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Discussion: This will be the first RCT of an intervention to prevent DRV in the UK. If findings indicate feasibility and
acceptability, we will undertake planning for a phase III RCT of effectiveness.
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Background
Dating violence and public health
Dating and relationship violence (DRV)—used to
describe intimate partner violence during adolescence
[1–3]—encompasses threats, emotional abuse, control-
ling behaviours, physical violence and coerced,
non-consensual or abusive sexual activities perpetrated
by a partner [4]. Globally, 30% of ever-partnered women
report violence from current or previous partners at
some point in their lives [5, 6]. Evidence suggests that
partner violence begins early, with prevalence of DRV
victimisation already reaching 29.4% among girls ages
15–19 [6–10]. Norms accepting of gender-based vio-
lence and harassment strongly correlate with DRV per-
petration and victimisation [9–13] and young people
identify concerns about social repercussions as a barrier
to intervening in DRV as a bystander [14]. Young people
who experience DRV are more likely to be victims or
perpetrators of relationship violence as adults [15–17].
Early experience of DRV is also associated with subse-
quent adverse outcomes such as substance misuse and
anti-social behaviour [18–20], sexually transmitted infec-
tions (STIs) and teenage pregnancy [21], eating disorders
[17], suicidal behaviours and other mental health prob-
lems [17, 22], physical injuries [23] and low educational
attainment [22]. Experiencing violence during pregnancy
correlates with poorer maternal and neonatal health out-
comes [21, 24]. In addition to its harms, domestic vio-
lence is associated with significant financial costs to
health systems. In 2008 in the UK, it was estimated that
domestic violence cost the National Health Service
£1.73 billion per year with total costs to the UK econ-
omy of £15.73 billion per year [25].

Rationale for proposed study
There is a pressing need to prevent DRV in the UK.
Recent surveys of English young people suggest
victimisation prevalence of 22–48% for young women
and 12–27% for young men aged 14–17 years who re-
port an intimate relationship [26–28]. Universal, primary
prevention of DRV is required since these behaviours
are widespread and under-reported [29]. Prevention dur-
ing early adolescence is important because this is the
time when dating behaviours begin, behavioural norms
become established and DRV starts to manifest [30, 31].

Schools are a key site to achieve this since they are
settings in which young people are socialised into
gender norms and in which significant amounts of
gender-based harassment and DRV go unchallenged
[32, 33]. Because DRV arises not only from individual
deficits in communication and anger management
skills [34] but also from sexist gender norms and per-
vasive gender-based harassment [23, 35–37], within
schools multi-component interventions—for example,
addressing school curricula, policies and environ-
ments—are required [38] to address factors driving
DRV at multiple levels of the social ecology.
There is thus a pressing need for a UK-based

randomised controlled trial (RCT) of a universal
multi-component, school-based prevention intervention,
informed by existing evidence, which targets early ado-
lescents. Project Respect aims to meet this need. The
Project Respect intervention is designed to address simi-
lar topics to those targeted by the effective Safe Dates
[39] and Shifting Boundaries interventions [40]. The
programme’s theory of change outlines hypothesised
pathways to programme outcomes. There is a need for a
UK-specific intervention because given cultural differ-
ences, direct replication of a US intervention is unlikely
to be effective in the UK [41]. We will therefore begin
by working with UK secondary school staff and students
to elaborate and optimise the intervention and produce
the manual, curriculum and other intervention materials.
We will then subject Project Respect to a pilot cluster
RCT to assess feasibility and acceptability and optimise
methods prior to a phase III RCT. This will be the first
UK RCT of an intervention to prevent DRV among
young people.

Interventions
Guidance on domestic violence published by the UK Na-
tional Institute for Health and Care Excellence in 2014
has highlighted the lack of current evidence for interven-
tions preventing adolescent DRV [42]. Recent Cochrane
and Campbell reviews of DRV prevention have con-
ducted meta-analyses to estimate effects on behavioural,
attitudinal and knowledge outcomes, finding overall
effects on knowledge and attitude, but not behaviour
[43, 44]. However, more promising results for behaviour
are reported from RCTs of the Safe Dates and Shifting
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Boundaries interventions [39, 40]. These were included in
the Campbell but excluded from the Cochrane review; ex-
clusion of Safe Dates and Shifting Boundaries from the
Cochrane review was due to incomplete reporting and re-
cent publication respectively. The authors of the Cochrane
review noted that non-inclusion of Safe Dates was a major
limitation of their review. These interventions were also
identified in a broader review of interventions to prevent
sexual violence perpetration as the only effective interven-
tions addressing this issue among young people [45].
The Safe Dates curriculum was delivered over ten ses-

sions to eighth and ninth grade students (aged 13–15 years)
in North Carolina, USA and focused on the consequences
of DRV, gender roles, conflict management skills, norms,
help-seeking and student participation in drama and poster
activities. A school cluster RCT [39, 46] reported signifi-
cantly reduced perpetration of physical DRV and victimisa-
tion of serious physical DRV (p < 0.05 for both) and
significantly reduced perpetration and victimisation of sex-
ual DRV (p = 0.04, p = 0.01 respectively) at 4-year
follow-up. The duration of these effects suggests these
might be real behavioural effects rather than merely social
desirability effects on reporting. The intervention was
equally effective for females and males [47].
A four-arm school cluster RCT of the Shifting Bound-

aries interventions allocated schools to receive one of
the following: curriculum intervention, school environ-
ment intervention, combined intervention and neither
intervention [40]. The curriculum comprised six sessions
on the consequences of DRV, the social construction of
gender roles and what constitutes healthy relationships.
The environment intervention included higher levels of
staff presence in hot-spots for gender-based harassment
mapped by students, including use of joint faculty and
student safety committees to help guide the placement
of security personal, posters and increased sanctions for
perpetrators including use of building-based temporary
restraining orders and use of joint faculty-student safety
committees. The environment-only and the combined
interventions were effective in reducing sexual violence
victimisation at 6-months follow-up (respectively OR =
0.662 p = 0.028; OR = 0.659 p = 0.011). There were also
reductions in sexual violence perpetration in the
environment-only and combined intervention (respect-
ively OR = 0.527 p = 0.002; OR = 0.524 p = 0.001). There
was no evidence of these effects with the curriculum-
only intervention. Results show similar benefits for fe-
males and males and for those with and without a his-
tory of DRV [48]. The Cochrane review recommended
that further research on multi-component interventions
in schools is a priority. The Campbell review recom-
mended that future interventions more explicitly ad-
dress skills and the role of peer norms in preventing
DRV.

Benefits and risks
There are major potential public health benefits arising
from the prevention of adolescent DRV, which affects a
substantial proportion of young people in the UK. Com-
ponents of the Project Respect intervention are similar
to those comprising the effective Safe Dates and Shifting
Boundaries interventions, which do not report physical
or psychological harm stemming from such an interven-
tion blending structural and curriculum components.
Evidence suggests DRV research is unlikely to pose psy-
chological risks to research participants [49]. Research
participants will be informed that their participation in
the research is voluntary and that they may withdraw at
any point. As we cannot be certain prior to piloting that
this intervention research poses no risk to participants,
our process evaluation will explore potential for harm.
Any potential mechanisms of harmful effects of the
intervention will be explored through qualitative data in
this pilot RCT and in later evaluation phases. We will
closely liaise with participating schools to facilitate data
collection with students. We will minimise disruption
for staff and ensure student privacy and confidentiality
both by employing strategies used successfully in our
past work, such as having the trial manager liaise dir-
ectly with each participating school to identify conveni-
ent times and places for data collection, and by piloting
innovative methods in this context, such as the use of
computer assisted self-interview (CASI) surveys. Ethical
issues are discussed in more detail below.

Methods
Research aims, research questions and objectives
Aims

I. With stakeholders, to elaborate and optimise
Project Respect, informed by existing research.

II. To conduct a pilot RCT (four intervention, two
control schools) in southern England.

Research questions

1. Is progression to a phase III RCT justified in terms
of pre-specified criteria? These criteria are: random-
isation occurs and four or more schools out of six
accept randomisation and continue within the
study; the intervention is implemented with fidelity
in at least three of the four intervention schools; the
process evaluation indicates the intervention is ac-
ceptable to 70% or more of year 9 and 10 students
and staff involved in implementation; CASI surveys
of students are acceptable and achieve response
rates of at least 80% in four or more schools; and
methods for economic evaluation in a phase III
RCT are feasible.
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2. Which of two existing scales—the Safe Dates (SD)
and the short Conflict in Adolescent Dating
Relationships Inventory (CADRI-s)—is optimal for
assessing DRV victimisation and perpetration as
primary outcomes in a phase III RCT, judged in
terms of completion, inter-item reliability and fit?

3. What are likely response rates in a phase III RCT?
4. Do the estimates of prevalence and intra-cluster

correlation coefficient (ICC) of DRV derived from
the literature look similar to those found in the UK
so that they may inform a sample size calculation
for a phase III 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 qualitative data suggest any potential harms and
how might these be reduced?

9. What sexual health and violence-related activities
occur in and around control schools?

Objectives

a. To elaborate and optimise Project Respect and
produce intervention materials in collaboration with
the National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to
Children (NSPCC), four secondary schools, youth
and policy stakeholders and the originators of
effective US programmes informing our intervention.

b. To adapt and cognitively test the SD and CADRI-s
scales prior to piloting.

c. To recruit six schools, undertake baseline CASI
survey of two cohorts of students at the end of years
8 and 9 respectively plus online staff survey, and
randomise four schools to receive the intervention
and two to be usual-treatment controls (see Fig. 1).

d. To ensure Project Respect is implemented for
students in years 9 and 10, conduct process
evaluation, and follow-up student CASI and staff
online surveys 16 months post-baseline (start of
years 10 and 11).

e. To address the above research questions to inform
progression to a phase III RCT.

Research design
Intervention elaboration and optimisation and cognitive
interviewing to refine DRV scales
The core components of the intervention and the under-
lying theory of change have been informed by existing
research, including studies on the Safe Dates and Shift-
ing Boundaries interventions and existing systematic

reviews as described above. Further work is required to
elaborate the intervention methods and produce mate-
rials (manual, staff training and student curriculum),
optimising these for use in the UK. This process will be
led by the investigators and NSPCC working in close
collaboration, and with the participation of students and
teachers drawn from four secondary schools (different to
those that will be involved in the pilot RCT), as well as
the Advice Leading to Public Health Advancement
(ALPHA) group [50]—a young people’s research advis-
ory group—and policy stakeholders. We will elaborate
and optimise the intervention through a systematic
process involving review by researchers and NSPCC of
existing systematic reviews and evaluation reports, elab-
oration of Project Respect methods and production of
draft materials by NSPCC staff and the research team,
consultation with stakeholders on the draft intervention
materials via two facilitated workshops and web-based
consultation and refinement of the draft intervention
materials based on feedback. At the same time, we will
adapt two existing DRV scales and refine the adaptations
by conducting cognitive interviews with young people
who are the same age as intended respondents. In cogni-
tive interviewing, a qualitative method for pre-testing
and improving survey questions, the focus is on the cog-
nitive processes respondents use to answer survey items
[51]. It aims to assess whether survey items are appro-
priate for their intended purpose [52], and we will use
this approach to identify problems respondents encoun-
ter with survey items and to assess whether participants
understand these items as intended. After adaptation, we
will test these two scales in the pilot cluster RCT in
order to determine which would be optimal for measur-
ing DRV victimisation and perpetration as the primary
outcomes in a phase III RCT. In these cognitive inter-
views, we will also pre-test selected items on attitudes
and norms related to gender and DRV. Cognitive inter-
viewing will occur in one of the schools taking part in
elaborating the intervention and will involve eight male
and eight female students. Students will complete paper
questionnaires covering basic socio-demographics
followed by the two DRV scales. They will then be inter-
viewed and asked to ‘think aloud’ about how they an-
swered the questions [53] with some probing [54] about
comprehension, recall, judgement and response in rela-
tion to selected items [55].

Pilot RCT
We will then conduct a pilot cluster RCT (four interven-
tion, two control schools; different to those involved in
intervention elaboration and any subsequent phase III
RCT), with an integral process evaluation and an em-
bedded economic evaluation feasibility study. The re-
search and intervention teams will be separately
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implemented during one school year to two groups of
students, those in year 9 and those in year 10. Curricu-
lum lessons designed for each of these year groups will
be piloted with the appropriate year group. One year of
piloting is sufficient to assess feasibility and acceptability
in order to address our research questions. Similarly, al-
though a future phase III RCT would involve follow-up
surveys at 28 months post-baseline, follow-up surveys in
the pilot RCT will occur 16 months post-baseline. This
timescale is sufficient to assess the feasibility of trial
methods among participants of the same age as partici-
pants would be in a phase III trial at 28 months. Due to
the sensitive nature of the baseline and follow-up stu-
dent surveys, we will use a repeat cross-sectional rather
than longitudinal design. The follow-up surveys will be
conducted with the same two cohorts of students who
took part in the baseline survey, but surveys will not be
linked at the level of the individual. This design does not
require that we link respondent names to the responses
they submit, therefore protecting students’ anonymity.
The Standard Protocol Items: Recommendations for

Intervention Trials (SPIRIT) figure (Fig. 1) outlines the
key phases of the study. We provide a SPIRIT checklist
in Additional file 1 [56, 57].

Setting
The Project Respect intervention is intended for all
mainstream secondary schools. There is no clear evi-
dence that DRV among UK adolescents is associated
with individual socio-economic status (SES) or
school-level deprivation [27, 58]. Evaluating Project Re-
spect in a sample of schools over-representing those in
deprived areas would therefore unnecessarily undermine
the generalisability of our findings.

