norms contributing to DRV
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among same-sex partners and the key reference groups
among which these norms are held. Some experts have sug-
gested minority-stress theory (Dietz, 2019; Martin-Storey &
Fromme, 2021; Reuter & Whitton, 2018) as a framework for
understanding the elevated DRV risk among sexual-minority
youth, which would suggest that homophobia, underpinned
by gender norms | Solomon, 2015; Whitley, 2001), could play
an important role. Formative research is needed to explore the
social norms influencing same-sex DRV, and its findings
should form the basis of social norms measures used with
sexual-minority youth.

Considering measures of DEV norms, several studies
explored the relationship between descriptive DEV norms
and DRV outcomes, while fewer explored the relationship
between injunctive DRV norms and DRV outcomes. DRV
norms measures most commonly focused on DRV perpetra-
tion, and most were gender neutral. While studies usually
explored DRV norms as predictors of gender-specific DRV
outcomes, this was less common for measures of injunctive
than descriptive DRV norms, despite evidence suggesting
that predictors of DRV differ for girls and boys (Ali et al.,
2011; Arriaga & Foshee, 2004; Capaldi et al, 2013;
Foshee et al., 2001, 2011; Leen et al., 2013). A minority of
DRV norms measures were tested against DRV outcomes
focusing on the same gender, involvement (victimization/
perpetration), and DRV type. This presents an important
limitation to existing measures of DRV norms: social
norms theorists hypothesize that norms relating directly to
a behavior of interest (as the most salient at the time of the
behavior) generally exert a stronger influence than do more
distal norms {Cislaghi & Heise, 2018). Empirical literature
suggests that this may be the case for DRV. DRV norms
may affect DRV outcomes via gender-specific pathways
{Foshee et al., 2001; Péllinen et al., 2021; Shorey et al.,
2018), and in Gagné et al.’s (2005) research physical DRV
norms predicted physical and psychological but not sexual
DRV. The relationship between attitudes and DRV out-
comes has been more widely explored, finding that young
people tend to view male-perpetrated DRV more negatively
than female-perpetrated DRV (Exner-Cortens et al., 2016b;
Reeves & Orpinas, 2012; Rogers et al., 2019), and that atti-
tudes toward DRV vary by DRV type (Exner-Cortens et al.,
2016b; Reeves & Orpinas, 2012), with attitudes most
strongly predicting DRV outcomes of the same type (Exner-
Cortens et al., 2016b). Omitting or combining genders, vie-
timization/perpetration, and'or types of DEV in measures
of DRV norms (and the outcomes these might predict)
therefore risks missing important differences in norms and
their influence.

Far fewer studies explored the relationship between gen-
der norms and DRV. Compared to measures of DRV norms,
gender norms measures tended to have less evidence of
reliability and of validity assessed as an association with
theoretically related constructs aside from DRV behaviors.
Az a strength, most gender norms measures were assessed

for their relationship with gender-specific DRV outcomes.
We identified only one measure of descriptive gender norms,
which did not appear to be conceptualized as such given that
only half of its items assessed this domain. Injunctive gen-
der norms measures were more conceptually consistent,
with the wvast majority showing good content wvalidity.
However, both tended to focus on the social acceptability of
violence by males and/or against females. This is a limita-
tion to existing measures, as evidence points to the impor-
tance of separating gender norms from violence norms to
avoid conflating the relationships between these distinct
constructs and DRV behavior (Reyes et al., 2016). Only two
measures asked about broader gendered expectations,
assessing norms governing female sexual roles and gender
roles within the family/household. No measures explored
other gendered expectations that qualitative research sug-
gests contribute to DRV, such as the social importance of
sustained heterosexual relationships for girls (Barter et al.,
2009; Marston & King, 2006) and of being sexually active
for boys (Wood et al., 2011).

No eligible measures assessed bystander norms, reflect-
ing limited evidence on the relationship between norms sup-
porting protective, DREV-specific bystander behaviors and
DEV outcomes. However, it is important to note that research
with adolescents that reports on measures of DRV, gender,
and bystander norms not assessed for their relationship to
DEV outcomes, or on measures of related norms (e.g., sexual
violence norms), can offer insights into norms measurement
among this population.

Limitations

Like all reviews, this review might have missed eligible
reports published after our search was completed. However,
our database search was extensive and updated near the end
of the study period, and no additional reports were identified
through our expert requests. Eligible reports might also have
been missed where abstracts did not indicate that relevant
norms measures were used. However, we mitigated this risk
by full-text screening evaluations of DRV interventions iden-
tified via reviews, and reports for which abstracts referenced
“attitudes™ or any terminology suggestive of norms.

We did not undertake dual data extraction. but worked
with a second reviewer to check data extraction and identify
and reconcile disagreements. We used a novel, tailored tool
for quality assessment rather than an existing tool.

Implications

Findings from this review support a number of recommen-
dations for practice, policy, and research (Table 2). We rec-
ommend that future research build on existing measures
where evidence supports their reliability and validity among
similar populations, and where measures distinguish
between victimization/perpetration among girls and boys
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Table 2. Implications for Practce, Policy, and Research.

Practice .

Policy .

Public health practitioners should draw on studies that use valld and reliable measures of social norms, where these
ire avallable In thelr secting, to (dentify the social norms contributing to DRV and to pinpoint areas for Intervention
¥hen funding evaluations of interventions that aim to reduce DRY by modifying social norms, policymakers should
ensure that these use relizble and valld measures to assess norms and that such measures are gender specific where

norms exert gendered influence
Research .

Evaluators should use existing valid and reliable measures of DRY and gender norms, if these are avallable In thelr

satting, to assess sockal norms as a mediator In DRY interventions aiming to modify soclal norms

* Researchers should adapt existing measures to be gander specific where norms exert genderad Influence, and to
focus on the DRY type(s) of intarast, where no such measures exist for thelr setting. Whara no such measuras
exist for similar settngs, researchers should develop new measures Informed by existing literature and partidpatory

research with young people

* Researchers should develop and valldate measures of gender norms governing the broad range of gendered
behaviors underpinning DRY and measures of soclal norms Influencing same-sex DRY

DAY =dating and relationzhip violence.

and focus on the DRV type(s) of interest; or where they can
be adapted to do so. New measures should be informed by
existing literature and participatory research with young
people to develop and refine measures and to select refer-
ence groups (Costenbader et al., 2019). Researchers should
report on the development, piloting, refinement, reliability,
and validity of such measures, which in addition to enhane-
ing social norms measurement in DRV research would also
contribute to leaming on best practices for social norms
measurement among adolescents. Future research should
synthesize this learning with findings from other areas of
norms research among adolescents to inform methodologi-
cal approaches with this population.

Future research should inform the development of gender
norms measures that predict DRV but are distinct from
norms about gendered violence itself, including descriptive
gender norms. New research is also needed to inform the
development of measures of social norms influencing same-
sex DRV, considering the higher risk of DEV among sexual-
minority youth.

New measures should specify a bounded reference group
{Ashbum et al., 2016), and where more than one reference
group is pertinent, norms among each should be measured
separately. Finally, future research should use valid and reli-
able measures to explore relationships between descriptive
and injunctive DRV and gender norms and subsequent DRV
outcomes, assess the impact of interventions on these norms
and explore their role in reducing DRV,

Conclusions

Developing valid, reliable measures of social norms associ-
ated with DRV is possible, but measurement methods are
currently inconsistent. Researchers should report on the
development, reliability, and wvalidity of such measures,
which should be gender-specific where norms exert gen-
dered influence, consider sexual-minority relationships, and
assess gender norms beyond gendered violence.

Acknowledgments

The authors gratefully acknowledge Manika Garg, Ben Pelhan and
Nicola Pocock for their contributions to and support for this
research.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The authors) declared no potential conflicts of interast with respect
to the research, authorship, and'or publication of this anticle.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support
for the research, authorship, and'or publication of this article: This
article was supporied with funding from the Passapes Project.
Passapes is made possible by the generous suppornt of the American
people through the Umted States Agency for Intemnational
Development (USAID) under the terms of Cooperative A greement
No. AID-OAA-A-] 500042, The contents are the responsibility of
the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of Georgetown
University, USAID, or the United States Govemment.

ORCID iDs
Rebecca Meiksin '@' htips://orcid.org/ O00-0002-5006-857 6
G.J. Melendez-Tormes @ https:/orcid.org/000-0002-98 23-4790

Supplemental Material

Supplemental maierial for this article is available online.

References

Advancing Learning and Inmovation on Gender Norms (ALIGN).
(nd.). Align Platform. Retrieved February 22, 2022, from
https/ fwwwe_alignplatformeoorg!

Afzpitarte, A . Alonso-Arbiol, I, & Van de Vijver, F_J. B (2017).
An explanatory model of datmg violence nisk factors in Spanish
adolescents. Journal af Research on Adolescence, 27(4),
797-809. hitps/doi.org/10.1111/jora. 12315

Alexander-Scott, M., Bell, E., & Holden, 1. (2016). Shifting social
narms to tackle viclence against women and girls (FAWG).
VAWG Helpdesk.