Pilot trial inclusion criteria

� Secondary schools (including free schools and
academies) in southern England.

Pilot trial exclusion criteria

� Private schools, PRUs and schools designed
especially for students with learning disabilities.

Population
As with similar previous studies [39, 40], Project Respect
is a universal intervention for female and male students
aged 13–15 years (in years 9 and 10 in UK schools). This
age group is appropriate because this is the time when
most dating behaviours begin, behavioural norms be-
come established and DRV starts to manifest [30, 31].
Stakeholder consultations suggest provision to year 11
students is not feasible due to UK school exam

timetables. In the pilot RCT, the intervention will run for
1 year only, targeting year 9 and 10 students, so that we
may assess the intervention feasibility and acceptability.

Pilot trial inclusion criteria

� Students nearing the end of years 8 and 9 at the
time of the baseline survey

Pilot trial exclusion criteria

� Students with severe cognitive limitations that
would prevent them from understanding or
consenting to take part in the research will not be
included in the research. No other students in
participating schools will be excluded from the
study. Fieldworkers will support students who have
mild learning difficulties or limited English
proficiency to complete the questionnaire.

Analytic sample and proposed sample size
The pilot RCT will focus on feasibility and no power cal-
culation for this has been performed. Four schools imple-
menting the intervention in the pilot trial balances the
need to assess implementation in a diversity of schools
while ensuring the pilot is small enough to be appropriate
as a preliminary to a larger phase III RCT. The analytic
sample for outcome assessment in the pilot will be a mini-
mum of 1800 students at the ends of years 8 and 9 (aged
12/13 and 13/14 years) at baseline, with follow-up at
16 months. Data on fidelity and acceptability are intended
to provide site-specific descriptive estimates rather than to
be generalizable to a broader group of schools.

Recruitment and randomisation
Four schools will be involved in intervention elaboration
and optimisation, purposively sampled to vary by region
and deprivation (as measured by the income deprivation
affecting children index, IDACI). In the subsequent pilot
RCT phase, three schools in southeast England and
three schools in southwest England will be recruited;
these schools will be different from those participating
in optimisation. Schools taking part in the pilot RCT will
be purposively sampled to ensure variation by
deprivation and school-level value-added academic at-
tainment, as approximate indicators of school capacity
to deliver Project Respect.
We will recruit schools via letters and telephone calls

to schools, local authorities, academy chains and school
networks. Response rates will be recorded, as will any
stated reasons for non-participation. After baseline CASI
surveys with students at the end of years 8 and 9,
schools will be stratified by region and randomly allo-
cated 2:1 to intervention/control by the London School
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of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine (LSHTM) clinical tri-
als unit (CTU). The 2:1 allocation will enable us to pilot
randomisation while ensuring sufficient diversity among
four schools for piloting the intervention. Retention of
control schools will be maximised via £500 payment and
feedback of survey data.

Planned intervention
Intervention components
Project Respect is a manualised, multi-component
school-based universal prevention intervention.
Table 1 summarises the Project Respect intervention

according to the items included in the ‘Template for
Intervention Description and Replication’ (TIDieR)
checklist [59], and Fig. 2 presents the intervention's the-
ory of change.

Research and provider and roles
In close collaboration with the research team, NSPCC
will lead the elaboration and optimisation of the inter-
vention and the production of materials. In the delivery
phase, NSPCC will work independently from the re-
search team to train senior leadership and other key
school staff in safeguarding to prevent, recognise and re-
spond to gender-based harassment and DRV; to enable
them to lead the intervention in their schools; to review
school rules and policies to help prevent and respond to
gender-based harassment and DRV; and to identify and
increase staff presence in ‘hotspots’ for these behaviours.
Trained school staff will then implement the school en-
vironment and curriculum components, cascading train-
ing in safeguarding to all staff.

Comparator
The comparator consists of schools randomly allocated
to the control group. Control schools will not implement
Project Respect, instead continuing with any existing
gender, violence or sexual health-related provision. The
study will include three additional activities to support
all schools taking part: NSPCC will offer safeguarding
officers of all schools a support session to prepare them
in case the school experiences increased numbers of stu-
dents seeking support as a result of the research or
intervention (this will take place before the baseline sur-
veys in case of such an increase immediately following
baseline surveys; the training therefore takes place be-
fore randomisation); the research team will provide a
short report to intervention and control schools about
the prevalence of DRV reported in their schools; and
NSPCC will brief its ‘Childline’ telephone helpline staff
so that they are aware of the project in case the research
or intervention results in students contacting them.
While these activities mean the experience of control
schools will differ slightly from treatment as usual, we

feel this measured response is essential to fulfil our duty
of care to trial participants while not excessively distort-
ing the nature of the comparator. The nature of the
comparator will be assessed by examining the sexual
health education provision in and around control
schools at baseline.

Outcome measures
In the pilot RCT, the primary outcome will be whether
progression to a phase III RCT is justified in terms of the
pre-specified criteria listed in research question 1. The
pilot RCT will also determine which of two existing DRV
scales will be used to measure the primary outcomes of
DRV victimisation and perpetration in a phase III trial.
All measures of primary and secondary outcomes and

mediators that would be examined in a phase III RCT
will also be assessed for reliability in this pilot.
The twin primary outcomes in a phase III RCT would

be binary measures of DRV victimisation and perpetration,
measured using self-reports rather than via routine data.
This is because most experiences of DRV will not result in
notifications to the school, police or NHS [43] and our
intervention is likely to increase rates of such notifications
with the risk of ascertainment bias. While our interven-
tion might also result in increased self-reports, this report-
ing bias will be minimised by use of a validated and
reliable measure comprising items focused on specific be-
haviours. As there is currently no clear evidence as to
whether the SD or CADRI-s measure is the optimal scale
to assess DRV victimisation/perpetration in this popula-
tion, we will adapt and test these measures in this pilot to
determine which is most suitable in the UK context.
The SD measure of dating violence is based on

self-reported perpetration and victimisation of psycho-
logical abuse and of physical and sexual violence in the
previous year. Participants are asked ‘How often has
anyone that you have ever been on a date with done the
following things to you?’ Response options range 0–3,
indicating frequency. Items are summed and then
recoded 0–3 indicating overall degree of abuse. Psycho-
logical abuse is assessed in terms of 14 acts (Cronbach’s
alpha = 0.91 for victimisation and 0.89 for perpetration)
[47, 60]. Physical and sexual violence are assessed in terms
of 18 acts, of which 6 indicate serious physical violence
and 2 indicate forced sexual acts (Cronbach’s alphas for
perpetration of moderate physical violence = 0.92, for se-
vere physical violence = 0.89 and for sexual violence =
0.86). For victimisation, Cronbach’s alphas are respectively
0.90, 0.86 and 0.74 [47]. The SD measure is one of the
most commonly used in research on adolescent dating
violence [61] and correlates with poor mental health and
various health risk behaviours including other forms of
youth violence and substance use [23, 62, 63]. Reliability
has been examined in multiple studies of adolescents, but
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Table 1 Description of the Project Respect intervention using TIDieR checklist items

TIDieR Item Information on Project Respect intervention

Brief name Project Respect

Why We present the theory of change for Project Respect in Fig. 2. The intervention is underpinned by the theory of planned
behaviour [93] and the social development model [94]. It is also supported by reviews which suggest that DRV interventions
should challenge attitudes and perceived norms concerning gender stereotypes and violence as well as support the development
of skills and control over behaviour [38]. Informed by the theory of planned behaviour, Project Respect will aim to reduce DRV
by challenging student attitudes and perceived social norms about gender, appropriate behaviour in relationships, and violence;
and by promoting student sense of control over their own behaviour. A key element of our theory of change is that attitudes
and norms will be challenged not only via the student curriculum but also via actions at the level of the school environment to
reduce gender-based harassment observable on the school site and increase school sanctions against gender-based harassment
and DRV. Sense of control over behaviour will be promoted via the curriculum components focusing on communication and
anger management skills. Informed by the social development model, Project Respect will enable student participation in
curriculum lessons and leadership of campaigns in order to maximise learning, increase student bonding to school, and increase
acceptance of school behavioural norms. The curriculum also aims to reduce DRV by promoting awareness of the Circle of 6
app [95] and local services, increasing the ability of those who experience DRV to seek support.

Project Respect, like the earlier Shifting Boundaries intervention [40], includes a curriculum as well as
school-elements. Informed by Shifting Boundaries, the Project Respect curriculum addresses gender roles and healthy relationships
and uses hotspot mapping to inform changes in staff patrols of school premises. Informed by the earlier Safe Dates intervention [96],
which is primarily curriculum-based, the Project Respect curriculum includes a focus on gender roles, conflict management skills,
norms, and help-seeking and incorporates a student-led campaign component.

What
materials

Schools allocated to receive the intervention will be provided with various resources. Schools will receive a manual to guide delivery
of the intervention. School staff will be offered training (see below) and participants will receive slides to guide delivery of an all-staff
training they deliver. Parents of students will be given written information on the intervention and advice on preventing and
responding to DRV. Students will be given the opportunity to download the ‘Circle of 6’ app which helps individuals contact friends
or the police if threatened by/experiencing DRV. Schools will be provided with written lesson plans and slides to guide delivery of a
classroom social and emotional skills curriculum targeting students aged 13 15 years which includes a student-led campaign element.

What
procedures

Project Respect is a multi-component school-based universal prevention intervention. The intervention aims to address DRV perpetrated
by young people of all genders in heterosexual or same-sex relationships. School policies and rules will be rewritten to ensure that they
aim to prevent and respond to DRV and gender-based harassment. Areas on the school site that are identified through student and
staff mapping exercises as ‘hotspots’ for DRV and gender-based harassment will be patrolled by staff to prevent and respond
to incidents. Responses will include appropriate sanctions for perpetration, support for victims and referral of victims or perpetrators
to specialist services where necessary.

The curriculum will include lessons that focus on (1) challenging gender norms; (2) defining healthy relationships; (3) inter-personal
boundaries, consent, and mapping ‘hotspots’ for gender-based harassment and DRV on the school site; (4) how students can help a
friend they are worried about, and empowering students to run campaigns challenging gender-based harassment and DRV;
(5) communication and anger management skills relating to relationships; and (6) accessing local services relating to DRV
and reviewing student-led campaign ideas. Learning activities will include: information provision; whole class discussions; video
vignettes to help students identify abusive behaviours and relationships; quizzes; role plays and exercises; and cooperative planning
and review of student-led campaigns. Schools that are randomly allocated to the intervention will be asked to continue with usual
provision in addition to implementing the Project Respect intervention.

Who
provides

School staff will implement the intervention with support from the NPSCC. Training will be provided by NSPCC for senior leadership
and other key school staff to enable them to plan and deliver the intervention in their schools and review school rules and policies to
help prevent and respond to DRV and gender-based harassment, and increase staff presence in ‘hotspots’ for these behaviours. Training
will then be provided by these trained school staff for all other school staff in safeguarding to prevent, recognise and respond to
gender-based harassment and DRV. The NSPCC will further support intervention delivery by offering advice sessions of up to one hour
per week to intervention schools.

How All intervention components will be delivered face-to-face and at the group level.

Where All components will be delivered on school premises.

When and
how much

Training by NSPCC will be provided in a 2 3-h session. Training within the school will be provided in a 60 90-min session.
Policy review and hotspot mapping will occur in one or more school management meetings. School patrols will occur
throughout the school year. The intervention curriculum will comprise six sessions in year 9 and two booster sessions
for the same cohort in year 10, a relatively small number of lessons both years to ensure that the curriculum can
be implemented in busy school timetables.

As described in the ‘Research design’ section above, lessons in this pilot study will be delivered to students in years 9 and 10
during the same school year rather than to the same cohort over two years.

Tailoring The intervention will not be tailored.

How well
(planned
fidelity
assessment)

As described in the ‘Process evaluation’ section below, fidelity will be assessed via audio-recordings of the NSPCC-delivered and all-staff
trainings, logbooks completed by teaching staff delivering curriculum sessions, structured observations of a randomly selected session
per school of one curriculum lesson, interviews with the NSPCC trainer(s) and interviews with intervention school staff.
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� Short Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Well-Being Scale
(SWEMWBS). This is a 7-item scale designed to
capture a broad concept of positive emotional well-
being including psychological functioning, cognitive-
evaluative dimensions and affective-emotional as-
pects [69]. Items are rated on a 5-point scale: none
of the time, rarely, some of the time, often, or all of
the time. Responses are scored and aggregated to
form a ‘well-being index’ with a higher score
representing greater well-being [69].

� Paediatric quality of life inventory (PedsQL) version
4.0. This is used to assess overall quality of life. The
23-item PedsQL [70] has been shown to be a reliable
and valid measure of quality of life in normative ado-
lescent populations. It consists of 23 items repre-
senting 5 functional domains—physical, emotional,
social, school and well-being—and yields a total
score, two summary scores for ‘physical health’ and
‘psychosocial health’, and three subscale scores for
‘emotional’, ‘social’ and ‘school’ functioning.

� Sexual harassment. Two new items measuring
experience of sexual harassment (1) overall and (2)
in school, drawing on a widely accepted definition of
what constitutes sexual harassment [71].

� Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ). This
is a brief, validated instrument for detecting
behavioural, emotional and peer problems and pro-
social strengths in children and adolescents. It com-
prises 25 items across five scales assessing emotional
symptoms, conduct problems, hyperactivity/inatten-
tion, peer relationship problems and prosocial
behaviour. A higher total problems score indicates
greater problems [72].