15t



Meiksin et al.

All, B, Swahn, M., & Hamburger, M. (20011). Atides affecting
physical dating violence perpetration and v ictimization: Findings
from adolescents n a high-nsk wrban community. Fiolence
and Fiaims, 26(5), 669-683. https/doiorg/10.1891/0886-
6708.26.5.669

Antdnio, T., Koller, 5. H., & Hokoda, A. (2012). Peer influences
on the dating aggression process among brazilian sireet youth:
A brief meport. Journal of Imerpersonal Violence, 27(8),
15791592, hitps//doi.org/10.1177/088626051 1425704

Arriaga, X. B, & Foshee, V. A. (2004). Adolescent dating wio-
lence: Do adolescenis follow in their friends’, or their paremts”,
footsteps? Journal of Interpersonal Vielence, 1'92), 162-184.
hitps2/doi.org/ 10,117 70886260503 260247

Ashburn, K, Costenbader, B., lgras, 5., Pirzadeh, M., & Homan, R.
(2016). Learning collaborative background reader: Advancing
research and practice on normative change for adolescent
sexual and reproductive health and well-being. Developed
for the convening meeting, December 5-6, 2016, Institute for
Reproductive Health at Georgetown University and FHI 360,

Barter, C. (2006). Discourses of blame: Deconstructing (hetero)
sexudlity, peer sexudl wiolence and residential children’s
homes. Child & Family Secial Werk, 11(4), 347-356. hiips://
doiorg/ 10,1111/, 1365-2206. 200600425 x

Barter, C., McCarry, M., Berridge, D, & Evans, K. (2009). Partner
exploitation and vielence in teemage intimate relationships.
NSPCC.

Barter, C., & Stanley, N. (2016). Inter-personal wiolence and
abuse in adolescent intimate relatonships: Mental health
impact and implications for practice. fntermational Review of
Paypchiatry, 28(5), 485-503. hitps/dodiorg/ 10,1 080/0954026
1.2016.1215295

Breiding, M., Basile, K., Smith, 5., Black, M., & Mahendra, P.
(2015). Intimate partner violence surveillance: Uniform defi-
nitions and recommended data elements, version 2.0, National
Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Center for Disease
Control and Prevemtion.

Capaldi, D. M., Knoble, N. B, Shortt, J. W, & Kim, H. K. {2012). A
systematic review of risk factors for intimate partner violence.
Partner Abuse, 3(2), 231-280. hitps://doi.org/ 10,1891/ 1546~
6560.3.221]

Care Evaluations. (n.d.). Search evaluations. Retrigved July 25,
2020, from hitpy waow careevaluations.org'

Castellvi, P., Miranda-Mendizabal, A., Pares-Badell, ., Almenara,
1, Alonso, 1., Blasco, M. 1, Cebria, A, Gabilondo, A,
Gili, M., Lagares, C., Piqueras, J. A., Roca, M., Rodriguez-
Marin, J., Rodriguez-Jimenez, T., Soto-Sane, V., & Alonso,
1 (2017). Exposure to violence, a risk for suvicide in youths
and young adulis. A meta-analysis of longitudinal studies.
Acta Psychiatrica Scandinavica, 135(3), 195-211. https=//doi.
org'10.1111/acps. 12679

Cislaghi, B., & Heise, L. (2018). Four avenwes of normative influ-
ence: A research agenda for health promotion in kew and mid-
income countries. Health Psychology, 37(6), 562-573. htips:/
doiorg/ 10,1037/ heal00061 8

Coker, A. L., Bush, H. M., Cook-Craig, P. G., DeGue, 5. A,
Clear, E. R, Brancato, C. J., Fisher, B. 5., & Reckienwald,
E. A. (2017). RCT testing bystander effectiveness to reduce
violence. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 32(5),
566-578. hitps.//doi.org/10.1016j amepre. 2017 .01 .020

Cornelivs, T. L., & Resseguie, M. (2007). Primary and secondary
prevention programs for dating violence: A review of the lit-
erature. Agoression and Fiolemt Behavior, 12(3), 364-375.
https:/doiorg’ 10,101 6/.avb. 2006.00.006

Costenbader, E., Cislaghi, B., Clark, C. 1., Hinson, L., Lens, B,
McCarraher, D, R, McLamon-Silk, C., Pulerwitz, 1., Shaw, B.,
& Stefanik, L. (2019). Social norms measurement: Catching
up with programs and mowving the field forward. The Journal
of Adolescent Health: Official Publication of the Society for
Adolescent Medicine, 64(45), 54-56. hitps:/'doi.org/ 10.10164.
jadohealth. 2019.01.001

Costenbader, E., Lenzi, R., Hershow, E. B., Ashburn, K., &
MeCarraher, D. R, (2017). Measurement of social norms affect-
ing modem contraceptive use: A literature review. Studies in
Family Planning, 48(4), 377-38%. hips:/dodorg/ 101111
5ifp. 12040

Dank, M., Lachman, P, Zweig, J. M., & Yahner, . (2014). Dating
violence experiences of lesbian, gav, bisexual, and transpen-
der youth. Journal of Yourh and Adolescence, 43(5), 846-857.
https//doiorg' 10.1007/510964-013-9975-8

De Koker, P., Mathews, C., Zuch, M., Bastien, 5., & Mason-
Jones, A. J. (2014). A systematic review of interventions for
preventing adolescent intimate partner violence, Journal of
Adolescent Health, 54(1}, 3-13. https=/dod.org/ 10,1016 jado-
health. 201 3.08.008

De La Rue, L., Polanin, J. R., Espelage, D. L., & Pigott, T. D.
(2014). School-based interventions to raduce dating and sexual
violence: A systematic review . Campbell Systemaric Reviews,
T 1y, 1-110. hitps2/doi.ore/ 10,407 ¥ csr 20147

DeVellis, B. F. (2007). Scale developmeni: Theory and applica-
tions (4th ed.). SAGE.

Diete, ). (2019). Dating and relationship violence in sexual and
gender minority youth: A systematic review of the literature
and cost-effectiveness analysis of a targeted school-based pre-
ventative intervention. London School of Hygiene & Tropical
Medicine.

Doherty, S., Oram, 8., Siriwardhana, C., & Abas, M. (2016).
Suitability of measurements used to assess mental health
outcomes in men and women trafficked for sexual and
labour exploitation: A systematic Teview. The Lancer
Pspchiatry, 3(3), 464-471. hups:/doiorg/ 10.1016/52215-
D366{16)30047-5

Ehrensaft, M. K., Westfall, H. K., Niolon, P. H., Lopez, T,
Kamboukos, 1., Huang, K.-Y., & Brotman, L. M. (2018). Can
a parenting intervention to prevent early conduct problems
interrupt girls” risk for intimate pariner violence 10 years later?
Prevention Science: The Official Journal of the Sociay for
Prevemrion Research, 194, 449458, hups:/'dod.org/ 10,1007/
s11121-017-083 1=

EMERGE. (n.d.a). EMERGE Home: Identify, Extract, and Evaluate.
Retrieved July 25, 2020, from http://emerge ucsd.edu’

EMERGE. (ndb). Quamtitative Measurement of Gender Equality
and Empowerment (EMERGE). Retrieved July 25, 2020, from
http:// geh.ucsd. eduw/quantitative-measurement-of- gender-
equality-and-empow erment-emerge’

Enosh, G. (2007). Cognition or involvement? Explaining sexual-
coercion in high-school dating. Sexwal Abuse: A Journal
of Research and Treatmert, 19(3), 311-329. httpsJ/doi.
org'10.1177/107906320701 900308

15€



12

TRAUMA, VIOLEMNCE, & ABUSE 00(0)

Exner-Cortens, D)., Eckenrode, J., Bunge, J., & Rothman, E. (2007).
Revictimization after adolescent dating violence in a matched,
national sample of youth. Journal of Adolescent Health, 6002,
176-183. https://doi org/10.1016/ jadohealth 2016.09.015

Exner-Cortens, D), Eckenrode, J., & Rothman, E. (2013).
Longitudinal associations between teen dating violence vic-
timization and adverse health outcomes. Pediarrics, 131(1),
T1-78. https2'/doi.org' 10.1542/peds. 201 2-1029

Exner-Cortens, [, Gill, L., & Eckenrode, J. (2016a). Measurement
of adolescent dating violence: A comprehensive reéview (Part
1, behaviors). Aggression and Fiolent Behavior, 27, 64-T8.
httpsz/doi.org/ 10.1016/.avb 201 6.02.007

Exner-Cortens, [0, Gill, L., & Eckenrode, J. (2016b). Measurement
of adolescent dating wviolence: A comprehensive review (Part
2, attitudes). Aggression and Vielemt Behavior, 27, 93-106.
httpsz/doi.org/10.1016/j.avb. 201 6.02.011

Explore Our Resources. (nud.). Instimee for Reproducive Health.
Retrieved July 25, 2020, from hitp://irh.org/resource-library/

Fellmeth, G. L., Heffeman, C., Nurse, J., Habibula, 5., & Sethi, .
(2013). Educational and skills-based interventions for prevent-
ing relationship and dating violence in adolescents and voung
adulis. The Cachrane Database of Systematic Reviews, 6,
CDO04534. https2/dot.org/ 10, 1002 14651858, CDO04 534 pub3

Find a Report. (nd.). Save the Children International. Retrieved
Juby 25, 2020, from htps:/www savethechildren. netresearch-
reports/search

Flisher, A. 1, Myer, L., Mérais, A., Lombard, C., & Reddyv, P.
(2007). Prevalence and comelates of partner violence among
South African adolescemts. Jowrnal of Child Psycholegy and
Psychiatry, 48(6), 619-627. https./doiorg/10.1111/5.1469-
7610.2007.01711.x

Fosheg, V. A (1996). Gender differences in adolescent dating abusg
prevalence, tvpes and imjuries. Health Education Research,
11(3), 275-286. https//doi.org' 10.1093/her' 11.3.275-a

Foshee, V. A., Bauman, K. E., Ennett, 3. T., Suchindran, C.,
Benefield, T., & Linder, G. F. (2005). Assessing the effects
of the dating violence prevention program “Safie Dates™ using
random coefficient regression modeling. Prevention Science,
6(3), 245258, htips:/'doi.org/10.1007/511 12 1-005-0007-0

Foshee, V. A, Linder, F., MacDougall, J. E., & Bangdiwala, S.
(2001). Gender differences in the longitudinal predictors
of adolescent dating violence. Preventive Medicine, 32(2),
128-141. https2/doiorg/1 0.1 006/pmed. 2000.0793

Foshee, V. A, McNaughton Reyes, H. L., Ennett, S. T., Suchindran,
C., Mathias, ). P., Karriker-Jaffe, K. ], Bauman, K. E., &
Benefield, T. 5. (2011} Risk and protective factors distinguish-
ing profiles of adolescemt peer and dating violence perpetra-
100, Jowrnal of Adelescent Health, 48(4), 344-350. hittps2/doa.
org'10. 10144 jadohealth. 201 0.07 030

Fulu, E., Kerr-Wilson, L., & Lang, 1. (2004). Whar works o prevent
vielenice against women and girls? Evidence review of inter-
vemntions fo prevent violence against women and girls. Madical
Research Council.

Gagné, M.-H., Lavoie, F., & Hébent, M. (2005). Victimization dur-
ing childhood and revictimization in dating relationships in
adolescent girls. Child Abuse & Neglea, 29(10), 1155-1172.

Gender and Power Metrics. (n.d.). Population Council. Retrieved
July 25, 2020, from https:/ gendermetrics. popcouncil org!

Gender Violence and Health Centre (GVHC). (nd.). Lomdon
School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine. Retrieved Juby 25,

2020, from hitps2www Ishim.ac.uk/research/centres-projects-
groups/ gender-violence-health-centre

Global Early Adolescemt Study. (nd). (Hobal Farly Adolescent
Study. Retrieved July 25, 2020, from hitps:/www geastudy org

Gonzalez-Mendex, R., Aguilera, L., & Ramirez-Santana, (.
(2019). Weighing nisk factors for adolescent victimization
in the comext of romantic relationship initiation. Jowrna of
Interpersonal Violence, 36(15-16), NPEI95-NPE413. hitps./
doi.org/ 10,1 177/088626051 9843284

Gupta, G. B (2000, July 12). Gender, sexuality, and HIV/AIDS:
The what, the why, and the how. XIllth Intemational AIDS
Conference, Durban, South Africa.

Hébert, M., Moreau, C., Blais, M., Oussaid, E., & Lavoie, F. (2019).
A three-step gendered latent class analysis on dating victimia-
tion profiles. Psychology of Violence, 9(5), 504-516. hitps./
doi.org/ 101037/ viodd00225

Helland, T. A. (1998). The role of the peer group on individual
use and acceptance of physical aggression in adolescent dating
relationships. Dissertation Abstracts International: Section B:
The Sciences and Engineering, 38(8-B), 4450.

Hennegan, J., Brooks, D. 1., Schwab, K. J, & Melendez-
Torres, G. J. (2020). Measurement in the study of menstrual
health and hygiene: A svstematic review and audit. PLaS
(e, 15063, e0232935 https:/doi.org/10.137 1/journal.
pone. 0232935

Herrenkohl, T. 1., & Jung, H. (2016). Effects of child abuse, ado-
lescent violence, peer approval and pro-violence attitudes on
intimate partner violence in adulthood. Criminal Behaviour
and Mental Health: CEMH, 2a(4), 304-314. httpsy/doi
org'10.1002/cbm.2014

History Cooperative. (nLd. ). The history of social media: Social net-
working evelution!. Retneved June 3, 2019, from hiips:/isto-
rycooperative. org/the-history-of-social-media’

Hopper, L. (2011). Coniributions of individual and friend attitudes
to dating wviolence experience in adolescents. Dissertarion
Abstracts  Imternational: Section B: The Sciences and
Engineering, 73{4-B), 2563,

Hunt, K. E., Robinson, L. E., Valido, A., Espelage, D. L., &
Hong, J. 5. (2022). Teen dating violence wvictimization:
Associations among peer justification, attitudes toward pen-
der inequality, sexual activity, and peer victimization. Jowrmal
of Interpersonal Violence, 37(9-10), 5914-5936. https2/dod.
org'10.1 1770886260522 1085015

Our Work. (n.d.). Garl Effect. Retrieved July 25, 2020, from hitps://
www  girleffect. org/elementor_libraryour-work-4/

Kigesten, A., Gibbs, 5., Blum, B. W ., Moreau, C., Chandra-Mouli,
V., Herbert, A, & Amin, A. (2016). Understanding factors that
shape gender attitudes in early adolescence globally: A mixed-
methods systematic review. PlaS One, 11{6), e0157805.
https < /dod.org’ 10,137 1/jounal pone.0] 57805

Kemsmith, P. [, & Tolman, R. M. {2011). Attitudinal cor-
relates of girls” wse of wviolence in teen dating relation-
ships. Fiolence Againg Women, I7(4), 500-516. https2/doi.
org' 101177/ 107780121 1404312

Kinsfogel, K. M., & Grych, J. H. (2004). Interparental conflict and
adolescent dating relationships: Integrating cognitive, emo-
tional, and peer influences. Jourmal of Family Psychology,
15(3), 505-515. https2//doiorg/10.1037/0893-3200.18.3 505

Learning Collaborative to Advance Nommative Change—IRH.
m.d.). Mstimte for Reproductive Health. Retrieved July 25,



Meiksin et al.

13

2020, from httpo/irh.org/ projects’ leaming-collaborative-to-
advance-normative-change/

Leen, E., Sorbring, E., Mawer, M., Holdswonth, E., Helsing, B., &
Bowen, E.{2013). Prevalence, dvnamic risk factors and the effi-
cacy of primary interventions for adolescent dating violence:
An intermational review. dggression and Violemw Behavior,
181}, 159-174. https//doi.org' 10.10164.avb.2012.11.015

Lewis, C. C., Mettent, K. D, Darsey, C. N, Martinez, R. G.,
Weiner, B. 1., Nolen, E., Stanick, C., Halko, H., & Powell,
B. 1. (20018). An updated protocol for a systematic review of
implementation-related measures. Systemaric Reviews, 7(1),
66. https=//doi.org’ 10.1186/5]1 3643-018-0728-3

Lewis, C. C., Stamick, C. F., Martinez, B. G., Weiner, B. ], Kim, M.,
Barwick, M., & Comtoiz, K. A. (201 5). The society for imple-
mentation research collaboration instrument review project: A
methodology fo promote rigotous evaluation. fmplementation
Science, 10(1), 2. hitps://dod.org/ 1001 186/5 1300 2-014-0193x

Lokot, M., Bhatia, A ., Kenny, L., & Cislaghi, B. (2020). Corporal
punishment, discipline and social norms: A systematic
review in low- and middle-income countries. Aggression
and Vielent Behavior, 33, 101507, https/doiorg' 10.1016/].
avb. 2020101507

Lundgren, B., & Amin, A. (2015). Addressing intimate parner vio-
lence and sexual violence among adolescents: Emerging evi-
dence of effectiveness. Jowrnal of Adolescent Health, 36(1),
8425850, https=/doiorg'10.1016/j jadohealth 20 14.08.012

Luo, F., Stone, . M., & Tharp, A. T. (2014). Physical dating vio-
lence victimization among sexudl minority youth. American
Jowrnal of Public Health, T0410), e66-e73. hitps2/doi
org' 10,2105 AJPH. 2014 302051

Manchikanti Gomez, A. (201 1). Testing the cycle ofviolence hypoth-
esis: Child abuse and adolescent dating violence as predictors of
intimate panner violence n yvoung adulthood. Youwrh & Society,
43(1), 171-192. https//dodorg’ 10117700441 18X 09358313

Marston, C., & King, E. (2006). Factors that shape voung people’s
sexudl behaviour: A systematic review. Lamcer, 368{9547),
1581-1586. https<//doi.org’ 10101 650 140-67 36(06)69662- 1