� Self-reported sexual health. We will examine
pregnancy and unintended pregnancy (initiation of
pregnancy for boys) and sexually transmitted
infections, age of sexual debut, partner numbers, and
use of contraception at first and last sex using
measures from previous RCTs [73, 74].

� Self-reported use of primary care, accident and
emergency, other service in past 12 months.

� Self-reported contact with police [75].
� School attendance and educational attainment via

routine school-level data on half-days absent and
General Certificate of Secondary Education (English
secondary school qualification) performance for the
trial cohorts.

Informed by the intervention’s theory of change, we
will also examine the following mediators (to be assessed
for reliability in this pilot trial):

� Social norms and gender stereotyping. We will use a
modified version of a multi-item subscale developed

by Foshee [23] measuring acceptance of prescribed
norms (acceptance of dating violence under certain
circumstances) using a 4-point Likert scale format,
and adapt these items to measure injunctive norms
(beliefs about others’ attitudes towards dating vio-
lence). Items are averaged to create a composite
score [23]. We will use a modified version of items
used by Cook-Craig et al. to measure descriptive
norms (beliefs about whether DRV is common) [76].
We will measure gender stereotyping using a modi-
fied version of the 16-item Attitudes Towards
Women Scale, which has high reliability and uses a
4-point Likert scale format [77]. We will adapt these
items to measure injunctive norms (beliefs about
others’ attitudes towards gender stereotypes).

� Self-reported awareness of services, and help seeking
for victims and perpetrators. We will assess these via
existing single-item self-report measures [23].

� Communication and anger management. We will
assess these using the Modified Sexual
Communication Survey (MSCS) and SDQ respectively.
MSCS measures open sexual communication with a
current or potential partner [78]. The scale includes 21
eight-point Likert scale items examining frequency and
has excellent reliability [79, 80].

� Dating violence knowledge. This will be measured
using a modified version of a reliable multi-item
scale involving true/false questions on help-seeking
and definitions [40].

� Downloading and use of the ‘Circle of 6’ app will be
measured by a new single-item measure.

To ensure student surveys are age-appropriate, items
with sensitive sexual content will be excluded at baseline
but included at 16-month follow-up.

Economic outcome measures
In this pilot study, the aims of the economic evaluation
component are to plan the economic evaluation that
would accompany a phase III RCT, identify sources of
data and determine how best to collect these. We will
undertake a detailed cost analysis of the intervention;
collect resource use data and examine response rates
and data quality; use the process evaluation to identify
any unanticipated costs to students, schools and NSPCC
and to consider ways of maximising responses to eco-
nomic data collection; identify unit costs for the cost
components; and review additional literature to identify
any new potential sources of data to model long-term
costs and outcomes.
In a phase III RCT, the primary economic evaluation

would take the form of a within-trial cost-utility analysis,
with health outcomes expressed in terms of quality-ad-
justed life-years (QALYs). Changes in health-related
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quality of life would be measured primarily from study
participants’ perspectives with a secondary analysis exam-
ining teacher outcomes. The Child Health Utility (CHU)
9D measure [81] would be used to assess students’
health-related quality of life and the 12-item Short Form
Health Survey (SF-12) would be used for this purpose for
teachers [82]. In the pilot RCT, we will assess the mea-
sures used for this analysis by collecting data on them at
baseline and follow-up. The CHU-9 is a validated
age-appropriate measure that was explicitly developed
using children’s input and has been suggested to be more
appropriate and function better than other generic health
utility measures for children and adolescents [83]. In a
phase III RCT, student and teacher utility values would be
collected at baseline and subsequent follow-up points
using the selected measures, which would then be con-
verted into utility scores suitable for calculating QALYs
using published algorithms. In addition, a cost conse-
quence analysis would be presented with further out-
comes. The time horizon would capture costs and
outcomes within the trial. In terms of costs, we would
present the base-case cost-effectiveness estimate from a
public sector perspective, as recommended by the Na-
tional Institute for Health and Care Excellence’s public
health methods guidance. Given that Project Respect will
be delivered by a charity, our costing perspective would
also be extended to include the voluntary sector.

Assessment and follow up
Baseline surveys will be conducted before randomisation
with two cohorts of students, one nearing the end of
year 8 (aged 12–13 years) and one nearing the end of
year 9 (aged 13–14 years). Baseline surveys will collect
data on socio-demographic variables, pre-hypothesised
outcome variables and potential confounders. Where
feasible, surveys will be done at the same time of day in
all schools. Students will be given an information sheet
about the study at least 1 week prior to data collection
and an oral description of the study. Students will have
the opportunity to ask questions before deciding
whether or not to take part. We will be clear about the
topics to be explored and the complete anonymity of
questionnaire data. Students will then be invited to
assent to participate in data collection. All students will
be provided with information about school safeguarding
officers, other local safeguarding resources (where rele-
vant), a national helpline and other agencies for students
experiencing DRV or other forms of abuse. We will also
provide students and their parents/guardians with the
contact details for the research team to report any con-
cerns relating to the research. As is conventional with UK
trials in secondary schools, including trials of sexual health
and violence prevention interventions [73, 74, 84], stu-
dents’ parents/guardians will also be sent a detailed

information sheet at least 1 week prior to data collection.
They will be asked to contact the school or research team
should they have questions or should they wish for their
child not to take part. A sample of the information sheets
and consent forms used for the study are provided in
Additional file 2.
Given the particularly sensitive nature of DRV, we will

pilot the use of tablet-based CASI surveys to maximise
student privacy and optimise the quality of the data col-
lected. Students will complete surveys confidentially and
anonymously with researchers present to explain data col-
lection and support participants where necessary. Teach-
ing staff will be present but will remain at the front of the
classroom, helping to maintain order but unable to read
student responses. During optimisation, we will ask stu-
dents about the acceptability of this approach.
We will survey absent students by leaving paper ques-

tionnaires and stamped addressed envelopes with their
schools. When we conduct follow-up surveys 16 months
post-baseline, with students who are near the beginning of
years 10 and 11 (aged 14–15 and 15–16 years, respect-
ively), we will collect self-report data on intervention
participation, outcomes and potential mediators. Field-
workers will be blind to school allocation. Based on past
experience [84], in the pilot, we anticipate 95% baseline
survey participation and 90% at follow-up. We will also
conduct online staff surveys at baseline and 16 months
post-baseline for the economic and process evaluations.

Process evaluation
An integral process evaluation, informed by existing
frameworks [85–87], has three purposes: first, to exam-
ine intervention feasibility, fidelity, reach and acceptabil-
ity; second, to assess provision of sexual health services
and violence prevention in and around control schools;
and third, to explore context and potential mechanisms
of action, as well as potential unintended effects, in
order to refine the intervention’s theory of change and
the intervention methods.

Intervention feasibility, fidelity, reach and acceptability
In addition to assessing the ‘progression criteria’ outlined
in the study’s research question 1 relating to intervention
feasibility and acceptability, we will also examine reach
and how it varies by student and school characteristics.
Data on these outcomes will be collected via:
audio-recording of all NSPCC and school-delivered train-
ing (fidelity); logbooks completed by teaching staff deliver-
ing all curriculum sessions (feasibility, fidelity, costs);
structured observations of a randomly selected session per
school of one curriculum lesson (fidelity); student surveys
(reach, acceptability); staff survey (reach, acceptability of
training and intervention overall); interviews with the
NSPCC trainer(s) (feasibility, fidelity); interviews with four
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staff per intervention school, purposively sampled by seni-
ority and which intervention component(s) they are in-
volved in (acceptability, fidelity); interviews with two
parents per intervention school, purposively sampled by
age and sex of their child (acceptability); and interviews
with eight students per intervention school, purposively
sampled by year 9/10, sex and involvement in a
student-led campaign as part of the intervention delivery
(acceptability).
Fidelity will be assessed quantitatively against tick-box

quality metrics. For example, each training and curricu-
lum session will be assessed against session-specific
quality metrics relating to the topics covered, the exer-
cises used and opportunities for discussion. After the
intervention is fully elaborated, the investigators will fi-
nalise the fidelity metrics based on the intervention and
will ask the Study Steering Committee (SSC) to approve
these prior to their use in the process evaluation.
Trained researchers will conduct interviews in private

rooms, guided by semi-structured interview guides. Al-
though the qualitative research will not aim to explore
students’ personal experiences of sex, relationships, or
DRV, disclosures of abuse may occur. In focus groups,
we will instruct participants not to disclose any experi-
ences of abuse during the group discussion since we
cannot guarantee that all participants would keep this
information confidential. All focus groups will be con-
ducted by researchers who have been trained to steer
group discussions away from potential disclosures. We
will, however, provide the opportunity for participants to
speak with the researcher in private after the focus
group if they would like help with any issues they are fa-
cing. If disclosures of sexual intercourse before age
13 years or of any other abuse occur during qualitative
data collection, the researcher will establish whether the
reported abuse meets our criteria for referral. If it does,
the researcher will inform the student that she or he
must report this to the school safeguarding officer. We
have defined categories of harm warranting such re-
sponses with the advice of a social worker specialising in
child protection and in collaboration with NSPCC (see
the ‘Ethical issues’ section, below). We will consult with
school safeguarding officers in advance to ensure this
process is compatible with school policies.
Interviews will be audio-recorded and transcribed in

full. Drawing on May’s theory of implementation [86],
qualitative research will assess how implementation is
influenced by NSPCC and school staffs’ perceptions as
to the intervention’s potential workability and integra-
tion within the school system, possession of the required
norms and relationships to underpin implementation,
shared commitment to enact the complex intervention
and continuous contributions that are sustained in time
and space.

Provision in control schools
We will examine sexual health provision in and around
control schools to describe our comparator. Data on this
will be collected via staff and student surveys; interviews
with two staff members per control school, selected pur-
posively by seniority; and four students per control
school, selected purposively by year 9/10 and sex.

Context and mechanisms of action
Informed by realist approaches [88, 89], using qualitative
methods we will aim to explore potential intervention
mechanisms and how these interact with contextual fac-
tors to enable outcomes, including mechanisms that
might give rise to unintended, potentially harmful conse-
quences. We will also explore how potential mechanisms
of action might vary with school context and student
characteristics, in order to refine and optimise the inter-
vention’s theory of change and intervention methods.
Data on context and mechanisms will be collected via
interviews with NSPCC trainers, student and staff sur-
veys and interviews with four staff and eight students
per intervention school (purposively sampled as de-
scribed above). Our quantitative research will pilot me-
diator analyses, as discussed in the next section.

Approach to data analysis
In the pilot RCT, our primary analysis will determine
whether criteria for progression to a phase III RCT are
met. Descriptive statistics on fidelity will draw on
audio-recordings of training, logbooks completed by
teaching staff and structured observations of curriculum
lessons. Acceptability will be assessed through student
and staff surveys. Recruitment and response rates will be
reported in a flow chart and used to refine our power
calculation. Pilot RCT analyses will also assess which of
our indicative primary outcomes is sufficiently reliable
to use within a phase III RCT, assessing response rates,
inter-item reliability (using Cronbach’s and ordinal al-
phas) and fit (using confirmatory factor analysis). In-line
with our approach in a previous pilot trial, we will pri-
oritise completion rates and inter-item reliability when
judging between measures [84]. We will set the thresh-
old for acceptable reliability at a Cronbach’s alpha of
0.70 or higher. If both measures perform well on this,
we will choose the CADRI-s for use in a phase III RCT
since this is the more established measure. If neither
performs well, we will not progress to phase III without
first identifying and piloting alternative measures.
Although the pilot RCT will be underpowered to de-

termine an ICC and prevalence among the comparator
of DRV, it will enable a more qualitative assessment of
whether estimates derived from North American studies
seem to be appropriate for schools in England.
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Data from the process evaluation will be analysed to
describe provision of violence prevention and sexual
health-related activities in and around study schools,
contextual influences on intervention feasibility and ac-
ceptability and potential mechanisms of benefits and un-
intended impacts to refine the intervention’s theory of
change. Qualitative data will be subject to thematic con-
tent analysis using techniques drawn from grounded
theory such as in vivo/axial codes and constant compari-
son [90]. As well as deriving themes inductively from
the data, we will also use realist approaches to evaluation
[89] and May’s implementation theory [86] to inform
analyses, identifying characteristics of the intervention,
providers and settings which promote or hinder imple-
mentation or which might interact with intervention
mechanisms to enable outcomes. Qualitative research
will develop hypotheses which will be tested in explora-
tory quantitative analyses where data allow.
The economic evaluation feasibility component of the

study will pilot measures assessing quality of life and as-
sess the feasibility of methods to be used within a full
RCT. We will also pilot the primary intention-to-treat
analyses of outcomes which will use repeat cross-sectional
data as would be done within a phase III RCT, as well as
secondary, moderator and mediator analyses. In a phase
III RCT, moderator analysis would be conducted to exam-
ine how effects vary by student socioeconomic status, sex
and ethnicity and by school IDACI and value-added aca-
demic attainment. Mediator analysis would examine
whether intervention effects on mediators might explain
effects on our primary outcomes using established
methods [91]. All such analyses will be underpowered in
this pilot RCT but will be piloted to refine methods.

Protecting against bias
The aim of this study is to pilot the intervention and RCT
methods, not to estimate intervention effects. However,
we will pilot methods aimed at minimising bias. The re-
search team and the intervention delivery team will be
separately managed. We will aim to maximise response
rates to reduce non-response and attrition bias, for ex-
ample by following up with schools to collect surveys
from those individuals not present during survey sessions.
Response rates and qualitative data will be analysed to re-
fine data collection methods prior to a phase III RCT.

Ethical issues
Ethical approval for the study has been obtained from
the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine
Ethics Committee and the NSPCC Research Ethics
Committee. All work will be carried out in accordance
with guidelines laid down by the Economic and Social
Research Council, the Data Protection Act 1998 and the
latest Directive on Good Clinical Practice (2005/28/EC).

Any member of the research/fieldwork team visiting a
school to conduct unsupervised research with a student
will be required to have a full Disclosure and Barring
Services check. Quantitative and qualitative data will be
managed by project staff using secure data management
systems and stored anonymously. Quantitative data will
be managed by LSHTM, an accredited CTU. All data
will be stored in password-protected folders. The names
used in qualitative data will be replaced with pseudo-
nyms in interview transcripts. In reporting the results of
the qualitative research, care will be taken to use quota-
tions that do not reveal the identity of respondents. In
line with Medical Research Council guidance on per-
sonal information in medical research, we will retain all
research data for 20 years after the end of the study [92].
This is to allow secondary analyses and further research
to take place, and to allow any queries or concerns about
the conduct of the study to be addressed. In order to
maintain the accessibility of the data, the files will be
refreshed annually and upgraded if required.
Any disclosures of abuse that meet the criteria for a

serious adverse event (SAE) or suspected unexpected
serious adverse reaction (SUSAR; defined as an unex-
pected SAE) will be reported in anonymised form to the
SSC (which, because this is a pilot and not a phase III
RCT, will undertake data monitoring and ethics duties)
and to the LSHTM and NSPCC ethics committees.
Reporting will be in real time if the event might plaus-
ibly have been caused by the intervention or research.
Any other SAEs and SUSARs will be reported to these
committees annually. Reporting will include the type of
event, circumstances, extent of any possible connection
with intervention or research activities and outcome of
the response.

Research governance
Study registration
The pilot RCT has was registered on 8th June 2017 with
the ISRCTN registry (ISRCTN 65324176). https://
doi.org/10.1186/ISRCTN65324176

Study management
The principal investigator (PI), Chris Bonell (CB), will
have overall responsibility for the conduct of the study.
The day-to-day management of the RCT will be coordi-
nated by Rebecca Meiksin (RM), the study manager
based at LSHTM. The following governance structures
will be instituted: a study executive group (SEG) where
the PI (CB) will chair fortnightly meetings with the study
manager (RM), statistician Elizabeth Allen (EA) and,
where appropriate, CTU and fieldwork staff; a study in-
vestigators’ group (SIG) chaired by CB which includes all
co-investigators and members of the SEG and which will
meet monthly during the early stages of the research
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(months 1–6), then every 3 months thereafter; and an
SSC which will meet three times throughout the life of
the project to advise on the conduct and progress of the
study and on relevant practice and policy issues. The
SSC will also undertake data monitoring and ethics du-
ties. The project will employ standardised research pro-
tocols and pre-specified progression criteria, which have
been agreed and will be monitored by the SIG and SSC.

Consultation with public and stakeholders
The intervention will be elaborated and optimised by
the NSPCC and the study team working with the
ALPHA young people’s research advisory group, policy
stakeholders and school staff, as well as with young
people recruited via an organisation that provides sup-
port to survivors of sexual abuse to ensure the interven-
tion and evaluation are sensitive to the needs and
preferences of young people directly affected by DRV.
School staff and young people from the ALPHA group
will also be consulted on research methods at the begin-
ning of the study on recruitment, assent/consent mate-
rials, refinements of DRV scales and survey methods and
strategies for increasing retention; and at the end of the
study on RCT and intervention refinement and know-
ledge transfer. We will also convene two meetings with
policy stakeholders, including representatives from the
Association for Young People’s Health, the Department
for Education, the Department of Health, Public Health
England, the Personal, Health, Social and Economic
PSHE Association and an organisation providing support
services to survivors of sexual abuse. The meetings will
take place at the start to build support for the study and
ensure it is policy-relevant, and near the end to inform
preparations for a full RCT and knowledge transfer.

Discussion
To our knowledge, this will be the first trial of an inter-
vention that aims to reduce DRV among adolescents in
the UK. Drawing on evidence from existing reviews and
from promising interventions trialled in the USA, and
underpinned by behavioural change theory, the Project
Respect intervention will be optimised for the UK through
work with students, school staff and policy stakeholders.
We will pilot baseline and follow-up CASI surveys, asses-
sing feasibility and acceptability of the research methods
and determining whether the SD or CADRI-s scale is opti-
mal for assessing the primary outcome measures of DRV
perpetration and victimisation in a phase III RCT.
Informed by realist methods, the integral process

evaluation will use qualitative methods to explore poten-
tial intervention mechanisms and how these interact
with contextual factors to elicit both intended and unin-
tended outcomes.

Judged against pre-specified criteria, findings from this
pilot cluster RCT will determine whether progression to a
phase III RCT is justified. If it is, learning from this pilot
will inform refinement of the intervention, its theory of
change and the research methods for a full-scale trial.

Recruitment status
Participant enrolment for baseline surveys began in June
2017. At the time of submission (May 2018), the opti-
misation of the intervention and the student and staff
baseline surveys have been carried out. Schools are in
the process of implementing the intervention and the re-
search team is currently recruiting participants for the
process evaluation.

Additional files

Additional file 1: SPIRIT Checklist. (DOC 121 kb)

Additional file 2: Consent Forms and Information Sheets for interviews
with students in intervention schools. These reflect the structure and
content of such documents used for the data collection activities
conducted throughout the study. Separate Consent Forms and Information
Sheets were developed for each recruitment and data collection activity,
yielding a total of 44 such documents. For data collection involving
students, separate Information Sheets were developed for students and for
their parents/guardians. The Consent Forms and Information Sheets not
included in this file are available upon request. (ZIP 1209 kb)
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Appendix B. Methods for quality assessment 
 
Our quality assessment criteria reflect the early stage of development of the literature on social norms 
measurement. To develop quality assessment criteria we drew from a number of works on assessing the 
quality of survey measures, including health status questionnaires (Terwee et al., 2007), 
implementation-related measures (Lewis et al., 2015) and patient-reported outcome measures (Prinsen 
et al., 2018). Existing literature rarely focuses on reporting the psychometric properties of the eligible 
social norms measures, and studies use a variety of methods to assess validity. Furthermore, we do not 
have existing evidence to suggest what the relationships between eligible social norms measures and 
DRV outcomes or other constructs should be, nor the magnitude of change we can expect interventions 
to effect on these social norms measures. Therefore where assessing construct validity and 
responsiveness we focused on a threshold for significance of p<0.05 rather than the more detailed 
criteria outlined in some resources (Prinsen et al., 2018; Terwee et al., 2007). 
 
Our approach to developing an assessment tool tailored to the type of measure under review was 
informed by Doherty, et al.’s and Pocock, et al.’s approaches to reviews of human trafficking and child 
domestic work measures (Doherty et al., 2016; Pocock et al., 2021). Scoring was informed by Doherty, et 
al., Pocock, et al. and Lewis, et al. (Doherty et al., 2016; Lewis et al., 2018; Pocock et al., 2021). Our 
quality assessment criteria are as follows:  
 
Participatory development: Development of the measure involved soliciting input and/or feedback 
from young people  

 Range is 0 to 1: 0 if none, 1 if any 
 
Defined reference group: The measure specifies a reference group 

 Range is 0 to 1: 0 if no, 1 if yes 
 
Reliability: Internal consistency (correlation for 2 items, or Cronbach’s alpha), test-retest reliability or 
split-half reliability  

 Criteria (these apply to full scale or to each of its subscales):  
o Internal consistency: Cronbach’s alpha (Lewis et al., 2015; Prinsen et al., 2018) or r ≥0.70 
o Test-retest or split-half reliability: ICC or weighted Kappa ≥0.70 in sample of n≥50 

(Prinsen et al., 2018; Terwee et al., 2007) 
 Range is -1 to 1: -1 if Cronbach’s alpha, ICC Kappa (in sample of n≥50), or weighted Kappa (in 

sample of n≥50) <0.70; 0 if no test conducted (with sample size n≥50 for test-retest or split half); 
1 if meets above criteria 

 
Content validity – % items assessing SN domain: Proportion of items in the measure that pertain to the 
domain of interest for this review (descriptive or injunctive DRV norms; descriptive or injunctive gender 
norms).  

 Criteria: No if <75%, yes if ≥75% 
 Range is 0 to 1: 0 if no, 1 if yes 

 
Construct validity – relationship to DRV behavioural outcome: Significant association between DRV-
supportive/inequitable gender norms and higher risk of poor DRV behavioural outcome  

 Criteria: p≤0.05 (or lower p-value, if lower threshold was used by report authors) in sample of 
n≥50 (Terwee et al., 2007) 
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 Range is -1 to 1: -1 if evidence of significant association between DRV-supportive/inequitable 
gender norms and lower risk of poor DRV behavioural outcome; 0 if no evidence of significant 
relationship; 1 if any evidence of significant association between norms supportive of 
DRV/inequitable gender norms and higher risk of poor DRV behavioural outcome. 

Other evidence of validity:  
 Criteria: 

o Construct validity: Significant positive association between DRV-supportive/inequitable 
gender norms and own DRV-supportive/inequitable gender attitudes, DRV-supportive 
intentions, and/or lower DRV perceived behavioural control (Prinsen et al., 2018). 
p≤0.05 (or lower p-value, if lower threshold was used by report authors) and sample of 
n≥50 (Terwee et al., 2007). 

o Convergent validity: exploratory factor analysis (EFA) or confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA). EFA conducted with sample that is ≥5 * the # of items and has a total n≥100 or 
with sample that is >5 * the # of items if total n<100; or CFA conducted and 
RMSEA≤0.05 (Lewis et al., 2015) or CFI or comparable measure ≥0.95 (Lewis et al., 2015; 
Prinsen et al., 2018). 

 Range is 0 to 1: 0 if no evidence of significant positive relationship to DRV/gender attitudes, DRV 
intentions, and/or DRV perceived behavioural control and no evidence on convergent validity; 1 
if evidence of significant positive relationship to DRV/gender attitudes, DRV intentions, and/or 
DRV perceived behavioural control; and/or if good convergent validity.  

 
Statistically desirable properties: Evidence of norms, responsiveness and/or of lack of floor and ceiling 
effects 

 Criteria:  
o Lack of floor and ceiling effects: ≤15% achieved highest (ceiling effect) or lowest (floor 

effect) score possible in sample of n≥50 (Terwee et al., 2007) 
o Responsiveness: Demonstrated significant (p<0.05) change between pre- and post-

implementation of an intervention in a sample of n≥100 (Lewis et al., 2015)  
o Norms (applies to full scale or to each of its subscales): Measures of central tendency 

and distribution of total score available for a sample of n≥50 (Lewis et al., 2015) 
 Range is 0 to 1: 0 if none, 1 if any 
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Appendix D. Sample characteristics and social norms and outcome measure wording, by social norms domain 
 

Report 
(measure, 
if >1) 

Sample characteristics Inductive SN 
concept 
measured 

Social norms measure characteristics DRV outcome measure characteristics 

Descriptive DRV norms     

Aizpitarte 
2017 

Gender: 59% female 
Age: 16-20 years (M=18.0, SD=1.4) 
Ethnicity: 98% Spaniard, 3% Latin 
American origin 
Parental education: On scale from 1 
(no schooling) to 7 (higher 
education or university), mean=5.8 
(SD=1.4) 
Sexual orientation: 99% 
heterosexual 

Gender-
neutral DRV 
perpetration 
(psych., 
physical, 
sexual) 

Asked how common a series of DRV perpetration 
behaviours are among people at their age. 
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (never) to 10 (always) 
Variable: Single score 

VADRI (perpetration items). Psych., physical and 
sexual perpetration against current or most recent 
partner (26 items).  
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (never) to 10 (always) 
Variable: Higher score indicates higher level of DRV 
perpetration 

Antônio 
2012 

Gender: 26% girls 
Age: 13-17 years (M=15.37, 
SD=1.18) 

Gender-
neutral DRV 
perpetration 
(psych., 
physical, 
sexual) 

Assessed proportion of peers who did the following to 
their dating partner: hit, pushed or shoved, yelled at, 
insulted, kissed when partner did not want it, touched 
sexually when partner did not want it 
ROs: Likert scale, 0 (none of them) to 4 (all of them) 
Variable: Computed mean scores 

Modified CADRI, translated to Brazilian Portuguese. 
Psych., physical and sexual victimisation (21 items) 
and perpetration (21 items).  
ROs: Likert scale, 0 (0 times) to 7 (6 or more times).  
Variable: Summed scores 

Foshee 
2001 

Construct validity 
Cross-sectional: 51% female, 77% 
white 
Longitudinal: 53% female, 80% 
white (included only those 
reporting no DRV perpetration at 
BL) 

Female and 
male 
heterosexual 
DRV 
perpetration 
(physical) 

Asked how strongly respondents agreed/disagreed: 
1. Most boys hit their girlfriends. 
2. Most husbands hit their wives. 
3. Most girls hit their boyfriends. 
ROs: Likert scale, 0 (strongly disagree) to 3 (strongly 
agree) 
Variable: Responses averaged to create composite 
scores 

Scale newly designed for evaluation of Safe Dates 
intervention (perpetration items). Number of times 
of physical or sexual perpetration against someone 
have been on a date with, excluding self-defense (18 
items, categorised as mild or severe). 
ROs: Not stated 
Variable: 0=none, 1=no severe but any mild, 2=any 
severe 
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Report 
(measure, 
if >1) 

Sample characteristics Inductive SN 
concept 
measured 

Social norms measure characteristics DRV outcome measure characteristics 

Gagne ́ 
2005 

Analysis of victimisation >1 years 
ago 
Gender: All girls 
Age: 14-20 years (M=16.3, SD=0.8) 
Location: 59% Montreal, 41% 
Quebec 
Culture: 79% Quebec or Canadian 
Language: 92% spoke mostly French  
Analysis of victimisation in past 12 
months: Does not differ 
significantly from above sample on 
socioeconomic variables. 