Martin-Storey, A., & Fromme, K. (2021). Mediating factors
explaining the association between sexudl minority status and
dating viclence. Jourmal of Interpersonal Violence, 36({1-2),
132-159. https.//doiorg/10.1 177/08862605177 26971

McGeeney, E., & Hanson, E. (2017). Digital romance: A research
project exploring young people's use of rechnology in their
romartic relationships and love lives. National Crime A gency
and Brook. https:/ferww thinkuknow co.uk/professionals/guid-
ance/digital-romance’

MoGowan, J., Sampson, M., Sabwedel, D. M., Cogo, E., Foerster,
V., & Lefebvre, C. (2016). PRESS peer review of elec-
tronic search strategies: 2015 guideline statement. Journal of
(imical  Epidemiology, 75, 40-46. https?/doi.org’ 10.10164.
jelinepi 2016.01.021

Meiksin, R. (2020). Systematic review of social morms measures
relating to dating and relationship violence. Open Science
Framework. hitps://osf.i0/547 2/

Miller, E.. Das, M., Tancred:, D. 1, McCauley, H. L., Virata, M.
C. D., Nettiksimmaons, J., O"Connor, B, Ghosh, 8., & Verma,
R (2014). Evaluation of a gender-based violence prevention
program for student athletes in Mumbai, India. Sowrnal of
Interpersonal  Vielence, 204}, T58-778. hitpsZ/doiorg' 10
A1T7TOER6260513505205

Mokdad, A. H., Forouzanfar, M. H., Daoud, F., Mokdad, A. A,
El Beheraow, C., Moradi-Lakeh, M., Kyu, H. H., Barber, .
M., Wagner, I, Cercy, K., Kravite, H., Coggeshall, M., Chew,
A, O'Rourke, K. F., Steiner, C_, Tuffaha, M., Charara, R,
AlGhamdi, E. A Adi, Y., . . . Murray, C. I L. (2016). Global
burden of diseases, njuries, and risk factors for voung people’s
health during 1990-2013: A systematic analvsis for the Global
Burden of Disease Study 201 3. The Lancer, 387(10036), 2383
2401. https/dotorg’ 1001016501 40-6736( 1 6)00648-6

Moreau, C. (2018, February 1). Development and validation af
cross-cultural gender norms scales for early adolescents
[Webinar]. http:/www . peastudy ore'wehinars/

Moreau, C., Li, M., Ahmed, 5., Zuo, X., & Cislaghi, B. (2021).
Assessing the specirum of pender norms perceptions in early
adolescence: A cross-cultural analysis of the global early ado-
lescent study. Jowrnal of Adolescent Health, 69(1), 816-822.
https < /doiorg' 10,1016/ jadohealth. 2021.03.010

Mardi-Rodriguez, A., Pastor-Mira, M. A, Lopez-Roig, 5., Pamies-
Aubalat, L., Maninez-Zaragoza, F., & Ferrer-Péres, V. A.
(2022). Predicting abusive behaviours in Spanish adolescents®
relationships: Insights from the reasoned action approach.
International Journal of Environmenial Research and Public
Health, 1%3), 1441, httpsz/doi.org/ 10,3390 jjerph 1 903 [ 441

Offenhaver, P., & Buchalter, A. (201 1). Teen dating violence: A lit-
erature review and annotated bibliography. hips/hwww DCjrs.
gow/ pdffiles |/nij grants' 235368 pdf

Peskin, M. F., Markham, C. M., Shegog, B, Temple, J. R., Baumler,
E. R., Addy, B. C., Hemandez, B., Cuccaro, P., Gabay, E. K.,
Thiel, M., & Emery, 5. T. (2017). Prevalence and comelates of
the perpetration of cyvber dating abuse among early adolescemnts.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 46(2), 358-375. hitps2/doi.
org' 101007 /510964-01 6-0568-1

Plourde, C., Shore, N., Hemick, P., Mormill, A., Canabriga, G.,
Bottino, L., Ome, E., & Stromgren, C. (2016). You the man:
Theater as bvstander education in dating violence. Aris &
Health, 8(3), 220247 htips://doi.org/10. 1080/ 17533015201
51091017

Pocock, N. 5., Chan, C. W, & Zimmerman, C. (2021). Suitabilip
of measurement tools for assessing the prevalence of child
domestic work: A rapid svstematic review. Intermarional
Journal of Emvironmental Research and Public Health, 18(5),
2357, hitps://doiorg’ 10,3390 jerph 1 BD52357

Pollanen, K., de Vries, H., Mathews, C., Schneider, F., & de Vries,
P. 1. (2021). Beliefs abowt sexual intimate parmer violence
perpetration among adolescents in South Africa. Jowrnal of
Interpersonal Violence, 36(3-4), NP2056-NP207 8. https2/doi.
org' 10,1 177/0886260518756114

Price, E. L. {2002). Risk factors for boys™ psychologically abu-
sive behaviour in dating relationships. Dissertation Abstracs
International: Section B: The Sciences and Engineering,
62 10-B), 48040,

Prinsen, C. A.C., Mokkink, L. B., Bouter, L. M., Alonso, J., Pairick,
D. L., de Vet, H. C. W., & Terwee, C. B. (2018). COSMIN
guideline fior systematic reviews of patient-reported outcome
measures. Cuality of Life Research, 27(5), 1147-1157. https:/
doi.org/ 10.1007/51 1136-01%-1798-3

Publications. (n.d.). ODI. Retrieved July 25, 2020, from hitps./
www.0di.org/publications

Reed, E., Silverman, 1. GG, Raj, A., Decker, M. B, & Miller, E.
(2011} Male perpetration of teen dating violence: ASsOCiations

15¢



TRAUMA, VIOLENCE, & ABUSE 00(0)

with neighborhood violence involvement, gender attitudes, and
perceived peer and neighborhood norms. Jowrnal of Urban
Healrh, 88(2), 226-239. hitps:/dod.org/10.1007/511524-011-
9545x

Regves, P. M., & Orpinas, P. (2012). Dating norms and dat-
g wviolence among ninth graders in Mortheast Georgia:
Reports from student surveys and focus groups. Jowrmal
of Interpersonal Violence, 27(9), 1677-1698. hitps2/doi.
org/ 10,1 177/ 088626051 1430386

Removing duplicates from an EndMNote library. (December 7,
2018). Library & Archives Service Blog. http.//blogs.1shim.
ac.uk/library/ 2018/ 1 2/07 / remov ing-duplicates-from-an-end-
note-library/

Resources. (n.d.). Promundo. Retrieved July 25, 2020, from hetps://
promundoglobal org/resources’

Reuter, T. R., & Whitton, 5. W. {2018). Adolescent dating vio-
lence among lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and question-
ing vouth. In D. A. Wolfe, & J. R. Temple (Eds.), 4dolescent
daring violence (pp. 215-231). Elsevier.

Reves, H. L. M., Foshee, V. A, Minlon, P. H, Reidv, D E, &
Hall, 1. E. (2016). Gender role attitudes and male adolescent
dating violence perpetration: Normative beliefs as moderators.
Jowrnal of Yourh and Adolescence, 45(2), 350-360. hitps2/doi.
org' 10, 1007/s10964-015-0278-0

Robens, T. A., Klein, J. D, & Fisher, S. (2003). Longitudinal effect
of intimate pariner abuse on high-risk behavior among adoles-
cemts. Archives of Pediatrics & Adolescemt Medicine, 157(9),
875, hitps/doi.org'10. 1001/ archpedi. 1 57.9.875

Rogers, M., Rumley, T., & Lovatt, G. (2019). The change up proj-
ect: Using social norming theory with voung people to address
domestic abuse and promote healthy relationships. Jowrmal
of Family Violence, 34(6), 507-519. htips:'/doiorg' 10,1007/
510896-018-0:026-9

Salazar, L. F., Swartout, K. M., Swahn, M. H., Bellis, A. L,
Cameyv, 1., Vagi, K. I, & Lokey, C. (2018). Precollege sex-
udl violence perpetration and associated risk and protective
factors among male college freshmen in Georgia. Jowrnal of
Adolescent Health, 62(3), S51-857. https//doi.org’ 1010164,
jadohealth 2007 .09.028

Sexual Violence Research Initiative. (nd). Sexual Fielemce
Research Inmitiative. Retrieved Juby 25, 2020, from hitps:/
www SvILorg/

Shakya, H. B., Cislaghi, B., Fleming, P_, Levtov, R. GG, Boyce, 5.
C., Raj, A., & Silverman, J. G. (2022). Associations of atii-
tudes and social norms with experiences of intimate panner
violence among married adolescents and their husbands in
rural Niger: A dyadic cross-sectional study. BWC Women s
Health, 22{1), 180. htips:/doi.org/10.1186/512905-022-
01724~y

Shamseer, L., Moher, [, Clarke, M., Ghersi, D, Liberati, A,
Petticrew, M., Shekelle, P., & Stewart, L. A. & the PRISMA-P
CGiroup. (201 5). Preferred reporting items for systematic review
and meta-analvsis protocols (PRISMA-P) 2015: Elaboration
and explanation. B8MJ, 3300an02 1), g7647. hitps2/dod.
org' 10.1136'bmj g 7647