Gender-
neutral DRV 
perpetration 
and female 
heterosexual 
DRV 
victimisation 
(physical) 

Asked how many friends respondent was involved with 
in past year. Among these, asked as far as respondent 
knew: 
1. How many girls and boys have physically hurt their 

dating partner during the last year 
2. How many girls have been handled roughly by a male 

dating partner 
3. How many girls have faced sexual coercion by a male 

peer 
4. How many boys have used sexual coercion towards a 

female peer 
Variable: Binary. Coded as 1 if for ≥1 item, ≥1 out of 4 of 
the respondent’s friends of the gender referenced were 
involved in the violence asked about 

Sequential logistic regression analysis 
VIFFA. Psych., physical and sexual victimisation in 
respondent’s most difficult relationship over the past 
12 months (40 items). 
ROs: Likert scale: 1 (never), 2 (1-2 times), 3 (3-10 
times), 4 (>10 times) 
Variable: Added item responses for single score. 
Coded as victim if score >average. 

Correlation analysis 
Physical or sexual victimisation >1 year ago by dating 
partner or one-night stand.  
Variable: Binary; 0=no, 1=yes. Those reporting no 
dating relationship >1 year ago coded as 0. 

Gonzalez-
Mendez 
2019 (#1) 

Gender: All girls 
Age: 13-18 years (M=15.33, 
SD=1.13) 
Ethnicity: All of European ethnic 
origin, all born in Spain 

Gender-
neutral DRV 
perpetration 
(general) 

Assessed whether respondent’s peers had perpetrated 
DRV. 
ROs: Likert scale, 0 (total disagreement) to 10 (total 
agreement) 
Variable: Converted scale scores to z scores 

Modified Safe Dates Psychological Abuse 
Victimization subscale. 14 items assessing 
psychological abuse and 3 assessing physical abuse. 
ROs: Ranged from 0 (never) to 3 (very often).  
Variable: Converted scale scores to z scores. 
Low=below 33rd percentile z score; 
Medium=between 33rd and 66th; High=higher than 
66th. 

Gonzalez-
Mendez 
2019 (#2) 

(as above) Gender-
neutral DRV 
victimisation 
(general) 

Assessed whether respondent’s peers had experienced 
DRV as a victim. 
ROs: Likert scale, 0 (total disagreement) to 10 (total 
agreement) 
Variable: Converted scale scores to z scores 

(as above) 

Hébert 
2019 

Overall sample 
Age: 14-18 years (M=15.4, SD=0.11) 
Ethnicity: 71% reported parents 
from Quebec or Canada, 26% 
reported other ethnicities 
Language: 75% French, 5% both 
French and English, 4% English, 16% 
other languages 
Analytic sample 

Gender-
neutral DRV 
victimisation 
(physical, 
sexual) 

1. How many of your close friends have been hit or 
physically hurt by their boyfriend or girlfriend? 

2. How many of your close friends have been forced to 
have sex by their boyfriend or girlfriend? 

ROs: Ranged from 0 (none) to all (4) 
Variable: Scores of 0-8  

CADRI items to assess psych. And physical 
victimisation taking place during conflict/ argument 
with partner in last 12 months (8 items). Revised 
version of Sexual Experiences Survey to assess sexual 
victimisation (9 items). 
ROs (psychological and physical victimisation): 
Never; 1 to 2 times; 3 to 5 times; and 6 times or more 
Variable: Threatening behaviour=yes if any; other 
psych.=yes if 3+ times for item “said things just to 
make you angry” or if other items reported at all; 
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Report 
(measure, 
if >1) 

Sample characteristics Inductive SN 
concept 
measured 

Social norms measure characteristics DRV outcome measure characteristics 

Heterosexual participants reporting 
dating in past 12 months 
Sex: 61.9% girls, 38.1% boys 
Sexual identity: All heterosexual 

physical=yes if any; sexual – 0=none, 1=unwanted 
sexual contacts, 2=attempted or completed rape 

Helland 
1998 

Gender: 59% female, 41% male, 
0.2% did not report 
Grade level: 28% Freshman, 23% 
Sophomore, 29% Junior, 20% Senior 

Gender-
neutral DRV 
perpetration 
(physical) 

Following introduction describing behaving “in a 
physically forceful manner (e.g., pushing, slapping, 
kicking) which is disagreeable enough to cause the other 
partner to respond in an offended manner, such as 
crying, fighting, screaming, or pleading” (Helland, 
1998),(p.129) asked: 
- Roughly speaking, how many of your close friends 

would you estimate have acted in such a physical 
manner towards their partner? 

ROs: none; 1 to 2; 3 to 4; 5 or more 
Variable: Dichotomised (none or any) 

CTS2 – short form items to assess frequency of 
physical victimisation and perpetration ever in 
current or most recent dating relationship. 
ROs: 0 (this never happened); 1 (once); 2 (twice); 3 
(3-5 times); 4 (6-10 times); 5 (11-20 times); 6 (more 
than 20 times) 
Variable 
Chi-square test: Dichotomised as yes/no for 
perpetration and yes/no for victimisation 
Pearson correlation analysis: Continuous variable 

Kinsfogel 
2004 (#1) 

Internal consistency 
Gender: 52% girls, 48% boys 
Age: 14-20 years. 14 (14%), 15-16 
(67%), 17 (12%), 19-20 (1%). 
Ethnicity: 51% European American, 
21% African American, 21% Latino, 
3% Native American, 2% Asian 
Construct validity (SEM): Boys from 
sample above 

Gender-
neutral DRV 
(psych., 
physical) 

Asked 8 items twice, once to assess perceptions of 
frequency and once to assess the number of friends 
respondent knew (via direct observation, or friend’s 
report) had experienced these:  
1. yelling at/insulting 
2. threatening to hit or throw something at partner 
3. throwing objects at partner 
4. pushing/shaking/shoving 
5. slapping/pulling hair 
6. kissing partner against their will 
7. hitting/kicking/punching something 
8. hitting/kicking/punching partner 
ROs (perceptions of frequency): Likert scale, 1 (never) to 
4 (often) 
RO (# of friends): Write in # 
Variable: Latent variable formed of frequency and # of 
friend indicators 

Used modified CIR to assess frequency of psych., 
physical or sexual DRV between respondent and 
partner (28 items). 
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (never) to 4 (more than 3 times) 
Variable: Latent variable formed of abuse and 
negative communication indicators 
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Social norms measure characteristics DRV outcome measure characteristics 

Kinsfogel 
2004 (#2) 

(as above) (as above) Asked about perceptions of the frequency of each in 
friends’ dating relationships:  
1. yelling at/insulting 
2. threatening to hit or throw something at partner 
3. throwing objects at partner 
4. pushing/shaking/shoving 
5. slapping/pulling hair 
6. kissing partner against their will 
7. hitting/kicking/punching something 
8. hitting/kicking/punching partner 
ROs (perceptions of frequency): Likert scale, 1 (never) to 
4 (often) 
Variable: Unclear how score computed 

Used modified CIR to assess frequency of psych., 
physical or sexual DRV between respondent and 
partner (28 items). 
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (never) to 4 (more than 3 times) 
Variable: Unclear how score computed 

Nardi- 
Rodríguez 
2022 (#1) 

Full sample 
Gender: All male 
Age: 14-18 years (M=16) 
Sexual identity: All heterosexual 

Male 
heterosexual 
DRV 
perpetration 
(psych.) 

Contextualising paragraph about perpetrating controlling 
behaviours, from the perspective of a boyfriend; 
followed by survey items: 
1. The majority of people who are important to me think 
I should phone or send WhatsApps to my girlfriend to 
know where she is, who she is with, and when we are 
going to see each other. 
2. Most people like me would phone or send WhatsApps 
to their girlfriends to know where they are, who they are 
with, and when they are going to see each other.  
3. Most people important to me phone or send 
WhatsApps to their girlfriends to know where they are, 
who they are with, and when they are going to see each 
other. 
4. Most people like me would phone or send WhatsApps 
to their girlfriends to know where they are, who they are 
with, and when they are going to see each other. 
5. It is expected from me that I phone or send 
WhatsApps to my girlfriend to know where she is, who 
she is with, and when we are going to see each other. 
6. Most people who are important to me support me 
phoning or sending WhatsApps to my girlfriend to know 
where she is, who she is with, and when we are going to 
see each other. 

1. In the past 3 months I have phoned or sent 
WhatsApp[s] to my girlfriend to know where is she, 
who she is with... 
2. How frequently have you phoned or sent 
WhatsApp[s] to your girlfriend to know where she is, 
who she is with? 
ROs – item 1: Likert scale, 1 (totally disagree) to 7 
(totally agree) 
ROs – item 2: Likert scale, 1 (never) to 7 (always) 
Variable: Mean score of 1-7 
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Social norms measure characteristics DRV outcome measure characteristics 

ROs – items 1, 2, 3, 6: Likert scale, 1 (totally agree) to 7 
(totally disagree) 
ROs – item 4: Likert scale, 1 (totally unlikely) to 7 (totally 
likely)  
ROs – item 5: Likert scale, 1 (totally true) to 7 (totally 
false) 
Variable: Mean score of 1-7 

Nardi- 
Rodríguez 
2022 (#2) 

Full sample 
Gender: All male 
Age: 14-18 years (M=16) 
Sexual identity: All heterosexual 

(as above) As above (Nardi-Rodríguez 2022 #1), but asking about 
perpetrating devaluing behaviours (a boy ignoring his 
girlfriend, or punishing her with his silence, without 
giving the reason). Wording not provided. 

As above (Nardi-Rodríguez 2022 #1), but asking 
about perpetrating devaluing behaviours (a boy 
ignoring his girlfriend, or punishing her with his 
silence, without giving the reason). Wording not 
provided. 

Nardi- 
Rodríguez 
2022 (#3) 

Full sample 
Gender: All female 
Age: 14-18 years (M=16) 
Sexual identity: All heterosexual 

Female 
heterosexual 
DRV 
victimisation 
(psych.) 

As above (Nardi-Rodríguez 2022 #1), but asking about 
experiencing controlling behaviours from a boyfriend. 
Wording not provided. 

As above (Nardi-Rodríguez 2022 #1), but asking 
about experiencing controlling behaviours from a 
boyfriend. Wording not provided. 

Nardi- 
Rodríguez 
2022 (#4) 

Full sample 
Gender: All female 
Age: 14-18 years (M=16) 
Sexual identity: All heterosexual 

(as above) As above (Nardi-Rodríguez 2022 #1), but asking about 
experiencing devaluing behaviours from a boyfriend. 
Wording not provided. 

As above (Nardi-Rodríguez 2022 #1), but asking 
about experiencing devaluing behaviours from a 
boyfriend. Wording not provided. 

Peskin 
2017 

Full sample 
Gender: 44% female, 56% male 
Age: 11.2-15.2 years (M=12.4, 
SD=0.64)  
Race/ethnicity: 61% 
Hispanic/Latino, 30% Black or 
African American, 9% Other 
Parent education: 59% high school 
or below, 41% greater than high 
school 

Gender-
neutral DRV 
perpetration 
(psych., 
physical) 

During the past year, how many of your friends have… 
1. Hit, slapped, choked, or beat up someone they liked 

as more than just a friend 
2. Threatened to hit, slap, choke, or beat up a boyfriend 

or girlfriend 
3. Been very controlling of their boyfriend/girlfriend 

(controlled who they talked to, who they went out 
with)? 

4. Used a cell phone, email, instant messaging, 
webchat, or social networking site to threaten, 
control, or harass their boyfriend/girlfriend? 

ROs: none of them, very few of them, some of them, 
most of them, all of them 
Variable: Score ranged from 1-5 

Cyber perpetration ever (11 items).  
Variable: Binary; perpetration=reported one or more 
occurrences 
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Price 2002 Gender: All boys 
Age: 14-20 years (M=16.3, SD=1.1) 
Grade: 30% in 10, 40% in 11, 30% in 
12 
Region: 76% urban New Brunswick, 
15% rural New Brunswick, 9% rural 
Nova Scotia 
Parental education: 7% of 
mothers/6% of fathers completed 
elementary school, 28% of both 
mothers/fathers completed high 
school, 14% of mothers/16% of 
fathers completed university, 17% 
did not know mother’s/16% did not 
know father’s education level 
Parents’ employment: 80% of 
mothers/93% of fathers employed 
Parents’ jobs (socioeconomic index 
for occupations in Canada) – mean 
occupational prestige: 
Mothers’=47.13 (SD=14.72), 
Fathers’=50.17 (SD=15.2) 

Male 
heterosexual 
DRV 
perpetration 
(psych.) 

Think about the male friends whom you usually hang out 
with. Please circle the word that best represents how 
often any of them have done each of the following. 
a) Sworn at their girlfriend(s) 
b) Insulted their girlfriend(s) 
c) Threatened their girlfriend(s) 
d) Made fun of their girlfriend(s) 
e) Screamed at their girlfriend(s) 
f) Made their girlfriend(s) feel like she was stupid 
g) Called their girlfriend(s) names 
h) Ordered their girlfriend(s) around 
i) Tried to control their girlfriend(s) 
j) Kept their girlfriend(s) from her friends 
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (never) to 5 (very often) 
Variable: Appears to be an additive score 

Psychological Maltreatment of Women Inventory, 
modified for adolescent boys. Assessed psychological 
perpetration against any of respondent’s girlfriends 
(33 items). 
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (never) to 5 (very often) 
Variable: Appears to be additive score. Centred 
around mean for multiple regression. 

Reed 
2011 

Full sample 
Gender: All boys 
Age: M=17 years (SD=1.8) 
Race/ethnicity: 54% Black/African 
American, 9% White, 3% Asian, 35% 
Other 
Hispanic/Latino ethnicity: 46% yes, 
54% no 
Nativity: 80% US-born, 20% non-US-
born 

Male 
heterosexual 
DRV 
perpetration 
(physical, 
sexual) 

Asked for perceptions of whether respondent’s male 
friends had done the following against girls with whom 
they were in a relationship: 
1. Forced sex on a girl (got them to have sex with them 

when the girl didn’t want to) 
2. Physically hurt a girl (hit, beat up, or pushed around) 
ROs: Likert scale, ranging from “almost all my friends” to 
“none of my friends” 
Variable: Binary. Almost all of my friends, or many of my 
friends; vs. some, a few, or none of my friends 

Assessed psych., physical and sexual perpetration 
against girls with whom respondent has gone out, 
hooked up or had sex (13 items). 
ROs: Not stated 
Variable: Binary. Yes=any sexual and/or physical 
perpetration, and/or perpetration of both threats of 
violence and other psych. Violence 

Reyes 
2016 

Construct validity sample 
(longitudinal) 
Gender: All boys 
Race/ethnicity: 19% minority (14% 
Black, 5% other race/ethnicity) 

Female and 
male 
heterosexual 
DRV 

Asked how strongly respondents agreed/disagreed: 
1. Most boys hit their girlfriends 
2. Most girls hit their boyfriends 
ROs: Likert scale ranging from 0 (disagree) to 3 (strongly 
agree) 

Safe Dates Dating Violence perpetration scale to 
assess past-year physical perpetration against 
someone with whom respondent has been on a date, 
when respondent did it first; i.e., excluding self-
defence (10 items). 
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Age (T1): M=13.9 years (SD=0.81) 
Highest level of parental education 
(T1): 39% high school or less 

perpetration 
(physical) 

Variable: Responses averaged to create composite score. 
Grand-mean centred continuous variable. 

ROs: Not stated 
Variable: Dichotomised into 0=never, 1=one or more 
times 

Shorey 
2018 

At wave 1 
Sex: 56% female 
Age in years: M=15.1 years (SD=0.8) 
Race/ethnicity: 31% Hispanic, 29% 
White, 28% African American, 11% 
other 

Gender-
neutral DRV 
perpetration 
(physical) 

During the last year how many of your friends have hit, 
slapped, choked, or beat up a boyfriend/girlfriend? 
RO: Likert scale, 1 (none of them) to 5 (all of them) 
Variable: Scores dichotomised; any friend perpetrating 
DRV=1, none=0 

CADRI (selected items). Lifetime (wave 1) and past-
year (waves 2-5) physical perpetration (4 items). 
ROs: Yes, no 
Variable: Summed for total score (ranged 0-4), 
higher score indicates more perpetration. 

Injunctive DRV norms    

Enosh 
2007 

Gender: 52% girls, 48% boys 
Age/grade level: 16-17 years (11th 
grade) 

Female and 
male 
heterosexual 
DRV 
perpetration 
(sexual)  

Asks a series of items regarding heterosexual 
partnerships, manipulating initiator’s gender, type of 
sexual act and level of resistance:  
“To what degree do you think your close friends believe 
that if a [boy/girl] initiates a [make-out/sexual 
intercourse] and the [boy/girl partner] [is 
passive/resists], s/he should persist?” 
ROs: Likert scale, 0 (should certainly not) to 4 (should 
certainly persist)  
Variable: Responses were averaged 

Sexual victimisation and perpetration during a date: 
# of times in the past 3 months (8 items). 
ROs: Ranged from 0 (never) to 4 times or more (4). 
Variable: 0=did not happen, 1=happened 

Flisher 
2007 (#1) 

Reliability (test-retest) 
Sex: 39% female, 61% male  
Reliability (internal consistency) 
and construct validity 
Demographics of sample for overall 
study (of these, 20% randomly 
selected to complete DRV 
questionnaire; those reporting ever 
being in a relationship included in 
construct validity analysis): 
Sex: 41% male 
Age: M=15.4 years (SD=0.12) 
Ethnicity: 48% Coloured, 25% 
African, 24% White, 3% missing, 1% 
Asian 

Respondent 
(girls, boys), 
and female 
and male 
heterosexual, 
DRV 
perpetration 
(physical) 

Asks in relation to partner violence: 
1. Most people in my community think a boy can 

assault girl 
2. Most people in community think a girl can assault 

boy 
3. Most people important to you think a boy can assault 

girl 
4. Most people important to you think a girl can assault 

boy 
5. Others would laugh for not assaulting partner if s/he 

makes you cross 
Variable: Item responses combined for total score 

Single item assessing perpetration: “Have you ever 
hit, kicked, slapped or punched your boyfriend (if you 
are female) or girlfriend (if you are male)?” 
Variable: Binary yes/no 
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Family assets (motor car, electricity, 
telephone, television): 77% have 3 
or more 

Flisher 
2007 (#2) 

(as above) Female and 
male 
heterosexual 
DRV 
perpetration 
(physical) 

Asks in relation to partner violence: 
1. Most friends approve of a boy assaulting a girl 
2. Most friends approve of a girl assaulting a boy 
Variable: Item responses combined for total score 

(as above) 

Hopper 
2011 (#1) 

Internal consistency 
Gender: 52% girls, 48% boys 
Age: 16-19 years (M=17.6) 
Race/ethnicity: 30% Caucasian, 29% 
Hispanic/ Latino/Mexican-
American, 17% Asian/ Pacific 
Islander, 11% Biracial, 9% African 
American, 4% otherwise 
categorised, 1% did not report 
Construct validity 
Gender: 45% male, 55% female 

Female and 
male 
heterosexual 
DRV 
victimisation 
and 
perpetration 
(psych.) 

Think about the friends you chose earlier [identified from 
list of study participants]. Now think of how they would 
answer the following questions, on average. 
[Items included as footnotes to this tablea] 
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree) 
Variable: Item responses combined for total score 

CADRI Physical Abuse, Threatening Behavior, and 
Emotional and Verbal Abuse scales to assess past-
year psychological and physical victimisation and 
perpetration (18 items). 
ROs: never, seldom (1-2 times), sometimes (3-5 
times), often (6 or more times) 
Variable 
Psych. Victimisation: Square root transformation 
Psych. Perpetration: Score 
Physical victimisation and perpetration: Each 
dichotomised to yes/no 

Hopper 
2011 (#2) 

(as above) Female and 
male 
heterosexual 
DRV 
victimisation 
and 
perpetration 
(physical) 

Think about the friends you chose earlier [identified from 
list of study participants]. Now think of how they would 
answer the following questions, on average. 
[Items included as footnotes to this tableb] 
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree) 
Variable: Item responses combined for total score 

(as above) 

Hunt 2022 Gender: 50.8% girls, 49.2% boys  
Race/ethnicity (if identified with >1 
race, coded as "multiracial"): 32% 
Black/African American, 30% White, 
23% Hispanic, 11% multiracial, 3% 
biracial, 1% Asian 

Female and 
male 
heterosexual 
DRV 
victimisation 
and 
perpetration 
(physical) 

My friends generally think that… 
a) It is ok for a boy to hit his/her girlfriend if she did 

something to make him/her mad. 
b) It is ok for a boy to hit his/her girlfriend if she insulted 

him/her in front of friends. 
c) Girls sometimes deserve to be hit by the boys they 

date. 
d) A girl who makes her boyfriend jealous on purpose 

deserves to be hit.  

CADRI verbal (9 items) and physical (8 items) 
victimisation scales. 
ROs: 0 (never), 1 (seldom, 1-2 times), 2 (sometimes, 
3-5 times), 3 (often, 6+ times) 
Variables: Mean score (ranged 0 to 3) 
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e) Boys sometimes deserve to be hit by the girls they 
date. 

f) Sometimes boys have to hit their girlfriends to get 
them back under control. 

g) It is ok for a boy to hit a girl if she hit him/her first. 
h) It is ok for a girl to hit a boy if he hit her first 
ROs: Likert scale, 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly 
agree) 
Variable: Mean score 

Kernsmith 
2011 

Full sample: 
Gender: All girls 
Grade level: 9th (38%), 10th (21%), 
11th (19%), 12th (22%) 
Ethnicity: African American (51%), 
White (44%), Chicana/Latina (3%), 
Native American (2%), and not 
stated (1%) 
Parental education: Median was 
high school diploma or GED 
SES: 32% received free or reduced 
school lunch 

Respondent 
(girls’) DRV 
perpetration 
(general – 
“got violent”) 

Asked in relation to: 1) friends, 2) father, 3) mother, 4) 
teachers, 5) boyfriend/girlfriend, 6) religious leaders, 7) 
police: 
A) If I got violent, the following people would…  
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (strongly approve) to 7 (strongly 
disapprove) 
B) The approval of the following people is…  
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (not at all important) to 7 
(very/extremely important) 
Variable: Mean values of (A) and (B) multiplied for single 
score of 1-49. 

Modified CTS2 (selected items from physical and 
sexual coercion subscales). Mild and severe DRV, and 
items on context of violent incidents. Unclear 
whether measure includes perpetration only or both 
victimisation and perpetration. 
Variable: Binary 

Nardi- 
Rodríguez 
2022 (#5) 

Full sample 
Gender: All male 
Age: 14-18 years (M=16) 
Sexual identity: All heterosexual 

Respondent 
(boys’) DRV 
perpetration 
(psych.) 

Contextualising paragraph about perpetrating controlling 
behaviours, from the perspective of a boyfriend; 
followed by survey items: 
1. The majority of people who are important to me think 
I should phone or send WhatsApps to my girlfriend to 
know where she is, who she is with, and when we are 
going to see each other. 
2. Most people like me would phone or send WhatsApps 
to their girlfriends to know where they are, who they are 
with, and when they are going to see each other.  
3. Most people important to me phone or send 
WhatsApps to their girlfriends to know where they are, 
who they are with, and when they are going to see each 
other. 

1. In the past 3 months I have phoned or sent 
WhatsApp[s] to my girlfriend to know where is she, 
who she is with... 
2. How frequently have you phoned or sent 
WhatsApp[s] to your girlfriend to know where she is, 
who she is with? 
ROs – item 1: Likert scale, 1 (totally disagree) to 7 
(totally agree) 
ROs – item 2: Likert scale, 1 (never) to 7 (always) 
Variable: Mean score of 1-7 
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4. Most people like me would phone or send WhatsApps 
to their girlfriends to know where they are, who they are 
with, and when they are going to see each other. 
5. It is expected from me that I phone or send 
WhatsApps to my girlfriend to know where she is, who 
she is with, and when we are going to see each other. 
6. Most people who are important to me support me 
phoning or sending WhatsApps to my girlfriend to know 
where she is, who she is with, and when we are going to 
see each other. 
ROs – items 1, 2, 3, 6: Likert scale, 1 (totally agree) to 7 
(totally disagree) 
ROs – item 4: Likert scale, 1 (totally unlikely) to 7 (totally 
likely)  
ROs – item 5: Likert scale, 1 (totally true) to 7 (totally 
false) 
Variable: Mean score of 1-7 

Nardi- 
Rodríguez 
2022 (#6) 

Full sample 
Gender: All male 
Age: 14-18 years (M=16) 
Sexual identity: All heterosexual 

(as above) As above (Nardi-Rodríguez 2022 #5), but asking about 
perpetrating devaluing behaviours (a boy ignoring his 
girlfriend, or punishing her with his silence, without 
giving the reason). Wording not provided. 

As above (Nardi-Rodríguez 2022 #5), but asking 
about perpetrating devaluing behaviours (a boy 
ignoring his girlfriend, or punishing her with his 
silence, without giving the reason). Wording not 
provided. 

Nardi- 
Rodríguez 
2022 (#7) 

Full sample 
Gender: All female 
Age: 14-18 years (M=16) 
Sexual identity: All heterosexual 

Respondent 
(girls’) DRV 
victimisation 
(psych.) 

As above (Nardi-Rodríguez 2022 #5), but asking about 
experiencing controlling behaviours from a boyfriend. 
Wording not provided. 

As above (Nardi-Rodríguez 2022 #5), but asking 
about experiencing controlling behaviours from a 
boyfriend. Wording not provided. 

Nardi- 
Rodríguez 
2022 (#8) 

Full sample 
Gender: All female 
Age: 14-18 years (M=16) 
Sexual identity: All heterosexual 

(as above) As above (Nardi-Rodríguez 2022 #5), but asking about 
experiencing devaluing behaviours from a boyfriend. 
Wording not provided. 

As above (Nardi-Rodríguez 2022 #5), but asking 
about experiencing devaluing behaviours from a 
boyfriend. Wording not provided. 