Shamu, 5., Gevers, A., Mahlangu, B. P., Jama Shai, P. M., Chirwa,
E. D, & Jewkes, R. K. (2016). Prevalence and risk factors fior
intimate partner violence among Grade & learners in urban
South Africa: Baseline analvsis from the Skhokho Supporting

Success cluster randomised controlled trial. Jarermarional
Health, 81}, 18-26. hitps=/doiorg/ 1 0. 1093 inthealth/ihv068

Shorey, B. C., Wymbs, B, Tomes, L., Cohen, J. B, Fite, P. 1., &
Temple, 1. R. (2018). Does change in perceptions of peer teen
dating violence predict change in teen dating violence perpetra-
tion over ime? 4 geressive Behavior, 44(2), 156-164, hitps./
doi.org/ 10,1 02ab 21739

Solomon, 8. D. (2015). “Run Like a Gin? That's So Gay!™
Exploring Homophobic and Sexist Language among Grade 7
and & Students in the Toronte Disirice School Board [Factor
Inwentash Faculty of Social Work, University of Toronto].
httpsJ/tspace. library utoronto.ca'handle’ | BO7/71345

Stanley, M., Ellis, 1., Farrelly, M., Hollinghurst, 5., & Downe, 5.
(2015). Prevemting domestic abuse for children and voung
people: A review of school-based interventions. Children and
Youth Services Review, 39, 120131 hitps:/'doi.org/10_1016].
childyouth 2015.10,018

Taylor, B, Stein, N. D, Woods, D, & Mumford, E. (2011). Shiffing
boundaries: Final report on an experimental evaluarion of a
youth dating violence prevention program in New York City
Middle Schools (No. 236175). U.S. Department of Justice.

Terwee, C. B, Bot, 5. D. M., de Boer, M. B, van der Windt, D.
AW, M, Knol, D. L., Dekker, 1., Bouter, L. M., & de Vet,
H. C. W. {2007). Quality criteria were proposed for measure-
ment properties of health status questionnaires. Jownal of
Clinical Epidemiology, 6001}, 34-42. hitps://doi.org/10.101&4.
jelinepi 200603 012

The EndMNote Team. (2013). EndVore (EndNote X9). Clarivate.

The Social Noms Learning Collaborative. (2021). Secial norms
atlas: Understanding global social norms and rel ated concepts.
Institute for Reproductive Health, Georpetown University.

USAID. (nd). Are you locking for an article or resource from
POPLINE? Knowledge Success.

Vagi, K. 1, Rothman, E. F., Lateman, N. E., Tharp, A. T., Hall, [
M., & Breiding, M. J. (2013). Beyond comelates: A review of
risk and protective factors for adolescent dating violence per-
petration. Jewnal of Yourh and Adolescence, 42(4), 633649,
https/dodorg’ 10.1007/510964-01 3-9907-7

Van Ouvisel, J., Ponnet, K., & Walrave, M. (2020). Cyber dat-
ing abuse: Investigating digital monitoring behaviors among
adolescents from a social leaming perspective. Journal of
Interpersonal Vielence, 33(23-24), 5157-5178. https=/doi.
org'10.1177/0886260517719538

Wesche, R., & Dickson-Gomez, 1. (201%). Gender attitudes, sexual
risk, intimate parner violence, and coercive sex among ado-
lescent pang members. Jouwrnal of Adolescent Health, 64(5),
648656 hitps'doiorg/10. 1016/ jadohealth 2018 10.292

Whitaker, D. J., Momison, 8., Lindquist, C., Hawkins, 8. R,
O'Neil, J. A., Nesius, A. M., Mathew, A., & Reese, L.
(2006). A critical review of interventions for the primary pre-
vention of perpetration of partner violence. dggression and
Fiolent Behavior, 11{2), 151-166. https2//doi.org/ 10.1016].
avb 2005.07.007

Whitley, B. E., Ir. (2001). Gender-role vanables and attitudes
toward homosex uality. Sex Roles, 43(11/12), 691-721. hiips./
doi.org/ 10.1023/A: 10156403 18045

Wincentak, K., Connolly, 1., & Card, N. (2017}. Teen dating vio-
lence: A meta-analytic review of prevalence rates. Prychology
of Fiolemce, 7(2), 224-241. https2/doi.org’ 10 103720040194

15¢



Meiksin et al.

15

Wolfe, D. A, & Jaffe, P. G. (1999). Emerging strategies in the pre-
wvention of domestic violence. The Futwre of Children, %3],
133144,

Wood, M., Barter, C., & Bemidge, D (2011). “Sranding on my
own two feet': Disadvantaged Teenagers, Intimate Partner
Violence and Coercive Contral. NSPCC.

World Health Ovganization. (2021). Fiolence against women prev-
alence estimates, 2018: Global, regional and national preva-
lemce estimates for intimate partner violence against women
and global and regional prevalence estimates_for non-pariner
sexual viclence against women. World Health Organization.
hitps:/apps who int/irishandle’ | 0665/ 341337

Young, H., Tumey, C., White, J., Bonell, C., Lewis, R., & Fletcher,
AL (2017). Dating and relationship violence among 16-19 year
olds in England and Wales: A cross-sectional study of victim-
waton. Jowrnal of Public Health (Oxford, England), 40(4),
738746, hitps://doiorg/10.1003/pubmed' fidx 139

Author Biographies

Rebecca Meiksin, MPH, is a Research Fellow in Social Science at
the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine. Her research
focuses on sexual and reproductive health and on the role of social
and gender norms in the prevention of violence in young people’s
dating and relationships.

Professor Chris Bonell, PhD, is a Professor of Public Health
Sociology at the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine.
His research on adolescent health focuses on how schools and school-
based interventions can benefit or harm young people’s health. His

research on sexual health examines the broader social determinants
of adolescent sexual health, and interventions to address these.

Amiva Bhatia, PhD, 5 an Assistant Professor in Social
Epidemiology and Child Protection at the London School of
Hygiene & Tropical Medicine. Her research examines how child
health and child protection outcomes are unevenly and unfairly dis-
tributed in low- and middle-income countries and the data used to
measure these cutcomes.

Professor G.J. Melendez-Torres, DPul, MPH, BN, FAAN, 5 a
Professor of Clinical and Social Epidemiology in the Faculty of
Health and Life Sciences at the University of Exeter, where he leads
the Peninsula Technology Assessment Group. His research focuses
on health technology assessment, intimate pariner violence, and
child and adolescent health.

Nambusi Kyegombe, PhD, is the head of social sciences at the
MRC/UVRI & LSHTM Uganda Research Unit. Her work on ado-
lescent health focuses on low- and middle-income country setings.
This includes formative research on the context in which health is
located, methodological research to improve measurement, and
research on the conduct of high quality, ethical research, particu-
larly among marginalized populations.

Anjalee Kohli, PhDD, is an Assistant Professor-A djunct at Georgetown
University and an independent consultant. Through participatorny
and mixed methods research and leaming partnerships, Dr. Kohli
advances the evidence and practice to prevent violence against
wiomen and chuldren, to improve gender equity and sexual and repro-
ductive health.

16C



Chapter 5. Paper 2p@nitive interviewsnforming thedevelopmentof
social norms measures
5.1. Introduction to Paper 2

As described in the introduction to Paper 1, we identified in the course of the Project Respect

pilot RCT a need for measures that could be used to assess social nhorms as a theorised mediator
2F GKS AYyGSNBSyildA2yQa ST 7T SiGacialdornsiondemiigDRY 2 S a i
and gender, we developed descriptive norms items based on an existing measure of descriptive
DRV norms that had been used with university students and proposed for use with

adolescentg%We developed injunctive DRV and gender norms items based on measures of
personal attitudes that had been used with adolescelitd’ A planned phase of cognitive
G6SadAay3 (2 NBFAYS GKS GNARIfQa YSIFadz2NBa 2F 5w+
opportunity to also incorporate testing of these three types of social norms items. Paper 2

presents the development and cognitive teggiof these items and how this work informed the

three social norms measures ultimately piloted in Project Respect student surveys. Further, |

RN} ¢ 2dzi FSIddz2NBa 2F 0SadSR AdSya dKIG KSELISR
AGSYaQ Ayl SsgheBdr abiits to yedpyna to these items. Based on these findings, |

offer broader recommendations for social norms measurement among adolescents and suggest

areas for future research.

The published supplemental appendix to which Paper 2 refers is provided in Appendix 16 of this

thesis.

5.1.1 Notes on Table 1 of Paper 2

Table 1 (p. 67) of Paper 2 shows the progression of measures used in cognitive testing from

the measures under consideration as the basiPimject Respedurvey measures

immediately preceding cognitive testirffirst column)to the measures tested in cognitive

testing(second columnand the final measures which were refined on the basis of cognitive

testing and ultimately piloted in Project Respétttird column) As noted irfootnotes (a) and
(b)toTable 16 KS al GOAGdzZRSa G2 6 NRA2 NMvés  YoodedRa daNRESa O N
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consideration as the basis fBroject Respecturvey measurewere adapted from thi

originalsourcesAs Paper 2 does not specify these adaptations, | describe themfremthe

dattitudes towards DR&/measurel K Sy A ylliskmebni& Bity thedr Goyfriend or girlfriend,
GKSANI 028 FNASYR 2NJ 3ANI FNASYR aK2dzZ Rus@hB | | dzLJ
Fosheeetal’ (G L ¥ datinglfarinerhek &8 KS ¢ 2 dzf R 0 NI mdre clozelyaligh G K Y S €
with the construct ofa personahttitude. Fromthe dédescriptive DRV normasneasure the

aSO2yR AUGSY o0al12¢ lye 2F @2dz2NJ FNASYRa KI @S dzi
GAUK GKSANI 3ANI FNASYR& 2NJ 0 2asdFHMhGokRaagetsall® g1 a |
@l 26 Ylye 2F @82dz2NJ FNASYRA KI @S dzaSR LIKe@&aAOl f
02 @& 7FNR Sy R A& )farNdnssfenty iitthNtheShifdRitera in the measure which references

girlfriends then boyfriends.

Pleasealsonote two corrections to the published version of this paper:
1) ndKS fFad O02fdzyy 2F ¢Fo6fS M 6L 170X GKS f I
NI §KSNJ GKIy a{SO2yR (SaiSR AGSY NBY2QOSR¢ D
2) Footnote (c)to Tableld K 2 dzf R NX I Botidol ét &Y ANIFINRSNI G Ky alL i
adapted fromSotiriou et ak 0 S €he @ittitBles towards gender roles and

stereotypeg Y S lappdzaidBere ast doesin the referenced source, Sotiriai al.2t’?

5.1.2. Previous worteporting onthis researchVith my colleague, Dr. Ruth Ponsford, the

second author of Paper 2, | had previously conducted an analysis of data from the cognitive
testing of the Project Respect social norms items alongside data from the cognitive testing of
social norms items relatinigp sexual behaviour that Dr. Ponsford had undertaken as part of the
Positive Choices pilot tri&t®> For Paper 3 and this thesis, | draw only on Project Respect data.
However, | presented preliminary findings from the previous analysis drawing on both studies

at the LINEA Biennial Meeting (2028)in a webinar for the LINEA Project (202%)at the

[ FyOSiQa 'Y tdzmf AO | SI#¥anh&in theGassEeiatOdabstaty F SNBEyYy OS
published in a special issue TieLancet(2018)? presented in Appendix 17.



5.2. Paper 2: Assessing survey items on social norms relating to datnetatiodship

violence and to gender: cognitive interviews with young people in England
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interview notes. Summaries and interview notes were subjected to thematic
analysis. For some participants, injunctive norms items required further
explanation to clarify that items asked about others’ views, not their own.
Lack of certainty about, and perceived heterogeneity of, behaviors and views
among a broad reference group detracted from answerability. Participants
were better able to answer items for which they could draw on concrete
experiences of observing or discussing relevant behaviors or social sanctions.
Data suggest that a narrowed reference group could improve answerability
for items assessing salient norms. Findings informed refinements to social
norms measures. |t is possible to develop social norms measures that are
understandable and answerable for adolescents in England. Measures should
assess norms that are salient and publicly manifest among a cohesive and
influential reference group.

Keywords
dating and relationship violence, adolescents, social norms, measurement,
qualitative

Introduction

Background

“Dating and relationship violence” (DRV) among young people refers to
physical, sexual, or psychological abuse by a current or former intimate
partner ( Barter & Stanley, 2016; Young et al., 2017). DRV is widespread in
England, with 49.1% of voung people with a mean age of 13.4vears
{(5D=0.6) reporting psychological victimization and 39.5% reporting
physical victimization (Meiksin et al,, 2020). Among those aged 14 to
17 years in England who have ever been in a relationship, 41% of girls and
14% of boys report experiencing sexual DRV, assessed as having been
pressured or physically forced into intimate touching or sexual intercourse
{Barter et al., 2014). In addition to causing injuries (Foshee et al., 1996),
DRV victimization is associated with subsequent antisocial behavior, sub-
stance misuse (Exner-Cortens et al., 2013; Roberts et al., 2003), and men-
tal health problems (Castellvi et al., 2017; Exner-Cortens et al., 2013;
Roberts et al., 2003), including suicidal ideation (Exner-Cortens et al.,
2013) and suicide attempts (Castellvi et al., 2017).

As social affiliation shifts from adults to peers in adolescence (Spear,
2000}, young people are particularly sensitive to peer influence (Bonell et al.,
2019). Social norms theory suggests that a person’s behaviors are influenced
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by beliefs about what behaviors are typical (“descriptive norms™) and appro-
priate (“injunctive norms™) among a reference group of others whose views
are important to them (Alexander-Scott et al., 2016; Cislaghi & Heise, 2018).
According to this conceptualization of social norms, which has been particu-
larly influential in gender-based violence (Alexander-Scott et al., 2016) and
adolescent sexual and reproductive health (Costenbader et al., 2019) research,
these norms are sustained by anticipation of social rewards (for complying
with them) and social punishment (for violating them) enacted by the refer-
ence group (Alexander-Scott et al., 2016; Cislaghi & Heise, 2018).

Empirical studies demonstrate the role of peer influence in DRV victim-
ization and perpetration, finding that inequitable gender norms (Barter et al.,
2009; Shakya et al., 2022: Wesche & Dickson-Gomez, 2019) and social
norms supportive of DRV (Foshee et al., 2001; Gage, 2016; Salazar et al.,
2018; Vagi et al., 2013) contribute to DRV risk, even when controlling for
personal attitudes toward DRV (Foshee et al., 2001; Gage, 2016; Shakya
et al., 2022). Interventions to reduce DRV often incorporate strategies to
influence the peer social norms that contribute to sustaining this type of abuse
{Stanley et al., 2015) but have not assessed social norms as a mediator of
intervention effects (Meiksin et al., 2023).

Social Norms Measurement in DRV Research

A recent global systematic review reported on the use and quality of mea-
sures assessing social norms about DRV and gender, where measures had
been tested for their association with DRV outcomes (Meiksin et al., 2023).
None of the 40 descriptive and injunctive measures identified by the review
were used in more than one study, and the review identified no evaluations of
DRV interventions that explored whether changes in social norms mediated
intervention impact (Meiksin et al., 2023). Fewer than one-quarter of included
measures had been developed using input from young people (Meiksin et al.,
2023) despite evidence suggesting that young people might struggle to distin-
guish between their own and their friends’ views when responding to survey
items (Moreau, 2018; Moreau et al., 2021).

In preparation for the evaluation of a new intervention in England that
aimed, in part, to change social norms to reduce DRV (Meiksin 2020), we
sought to test candidate social norms measures via cognitive interviews.
Cognitive interviewing is a qualitative method for pretesting survey measures
by exploring whether survey items function as intended and the cognitive pro-
cesses participants use to answer these items (Willis & Artino, 2013). The
approach allows researchers to identify any problems (Streiner & Norman,
2008) and refine items before administering surveys. The recommended
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approach for adolescents uses a combination of the think-aloud method and
verbal probing (de Leeuw et al., 2002). The former is more open ended, asking
participants to narrate their thoughts as they answer survey items (Collins,
2003; Willis, 1999). The latter involves asking specific questions about par-
ticipants’ experience responding to tested items, allowing the interviewer to
explore aspects they suspect might be a source of response error (Collins,
2003; Willis, 1999).

In the present study, we conducted cognitive interviews with adolescents
in England to assess the understandability and answerability of candidate
measures of social norms relating to DRV and gender and to refine these
survey measures based on our findings.

Methods
Study Overview

We conducted cognitive interviews to refine measures used in student sur-
veys administered for Project Respect, a pilot cluster randomized controlled
trial of a school-based intervention to reduce DRV in England (Meiksin
2020). Cognitive interviews tested selected survey items from measures of
descriptive and injunctive DEV norms, and injunctive gender norms. They
also tested survey instructions explaining safeguarding procedures, items on
attitudes toward gender roles and stereotypes, items on relationship history,
and two DRV measures. Findings from the testing of social norms and atti-
tudes items are the focus of this paper. Ethical approval for this research was
granted by the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine Ethics
Committee (11986).

Recruitment and Informed Consent

Drawing on our existing networks, we recruited one London state secondary
school to take part. We asked school staff to select students of diverse aca-
demic ability across years 8, 9, and 10 (aged 13-15years), based on their
overall knowledge of the students, including at least two girls and two boys
tfrom each year-group. Students deemed by school staff to be unable to give
informed consent due to severe cognitive limitations were not eligible to take
part. Due to the sensitive nature of tested items, we recommended that stu-
dents with known experience of DRV not be selected.