Pöllänen 
2018 (#1) 

Gender: 58% girls, 42% boys 
Age: M=13.73 years (SD=1.04) 
Ethnicity: 59% Colored, 36% Black, 
5% White, 1% Other 
SES, scale of 0-8: M=6.10 (SD=1.59) 

Respondent 
(girls, boys) 
DRV 
perpetration 
(sexual) 

If I put pressure on my boyfriend or girlfriend to have 
sex… 
1. It will improve our relationship 
2. It will make me seem successful 
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree) 

Adapted from World Health Organization survey. 
Sexual DRV victimisation (1 item) and perpetration (1 
item).  
ROs: Binary (0=never, 1=at least once) 
Variable: Binary 
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Variable: Score of 1-5 

Pöllänen 
2018 (#2) 

(as above) (as above) 1. My parents/caregivers 
2. Most of my friends 
3. Most men in my family 
4. Most women in my family 
5. My boyfriend or girlfriend 
…think it is okay for me to put pressure on my boyfriend 
or girlfriend to have sex 
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree) 
Variable: Score of 1-5 

(as above) 

van 
Ouytsel 
2017 

Gender: 71% girls 
Age: 16-22 years (M=17.99, 
SD=0.92) 

Gender-
neutral DRV 
perpetration 
(psych.) 

Asked how respondent perceived that friends important 
in their lives would evaluate the following:  
a) accessing email messages and messages on the 

partner's cell phone and social networking accounts 
without his or her consent  

b) sending the romantic partner a message via the 
Internet or mobile phone to check what the partner 
was doing 

c) controlling the pictures of the romantic partner as 
well as the people with whom he or she became 
friends on social networking sites 

ROs: Likert scale, 1 (strongly disapprove) to 4 (strongly 
approve) 
Variable: Mean score 

Adapted control dimension of Cyber Dating Abuse 
Questionnaire to assess psych. cyber dating abuse 
perpetration of current partner in past 6 months (4 
items). 
ROs: Likert scale, 1 (never) to 5 (very often) 
Variable: Items combined (unclear how) to form 
continuous variable 

Descriptive gender norms    

Gagne ́ 
2005 

Analysis of victimisation >1 years 
ago 
Gender: All girls 
Age: 14-20 years (M=16.3, SD=0.8) 
Location: 59% Montreal, 41% 
Quebec 

Heterosexual 
sexual 
violence 
(male 
perpetration, 

Asked how many friends respondent was involved with 
in past year. Among these, asked as far as respondent 
knew: 
1. How many girls and boys have physically hurt their 

dating partner during the last year 

Sequential logistic regression analysis 
VIFFA. Psych., physical and sexual victimisation in 
respondent’s most difficult relationship over the past 
12 months (40 items). 
ROs: Likert scale: 1 (never), 2 (1-2 times), 3 (3-10 
times), 4 (>10 times) 
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Culture: 79% Quebec or Canadian 
Language: 92% spoke mostly French  
Analysis of victimisation in past 12 
months: Above sample limited to 
those reporting at least 1 dating 
partner in past 12 months. Does not 
differ significantly from above 
sample on socioeconomic variables. 

female 
victimisation) 

2. How many girls have been handled roughly by a male 
dating partner 

3. How many girls have faced sexual coercion by a male 
peer 

4. How many boys have used sexual coercion towards a 
female peer 

Variable: Binary. Coded 1 if for ≥1 item, ≥1 out of 4 of 
the respondent’s friends of the gender referenced were 
involved in the violence asked about 

Variable: Added item responses for single score. 
Coded as victim if score >average. 

Correlation analysis 
Physical or sexual victimisation >1 year ago by dating 
partner or one-night stand.  
Variable: Binary; 0=no, 1=yes. Those reporting no 
dating relationship >1 year ago coded as 0. 

Injunctive gender norms    

Shakya 
2022 (#1) 

Gender: All female 
Age: 13-19 years (M=17.31, 
SD=1.53) 
Marital status: All married to 
husbands 
Education: M=0.50 (SD=0.79), on 
continuous scale where 0=no formal 
schooling, 1=incomplete primary, 
2=completed primary, 3=past 
primary 
Household assets: M=2.07 
(SD=1.17) on scale of 0-6 (higher 
score indicates more wealth) 
Food insecure: 20% 
Tribe: 31% Hausa, 69% Zarma, 
0.05% Tuareg 

Household 
gender roles 
for women 
and men 

People in the village think that 
a) a woman's most important role is to take care of the 

home and cook for the family 
b) a man should have the final word about decisions in 

the home 
c) it is shameful when men engage in caring for children 

or other domestic work 
d) giving baths to children, changing their clothes, and 

feeding them is the mothers responsibility 
e) a woman should never question her husband's 

decisions even if she disagrees with him 
f) it is natural and right that men have more power in 

the family 
g) if a man cooks or cleans it is shameful for his wife 
ROs: Asked whether agreed or disagreed 
Variable: Coded 1 for agree answer, 0 for disagree 
answer. Additive score of 0-7. 

Asked whether, in the history of her marriage, her 
husband had ever perpetrated each of six acts of 
physical abuse (6 items). 
Variable: Binary; “yes” if responded affirmatively to 
any item 

Shakya 
2022 (#2) 

(as above) Physical 
violence 
against 
women 

People in this village believe that there are times when a 
woman deserves to be beaten. 
ROs: Yes, no, don’t know 
Variable: Categorical 

(as above) 

Shamu 
2016 (#1) 

Overall sample 
Gender: 57% girls, 43% boys 
Construct validity sample (ever-
partnered): 49% girls, 51% boys 
Girls 

Male 
violence, 
male 
heterosexual 
violence 
within 

Comprises 3 subscales asking the same 5 items in 
relation to (a) family’s views, (b) friends’ views and (c) 
own views: My family thinks/My friends think/I think 
that: 
1. if someone insults a man he should be prepared to 

physically fight to defend his honour 

Adapted standard World Health Organization 
questions on intimate partner violence to assess past 
12-month physical and sexual victimisation (among 
girls, by boys) and perpetration (by boys, against 
girls) – 8 items. 
ROs: Never, once, more than once 
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Report 
(measure, 
if >1) 

Sample characteristics Inductive SN 
concept 
measured 

Social norms measure characteristics DRV outcome measure characteristics 

Age: 54% 12-13 years, 46% 14-19 
years 
Parental unemployment: 65% none, 
22% mother, 6% father, 6% both 
Type of house: 71% brick house/flat, 
14% wendy/backyard, 15% home in 
informal settlement 
Weekly pocket money given:c 16% 
none, 58% <R20, 8% R21-R49, 17% 
≥R50 
Boys 
Age: 38% 12-13 years, 62% 14-19 
years 
Parental unemployment: 64% none, 
23% mother, 7% father, 5% both 
Type of house: 72% brick house/flat, 
14% wendy/backyard, 14% home in 
informal settlement 
Weekly pocket money given: 21% 
none, 50% <R20, 10% R21-R49, 18% 
≥R50 

marriage and 
physical and 
sexual 
violence 
against 
girls/women 

2. if a wife does something wrong her husband has the 
right to punish her 

3. there are times when a woman deserves to be 
beaten 

4. if a girl dresses sexy or gets drunk she is inviting men 
to rape her 

5. when a woman is raped, she is usually to blame for 
putting herself in that situation 

ROs: Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 
(strongly disagree) 
Variable: Appears to be additive score  

Variable: Unclear 

Shamu 
2016 (#2) 

(as above) (as above) 1. My family thinks that if someone insults a man he 
should be prepared to physically fight to defend his 
honour 

2. My family thinks that if a wife does something wrong 
her husband has the right to punish her 

3. My family thinks that there are times when a woman 
deserves to be beaten 

4. My family thinks that if a girl dresses sexy or gets 
drunk she is inviting men to rape her 

5. My family thinks that when a woman is raped, she is 
usually to blame for putting herself in that situation 

ROs: Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 
(strongly disagree) 
Variable: Appears to be additive score 

(as above) 
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Report 
(measure, 
if >1) 

Sample characteristics Inductive SN 
concept 
measured 

Social norms measure characteristics DRV outcome measure characteristics 

Shamu 
2016 (#3) 

(as above) (as above) 1. My friends think that if someone insults a man he 
should be prepared to physically fight to defend his 
honour 

2. My friends think that if a wife does something wrong 
her husband has the right to punish her 

3. My family thinks that there are times when a woman 
deserves to be beaten 

4. My friends think that if a girl dresses sexy or gets 
drunk she is inviting men to rape her 

5. My friends think that when a woman is raped, she is 
usually to blame for putting herself in that situation 

ROs: Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 
(strongly disagree) 
Variable: Appears to be additive score 

(as above) 

Wesche 
2019 

Inter-item correlation sample 
Gender: 46% female 
Age: M=17.4 years (SD=1.5) 
Race/ethnicity (could select >1): 
73% Black/African American, 25% 
Hispanic/Latino, 4% White, 1% 
other race/ethnic categories 
Construct validity sample: Not 
stated 

Sexual 
expectations 
of female 
gang-
members 
(rev) 

1. Female gang members are expected to have sex any 
time with male gang members 

2. Female gang members are expected to have sex with 
more than one other gang member at a time 

ROs: Likert scale, 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree) 
Variable: Average score across items 

Past-year victimisation (6 items) and perpetration (6 
items); types are not stated but include physical 
victimisation and psych. perpetration at minimum. 
ROs: Likert scale, 0 (never) to 6 (more than 20 times) 
Variable: Averaged item responses 

 
a Scale items: 1) A guy should not insult his girlfriend; 2) A guy should not tell his girlfriend what to do; 3) A girl should ask her boyfriend first before going out with her friends; 4) 
Relationships always work best when girls please their boyfriends; 5) There is never a reason for a guy to threaten his girlfriend; 6) Sometimes guys just can’t help but swear at 
their girlfriends; 7) A girl should always change her ways to please her boyfriend; 8) A girl should always do what her boyfriend tells her to do; 9) A guy does not need to know his 
girlfriend’s every move; 10) There is never a good enough reason for a guy to swear at his girlfriend; 11) It is understandable when a guy gets so angry that he yells at his 
girlfriend; 12) It is O.K. for a guy to bad mouth his girlfriend; 13) There is never a reason for a guy to yell and scream at his girlfriend; 14) A girl should not see her friends if it 
bothers her boyfriend; 15) It is important for a girl to always dress the way her boyfriend wants; 16) There is no excuse for a girl to threaten her boyfriend; 17) There is never a 
good enough reason for a girl to swear at her boyfriend; 18) Girls have a right to tell their boyfriends how to dress; 19) A guy should always do what his girlfriend tells him to do; 
20) If a girl yells and screams at her boyfriend it does not really hurt him seriously; 21) Girls have a right to tell their boyfriends what to do; 22) It is important for a guy to always 
dress the way his girlfriend wants; 23) Sometimes girls just can[‘t?] help but swear at their boyfriends; 24) A guy should always ask his girlfriend first before going out with his 
friends; 25) It is O.K. for a girl to bad mouth her boyfriend; 26) It is understandable when a girl gets so angry that she yells at her boyfriend; 27) Sometimes girls have to threaten 
their boyfriends so that they will listen; 29) A girl should not control what her boyfriend wears. 
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b 1) A girl should break-up with a guy when he hits her; 2) Some girls deserve to be slapped by their boyfriends; 3) It is never O.K. for a guy to hit his girlfriend; 4) Sometimes guys 
just cannot stop themselves from punching their girlfriends; 5) There is no good reason for a guy to push his girlfriend.6) Sometimes a guy cannot help hitting his girlfriend when 
she makes him angry; 7) There is no good reason for a guy to slap his girlfriend; 8) Sometimes jealousy makes a guy so crazy that he must slap his girlfriend; 9) Girls who cheat on 
their boyfriends should be slapped; 10) Sometimes love makes a guy so crazy that he hits his girlfriend; 11) A guy usually does not slap his girlfriend unless she deserves it; 12) It 
is O.K. for a guy to slap his girlfriend if she deserves it; 13) It is O.K. for a girl to slap her boyfriend if he deserves it; 14) It is no big deal if a girl shoves her boyfriend; 15) 
Sometimes girls just cannot stop themselves from punching their boyfriends; 16) Some guys deserve to be slapped by their girlfriends; 17) Sometimes a girl must hit her 
boyfriend so that he will respect her; 18) A girl usually does not slap her boyfriend unless he deserves it; 19) A girl should not hit her boyfriend regardless of what he has done; 
20) There is never a reason for a guy to get slapped by his girlfriend; 21) Pulling hair is a good way for a girl to get back at her boyfriend; 22) It is never O.K. for a girl to slap her 
boyfriend; 23) Some girls have to pound their boyfriends to make them listen; 24) A guy should break-up with a girl when she slaps him. 
 

c 1USD=10.7 South African Rand at time of research (Shamu et al., 2016) 
CADRI=Conflict in Adolescent Dating Relationships Inventory 
CIR=Conflict in Relationships 
CTS2=Revised Conflict Tactics Scale 
M=mean 
psych.=psychological 
SD=standard deviation 
SEM=structural equation modelling 
SES=socioeconomic status 
SN=social norms 
rev=reverse-scored 
ROs=response options 
VADRI=Violence in Adolescents’ Dating Inventory 
VIFFA=Violence faite aux Filles dans les Fre ́quentations a` l’Adolescence 
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Note for Appendix E: The last three columns of the tables included in this Appendix report on 

the validity of included measures as assessed by the association of pro-DRV/inequitable gender 

norms with increased risk of DRV. 
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Report Analysis method Results Summary of findings 
Inductive SN 
concept 
measured 