Participants’ parents/carers received information describing the study and
could opt their child out of taking part. Before beginning the interview, the
researcher reviewed the written informed consent form with participants and
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explained that responses would be kept confidential except in the case of
safeguarding concerns, which would include the following: reports of sexual
activity before age 13, ongoing risk of serious harm, or disclosures for which
the participant asked the researcher to breach confidentiality. A safeguarding
concern arose for one participant, which was reported to the school’s safe-
guarding officer per our policy. Participants had the opportunity to ask ques-
tions before providing consent.

Interviews

Cognitive interviews took place at the participating school during the school
day. Lasting around 40 min, interviews tested instructions, survey items, and
response options for measures of descriptive and injunctive DRV norms,
injunctive gender norms, and (for comparison) attitudes toward gender roles
and stereotypes (Table 1). We did not test descriptive gender norms items
because we found no appropriate measure in the DRV literature and develop-
ing a new measure would require formative research outside the scope of this
study.

After each participant self-completed a brietf demographic questionnaire,
the interviewer explained that the participant would be asked to “think aloud,”
describing their thought process as they responded to each tested item. To
practice carrying out this process, participants completed an exercise adapted
trom Willis (1999) which instructed them to “try to imagine your home, and
think about how many windows there are in it. As you count up the windows,
tell me what you are seeing and thinking about™ (Willis, 1999, p. 4). Interviews
then proceeded using a combination of the think-aloud and verbal probing
approaches (de Leeuw et al., 2002). Participants were asked to think aloud as
they answered tested items, which were displaved on show cards as they
would appear on a survey. Verbal probes explored: alternative reference
groups for norms items (i.e., the participant’s friends; or their friends in the
school); how easy/difficult items were to answer; understanding of terminol-
ogy; alternative terminology (i.e., how the participant would phrase the ques-
tion to their friends); and experiences of answering attitudes versus social
norms items. The interviewer (RM) used a laptop to type detailed notes on
participants’ responses during interviews (Willis, 1999).

Measures

The demographic questionnaire asked for participants’ age, vear-group, eth-
nic group (White British; any other White background; Asian or Asian
British; Black, African, Caribbean, or Black British; Mxed/multiple ethnic
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Table 1. Original Measures, Tested Items, and Final Measures.

Original measure (tested items in bold, retained items underlined)
Attitudes toward DRV*

@

It is OK for a boy to hit his girlfriend if she did something to make
him mad.

Itis OK for a boy to hit his girlfriend if she insulted him in front of
friends.

Girls sometimes deserve to be hit by the boys they date.

A girl who makes her boyfriend jealous on purpose, deserves to be
hit

Boys sometimes deserve to be hit by the girls they date.
Sometimes boys have to hit their girlfriends to get them

back under control.

It is OK for a boy to hit a girl if she hits him first.

It is OK for a girl to hit a boy if he hits her first.

If someone hits their boyfriend or girlfriend, their boyfriend or
girlfriend should break up with them

ROs: Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree

Descriptive DRV norms

b

How many of your friends have forced someone to have sexual
activity with them that caused their partner to cry, scream, plead, hic,
or fight back?

How many of your friends have used physical force, such as hitting to

solve fights with their girlfriends or boyfriends?
How many of your friends insult their girlfriend or boyfriend,

swear at them, or try to control everything their boyfriend
or girlfriend does?

ROs: 0 friends, 1-2, 3-5, 6+

Items tested in cognitive interviews
Injunctive DRV norms

Please tick one box to show how most other
students in your school would feel if
a student in your school did each of the
following:
a. A boy hit his girlfriend to get her back
under control
ROs: Approve, Disapprove, Neither

Descriptive DRY norms

Please tick one box on each line to show how
many students in your school you think have
done each of the following:

a. How many boys in your school insult
their girlfriend, swear at her, or try to
control everything she does?

b. How many girls in your school insult
their boyfriend, swear at him, or try to
control everything he does!?

ROs: None, Some, Many, Most

Final measure (tested items in bold)
Injunctive DRV norms

Please tick a box to show whether your friends would agree
or disagree with each statement:
It is NOT okay for a boy to hit his girlfriend if she did
something to make him mad.
Girls sometimes deserve to be hit by their boyfriends.
Boys sometimes deserve to be hit by their girlfriends.
It is okay for a boy to hit a girl if she hit him first.
It is NOT okay for a girl to hit a boy if he hit her first.
If someone hits their boyfriend or girlfriend, the
boyfriend or girlfriend should break up with them
ROs: My friends would agree, My friends would disagree, My
friends would neither agree nor disagree

o

m0an T

Tested item removed.

Descriptive DRY norms

Do you have friends who have girlfriends or boyfriends?

ROs: Yes, No

(if Yes)

Please tick a box to show your best guess of how many of

your friends have done the following:

a. How many of your friends have used physical force,
such as hitting, to solve fights with their girlfriend or
boyfriend?

b. How many of your friends insult or swear at
their girlfriend or boyfriend?

c. How many of your friends try to control
everything their girlfriend or boyfriend does?

ROs: None, Some, Many, Most

(continued)
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Table I. (continued)

Attitudes toward gender roles & stereotypes®

I
2.
3.
4

w

@

10.
1.

12,
13.
14.
15.
16.

Swearing is worse for a girl than for a boy.

On a date, the boy should be expected to pay all expenses.
On the average, girls are as smart as boys.

More encouragement in a family should be given to sons than
daughters to go to college.

It is all right for a girl to want to play rough sports like football.

In general, the father should have greater authority than the mother
in making family decisions.

It is all right for a girl to ask a boy out on a date.

It is more important for boys than girls to do well in school.

If both husband and wife have jobs, the husband should do a share of
the housework such as washing dishes and doing the laundry.

Boys are better leaders than girls.

Girls should be more concerned with becoming good wives and
mothers rather than desiring a professional or business career.
Girls should have the same freedom as boys.

Most girls like to show off their bodies.

Most boys like to go out with girls just for sex.

Most girls cannot be trusted.

It is more accepted for a boy to have many sexual partners
than for a girl.

ROs: Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree

Attitudes toward gender roles & stereotypes

Please tick one box on each line to show how
much you personally agree or disagree
with each statement.

a. On a date, the boy should pay all the

expenses.

ROs: Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly
disagree

Injunctive gender norms
Please tick one box on each line to show how
most other students in your school
would feel about each of the following
scenarios:
a. A girl and a boy go on a date, and the
boy pays all the expenses
ROs: Approve, Disapprove, Neither
Please tick one box on each line to show how
most other students in your school
would feel about a girl or boy in your school
who does each of the following:
a. A girl in your school who has a lot of
sex partners.
ROs: Approve, Disapprove, Neither

Attitudes toward gender roles & stereotypes

Please tick a box to show how much you personally agree
or disagree with each statement.

a. Swearing is worse for a girl than for a boy.

b It is more acceptable for a boy to have a lot of sexual
partners than for a girl.

c Most girls can’t be trusted.

d. On average, girls are as smart as boys.

e. Girls should have the same freedom as boys.

ROs: | strongly agree, | agree, | disagree, | strongly disagree
Tested item removed.

Injunctive gender norms

Please tick a box to show whether your friends would agree
or disagree with each statement.

a. Swearing is worse for a girl than for a boy.

b. It is more acceptable for a boy to have a lot of
sexual partners than for a girl.

[ Meost girls can’t be trusted.

d. On average, girls are as smart as boys.

e. Girls should have the same freedom as boys.

ROs: My friends would agree, My friends would disagree, My
friends would neither agree nor disagree

Second tested item removed.

Note: DRV =dating and relationship violence; ROs=response options.

*ltems adapted from Foshee et al. (2001).
bltems adapted from Cook-Craig et al. (2014).
‘Items adapted from Sotiriou et al. (2011).
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background; or any other ethnic group), sex assigned at birth, gender (male;
temale; transgender male; transgender female; or do not identify as male,
female, or transgender), and religious group (none; Christian; Jewish;
Muslim/Islam; Hindu; Buddhist; Sikh; [ don’t know/not sure; other religious
group).

Injunctive DRV Norms. We developed an item measuring injunctive DEV
norms (see Table 1) based on a scale assessing attitudes toward DRV which
was used with adequate reliability (Lewis et al., 2015) of ac=.69 in a trial of
the Safe Dates DRV intervention (Foshee et al., 2001). The new measure
instructed participants to indicate the views of “most other students in your
school” on a series of behaviors attributed to students at the school, assessing
norms at the site of intervention. We adapted the item “Sometimes boys have
to hit their girlfriends to get them back under control” to ask about injunctive
norms governing this behavior. We simplitied response options from four
levels of agreement (“strongly agree,” “agree,” “disagree,” and “strongly dis-
agree”) to “approve,” “disapprove,” and “neither” (Cislaghi, 2016).

Descriptive DRV Norms. We adapted the descriptive DRV norms item “How
many of vour friends insult their girlfriend or boytriend, swear at them, or try
to control everything their boyfriend or girlfriend does?” to create two items
concerning psychological DRV, complementing the injunctive norms item
concerning physical DRV (see Table 1). The original item was drawn from a
descriptive norms measure used with good reliability (Lewis et al., 2015) of
o=.70in a trial of Green Dot, a DRV and sexual violence intervention (Cook-
Craig et al., 2014). We simplified response options tfrom asking for the num-
ber of people to four options: *none,” “some,” “many.” or “most” (Cislaghi,
2016). We changed the reference group from “your friends™ to “girls in your
school” and (in a separate item} “boys in your school,” assessing norms at the
site of intervention and separately by gender given that reported rates of DRV
can differ between girls and boys (Barter et al., 2074; Leen et al., 2013).
While evidence suggests that DRV rates might be higher among gender
minorities as compared to cisgender young people (Dietz, 2019), we restricted
this item to the two gender reference groups used in existing valid and reli-
able DRV descriptive norms measures (Meiksin et al., 2023).

Attitudes Toward Gender Roles and Stereotypes. We adapted an item from the
l6-item Attitudes Toward Women Scale (ATWS), a measure of attitudes
toward gender roles and stereotypes that combines items from previous mea-
sures (Sotiriou et al., 2011) and was used with excellent reliability (Lewis

etal., 2015) of @=.82 in a 2011 study in Greece (see Table 1) (Sotiriou et al.,
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2011). We identified this measure via an ad hoc search for relevant measures
used with good reliability in gender-based violence research among adoles-
cents within the previous decade. We selected an item to test that concerned
gender roles in dating, and instructed participants to indicate *“how much you
personally agree or disagree.” We simplified language from “On a date, the
boy should be expected to pay all expenses™ to “On a date, the boy should pay
all the expenses.”

Injunctive Gender Norms. We adapted two items from the ATWS (Sotiriou
et al., 2011) to develop injunctive gender norms items asking participants to
indicate the views of “most other students in your school™ on a series of behav-
iors and scenarios (see Table 1). The first item assessed norms governing sex-
ual behavior. To simplify language and focus on norms at the site of the
intervention, we adapted the original item (*It is more accepted for a boy to
have many sexual partners than for a girl”) to ask about “a girl in your school
who has a lot of sex partners.” The second item was paired with the tested item
on attitudes toward gender roles and stereotvpes, allowing for comparison
between responses about participants’ own and others” views on the same
behavior. We simplified response options for both items from four levels of
agreement to “approve,” “disapprove,” and “neither” (Cislaghi, 2016).

Analysis

The interviewer took detailed notes on each participant’s response to each
interview question and probe during the interview (Willis, 1999) and, after
reading and re-reading these notes after data collection, produced written
summaries of the results for each question and probe by participant year-
group and then overall sample (Willis & Artino, 2013). Summaries detailed
both “dominant trends™ and “discoveries” (i.e., problems might be significant
despite arising rarely) (Willis, 1999, p. 28) and differences and similarities by
gender and year-group. The detailed notes and written summaries were then
subjected to thematic analysis (Green & Thorogood, 2018). Informed by the
notion of constant comparison (Green & Thorogood, 2018), data and codes
were compared throughout the analysis process, and newly emerging codes
were applied to the full dataset.

When responding to a survey item, a survey participant must comprehend
the question, retrieve information from long-term memory, make a judgment
about how to answer, and then select from among the response options pro-
vided (Collins, 2003). Drawing on Young et al.’s work developing survey
measures for young people ( Young et al., 2016), we conceptualized these pro-
cesses as falling within two distinct analytic categories: understandability
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(encompassing comprehension) and answerability (encompassing retrieval,
judgment, and response). Individual codes were developed inductively under
the headings of “understandability” and “answerability,” with two sets of such
codes: one applied to data on social norms items and the other (for compari-
son) applied to data on attitude items. Interview data were coded for evidence
of good or poor understandability and answerability and for aspects of the
tested items that enhanced or detracted from understandability and answer-
ability. Axial coding drew together initial codes relating to the same themes—
for example, the role of the framing of the reference group or observed
manifestations of social norms—facilitating analysis within these themes.
Analysis of written summaries provided an overview of our findings and
tacilitated comparison by gender and year-group. Further analysis of notes on
individual interviews identified the evidence supporting overall findings.

Results

In all, 11 students took part in cognitive testing of social norms and attitudes
items (Table 2). All were cisgender comprising seven girls and four boys.
Participants were spread across year-groups with three in vear 8 (age 13), five
in vear 9 (ages 13—14), and three in vear 10 (ages 14-135). All but one identi-
tied as White British and all but two selected “none” for a religious group.
Injunctive gender norms items were skipped with one participant, who did
not reach these items before having to return to class; all other items were
tested with all 11 participants.

Summary results relating to understandability and answerability of each
tested measure, and refinements made based on these findings, are available
in Supplemental Appendix A.

Understandability

Item Clarity. There was some initial difficulty with understanding the
intended meaning of all three injunctive norms measures for some partici-
pants. Rather than difficulty with specific terms or phrases, some confusion
appeared to stem from the framing of the items which, when the instruc-
tions and item were read aloud together, were somewhat lengthy (see Table
1). When presented with injunctive norms measures, participants from all
year-groups often asked whether the item was asking for their own or oth-
ers’ views, or answered initially in terms of their own views. In an example
of the former, one boy asked the interviewer to clarify whether the injunc-
tive DRV norms measure was asking for his views, those of other boys in
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Table 2. Background Characteristics of Cognitive Interview Participants.

Characteristics Year BN Year 9N Year ION  Total N (%)
Gender

Girls 2 3 2 7 (63.6)

Boys [ 2 [ 4 (33.4)
Age In years

13 3 [ 0 4(33.4)

14 0 4 2 6 (54.5)

15 0 0 I I (9.1)
Echnicicy

Black African, Caribbean, [ 0 0 I (9.1)
or Black Bridsh

White British 2 5 3 10 (90.9)
Religion

Christlan [ 0 I 2(18.2)

None 2 5 2 9(81.8)
Total N (%) 3(27.3) 5 (45.5) 3(27.3) 11 (100.0)

the school or those of girls. In an example of the latter, in response to the
item assessing injunctive gender norms relating to a girl with many sex
partners, a girl said, *“If it was my friend I'd disapprove, but if it was some-
one | didn’t know, I wouldn’t care.” Similarly, another girl described the
measure of injunctive DRV norms as easy to answer because “[ just think
boys shouldn’t hit girls,” suggesting that she had interpreted the item as
assessing her own views on DRV.

These findings suggest that injunctive norms items tended not to work
well in their tested form, as their meanings were often not initially clear to
participants. Where this was the case, the interviewer explained the intended
meaning of the item, including (where needed) explaining that the question
was asking about the participant’s perception of others’ views. These expla-
nations were effective in clarifving item meaning, suggesting that for par-
ticipants who had difficulty with understandability, this reflected a lack of
clarity of wording rather than a more fundamental inability to distinguish
injunctive norms from personal views. Students’ ability to make this dis-
tinction was especially apparent in responses to the parallel items (see
Table 1) that explored both personal attitudes and injunctive social norms
regarding the gendered behavior of a boy paying the expenses on a date
with a girl. In their responses, two girls highlighted where they personally
disagreed with others’ views (as they perceived them).
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Answerability

Level of Certainty About Others” Behavior and Views. Participants tended to have
difficulty responding to the measure of descriptive DRV nomms because they
were uncertain about the prevalence of psychological DRV perpetration among
their peers. Some qualitied their answers; for example, participants added “that
| know of” and one of these participants also specified that they were respond-
ing with estimates among people whom they knew. Furthermore, asking about
multiple behaviors within the same item detracted from answerability. For
example, one girl commented that some boys might swear at their partner but
would not necessarily insult or try to control her. Contributing to this uncer-
tainty was that psychological DRV perpetration might be unobservable. As one
boy explained, some might try to control their partner due to jealousy but he did
not think they would “broadcast” this behavior because people would disap-
prove and the person would teel embarrassed by others’ disapproval.

Owerall, participants tended to report that they could respond more eas-
ily to measures of attitudes than to measures of injunctive norms. They
explained that they knew their own mind better while imagining what oth-
ers thought was more difficult. The level of difficulty in answering injunc-
tive norms items varied based on the specified reference group and on the
observability of social sanctions for, and on the strength of, the assessed
norm, as described below.

Reference group. The reference group for injunctive norms measures, “most
other students in your school,” brought to mind a range of different groups
tor participants. A few said they thought of their friends when responding to
these items; others reported thinking of older students or their own vear-
group. Some reported thinking of other students of the same gender, includ-
ing older or popular boys. Our data suggest that responses to injunctive norms
items would differ depending on the gender of the reference group students
had in mind. For example, regarding an injunctive DEV norms item, one girl
responded, “1 know a lot of the girls would disapprove. | think it depends on
who the boy’s friends are. . .." A gendered distinction arose also for the
descriptive norms items, where levels of perceived DRV differed for items
asking about perpetration by girls and by bovs.

When asked about changing the reference group to “your friends,” some
participants said this could make some norms items easier to answer. This
change tended to improve the answerability of the injunctive DEV norms
measure, with one boy suggesting that this was because he would be more
likely to know the views of his friends than views among the broader refer-
ence group. However, it made less of a difference to the answerability of the
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