DRV outcome Relationship between 
SN and DRV outcome 

Fully adjusted (boys): friends who are perpetrators, supervision 
by mother, seen a parent hit a parent, acceptance of 
prescribed norms, negative sanctions, destructive responses to 
anger, brought weapon to school, alcohol use, age 
Longitudinal (two time-points) 
Examined baseline norms as a predictor of DRV at follow-up 
Partially adjusted (girls, boys): RCT treatment condition, 
acceptance of prescribed norms, negative sanctions, gender 
stereotyping 
Fully adjusted (boys): RCT treatment condition, friends who are 
perpetrators, supervision by mother, acceptance of prescribed 
norms, destructive responses to anger, brought a weapon to 
school, race 

Boys 
Cross-sectional 
Partially adjusted 
b=0.56, OR=1.74** 
Fully adjusted 
b= -0.24, OR=1.28 (SE=0.22) 
Longitudinal 
Partially adjusted 
b= -0.36, OR=1.44* 
Fully adjusted  
b= -0.33, OR=1.39 (SE=0.19) 

(as above) Boys’ 
perpetration 
(physical, 
sexual) 

Significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Positive, partially 
adjusted 
Longitudinal: Positive, 
partially adjusted  
 
Not significant 
Cross-sectional: Fully 
adjusted 
Longitudinal: Fully 
adjusted 

Gagne ́ 
2005 

Sequential logistic regression 
Covariates 
Partially adjusted: Parental violence, exposure to marital 
violence, intrafamilial sexual abuse 
Fully adjusted – variable added to partially adjusted model: 
number of years since participant started dating 

Partially adjusted 
Indirect physical: B=0.64, SE=0.23, 
W=7.56, OR=1.90**† (95%CI=1.20-3.01) 
Other psych: B=0.68, SE=0.22, W=8.82, 
OR=1.93**† (95%CI=1.25-2.97) 
Fully adjusted 
Indirect physical: B=0.57, SE=0.24, 
W=5.75, OR=1.76* (95%CI=1.11-2.80) 
Other psych.: B=0.66, SE=0.22, W=8.60, 
OR=1.93**† (95%CI=1.24-2.98) 

Gender-neutral 
DRV 
perpetration 
and female 
heterosexual 
DRV 
victimisation 
(physical) 

Girls’ 
victimisation 
(psych.) 

Significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Positive, partially and 
fully adjusted 
 
 

Partially adjusted: B=0.76, SE=0.23, 
W=11.19, OR=2.15**† (95%CI=1.37-
3.36) 
Fully adjusted: B=0.71, SE=0.23, 
W=9.57, OR=2.04**† (95%CI=1.30-3.20) 

(as above) Girls’ 
victimisation 
(physical) 

Significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Positive, partially and 
fully adjusted 

Partially adjusted: B=0.40, SE=0.23, 
W=2.87, OR=1.49 (95%CI=0.94-2.35) 
Fully adjusted: B=0.36, SE=0.24, 
W=2.32, OR=1.43 (95%CI=0.90-2.27) 

(as above) Girls’ 
victimisation 
(sexual) 

Not significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Partially and fully 
adjusted 

Correlation φ=0.19*** (as above) Girls’ 
victimisation 
(physical, 
sexual) 

Significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Positive, unadjusted 
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Report Analysis method Results Summary of findings 
Inductive SN 
concept 
measured 

DRV outcome Relationship between 
SN and DRV outcome 

Fully adjusted (reduced) – variables removed from full model: 
interaction between gender role attitudes and acceptance of 
DRV 

Shorey 
2018 

Bivariate correlations, parallel process latent growth curve 
model with SN measure as independent variable (cross-
sectional, longitudinal – five waves)  

Girls 
Cross-sectional 
Bivariate correlations, by age in years 
15 (r=0.34***), 16 (r=0.31***), 17 
(r=0.29***), 18 (r=0.18***) 
Parallel process growth model: B= -
0.53*** (SE=0.12)  
Longitudinal 
Bivariate correlations, by age in years 
- 15 and: 16 (r=0.27***), 17 (r=0.16**), 

18 (r=0.12*) 
- 16 and: 17 (r=0.26***), 18 (r=0.19*), 
- 17 and: 18 (r=0.26***) 
Parallel process growth model: Not 
significant 

Gender-neutral 
DRV 
perpetration 
(physical) 

Girls’ 
perpetration 
(physical) 

Significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Positive, unadjusted 
(bivariate correlation); 
negative, unadjusted 
(parallel process growth 
model) 
Longitudinal: Positive, 
unadjusted (bivariate 
correlation) 
 
Not significant 
Longitudinal: 
Unadjusted (parallel 
process growth model) 

Boys 
Cross-sectional 
Bivariate correlations, by age in years 
15 (0.13*), 16 (0.29***), 17 (0.16**), 18 
(0.16**) 
Parallel process growth model: 
B=1.56*** (SE=0.30) 
Longitudinal 
Bivariate correlations, by age in years 
- 15 and: 16 (0.09), 17 (0.08), 18 (-0.05) 
- 16 and: 17 (0.14*), 18 (0.13*) 
- 17 and: 18: 0.14* 
Parallel process growth model: 
B=2.54*** (SE=0.50) 

(as above) Boys’ 
perpetration 
(physical) 

Significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Positive, unadjusted 
(bivariate correlation, 
parallel process growth 
curve) 
Longitudinal: Positive, 
unadjusted (bivariate 
correlation, parallel 
process growth model) 

Injunctive DRV norms     

Enosh 
2007 

Logistic regression comparing three nested models 
Covariates 

Partially adjusted: B=0.054, OR=1.056 
Fully adjusted: B=0.083, OR=1.086 

Heterosexual 
sexual violence 
perpetration 

Girls’ 
victimisation 
(sexual – 

Not significant  
Cross-sectional: 
Partially and fully 
adjusted 
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Report Analysis method Results Summary of findings 
Inductive SN 
concept 
measured 

DRV outcome Relationship between 
SN and DRV outcome 

Partially adjusted: immigrant status, level of religiosity, 
importance of sexual relationships, attitudes, perceived control 
of self, perceived control of partner 
Fully adjusted (victimisation) – variables added to partially 
adjusted model: perpetration in past 3 months (passive 
response), perpetration in past 3 months (active resistance) 
Fully adjusted (perpetration) – variables added to partially 
adjusted model: victimisation in the past 3 months (passive 
response), victimisation in the past 3 months (active 
resistance) 
 

passive 
response) 

Partially adjusted 
B=0.616*, OR=1.851 
Fully adjusted 
B=0.567*, OR=1.762 

(as above) Boys’ 
victimisation 
(sexual – 
passive 
response) 

Significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Positive, partially and 
fully adjusted 

Partially adjusted 
B=0.173, OR=0.841 
Fully adjusted 
B=0.166, OR=0.847 

(as above) Girls’ 
victimisation 
(sexual – active 
resistance) 

Not significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Partially and fully 
adjusted 

Partially adjusted 
B=0.521*†, OR=1.684 
Fully adjusted 
B=0.419, OR=1.520 

(as above) Boys’ 
victimisation 
(sexual – active 
resistance) 

Significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Positive, partially 
adjusted 
Not significant 
Cross-sectional: Fully 
adjusted 

Partially adjusted 
B=0.085, OR=1.088 
Fully adjusted 
B=0.042, OR=1.043 

(as above) Girls’ 
perpetration 
(sexual – 
passive 
response) 

Not significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Partially and fully 
adjusted 

Partially adjusted 
B=0.701***†, OR=2.016 
Fully adjusted 
B=0.532, OR=1.703 

(as above) Boys’ 
perpetration 
(sexual – 
passive 
response) 

Significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Positive, partially 
adjusted 
Not significant 
Cross-sectional: Fully 
adjusted 

Partially adjusted 
B= -0.278, OR=0.757 
Fully adjusted 
B= -0.365, OR=0.694 

(as above) Girls’ 
perpetration 
(sexual – active 
resistance) 

Not significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Partially and fully 
adjusted 

Partially adjusted 
B=0.086, OR=1.089 
Fully adjusted 

(as above) Boys’ 
perpetration 

Not significant 

















 16

Report Analysis method Results Summary of findings 
Inductive SN 
concept 
measured 

DRV outcome Relationship between 
SN and DRV outcome 

Wesche 
2019 

Linear mixed model 
Individual-level effects 
Covariates: age, gender, belief in equity in romantic 
relationships, respect for women in gang roles, interaction 
(belief in equity in romantic relationships x female gender), 
interaction (female gang-members’ sexual agency [norms 
measure] x female gender) 
 

Estimate=0.02, SE=0.14 Sexual 
expectations of 
female gang-
members 

Individual-level 
victimisation 
(physical; 
possibly 
others)  

Not significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Adjusted 

Estimate= -0.25*, SE=0.11 (as above) Individual-level 
perpetration 
(psych.; 
possibly 
others) 

Significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Positive, adjusted 
(taking into account 
reverse-scoring of SN 
measure) 

Linear mixed model 
Gang-level effects 
Covariates: proportion of female respondents, average 
reported proportion of female gang-members, belief in equity 
in romantic relationships, respect for women in gang roles, 
interaction (belief in equity in romantic relationships x 
proportion of female members), respect for women in gang 
roles x proportion of female members, interaction (female 
gang-members’ sexual agency [norms measure] x proportion of 
female gang-members 

Estimate=2.28, SE=1.82 (as above) Gang-level 
victimisation 
(physical; 
possibly 
others) 

Not significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Adjusted 

Estimate=0.34, SE=1.01 (as above) Gang-level 
perpetration 
(psych.; 
possibly 
others) 

Not significant 
Cross-sectional: 
Adjusted 

 
*p<0.05, *†p≤0.05, **p<0.01, **†p≤0.01, ***p<0.001, ***†p≤0.001 
AIC=Akaike information criterion; BIC=Bayesian information criterion; IQR=interquartile range; LCA=latent class analysis; N/A=not applicable; OR=odds ratio 
psych.=psychological; RCT=randomised controlled trial; rev=reverse-scored; ROs=response options; SEM=structural equation modelling; SES=socioeconomic status; SN=social 
norms; T1=time 1 
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Appendix 7. Cognitive interview demographic form and guide 



ID#  1 

Project Respect Cognitive Interview Guide 
Materials 

1. Consent form 
2. Interview guide with space for notes on each answer (on laptop or in hard-copy) 
3. Self-complete demographic questionnaire 
4. Show-card for each question subject to oral cognitive testing (including instructions for CADRI-s and 

SD items) 
5. Self-complete CADRI-s + SD questionnaire 

 
Instructions 

• Review consent form with participant and have them sign if they are happy to participate, then 
proceed through the interview guide. 

• Write participant ID number on demographic questionnaire and Project Respect questionnaire 
• Participant complete demographic questionnaire while I complete participant register 
• After interview,  

o Confirm gender and age between demographics sheet and register 
o Check safeguarding questions. Follow up if needed and otherwise shred Project Respect 

questionnaire. 
  



ID#  2 

1.0 Participant self-completes demographic questionnaire 
 

1. How old are you? ________________________   
 

2. What school year are you in? 
Please P one box only 
 

Year 8         o   
Year 9         o   

 
  

3. Which option best describes your ethnic group or background?       
       Please Pone box only 

 
 White British        o 

Any other White background      o  
 Asian or Asian British       o 

Black, African, Caribbean or Black British    o 
Mixed/multiple ethnic background     o 

 Any other ethnic group       o   
 

4. What sex were you assigned at birth (what the doctor put on your birth certificate)? 
Please Pone box only 
 

 Male  o 
 Female  o 
 

5. How do you describe yourself?   
Please Pone box only 
 

 Male      o 
 Female      o 
 Transgender male    o 
 Transgender female    o 
 Do not identify as male, female or transgender o 
 

6. What religious group do you belong to? 
         Please Pone box only 
 
 None         o 
 Christian        o 
 Jewish         o 
 Muslim/Islam        o 
 Hindu         o 
 Buddhist        o 
 Sikh         o 
 I don’t know / not sure       o 
 Other religious group       o 
  









ID#  6 

3.0 Participant self-completes CADRI-s and SD measures 
• Have participant self-complete these items. Ask them to mark with their pencil any words or 

questions that are confusing, unclear or repetitive, or words that wouldn’t be used in real life as 
they go through the questionnaire. 

• Note how long it takes to complete the questionnaire 
• After they have completed the section, follow up with the probe questions at the end of this section.  
• If participant has not had a partner in the last 12 months (for CADRI-s measures) or at all (for SD 

measures), ask them to review the questions but not select an answer 
 
The following questions ask you about things that have happened to you within the last 12 months with 
someone who is or was your partner (boyfriend or girlfriend) in a casual or serious relationship.  
 
They can refer to things that have happened face-to-face or through social media.  
 
When answering these questions, check the box that is your best estimate of how often these things have 
happened in the last 12 months (so, since April 2016). As a guide, use the following scale: 
 
Never: this has not happened at all in your relationship in the last 12 months. 
Seldom: this has happened about 1–2 times in your relationship in the last 12 months. 
Sometimes: this has happened 3–5 times in your relationship in the last 12 months. 
Often: this has happened 6 times or more in your relationship in the last 12 months. 
 

1. My partner spoke to me in a hostile or mean tone of voice. 
        Please P one box only   

 
Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
2. My partner insulted me with put-downs.  

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
3. My partner said things to my friends about me to turn them against me. 

 
        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
4. My partner kicked, hit, or punched me.  

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 



ID#  7 

 
 
IF YES: 
If this happened with someone you are still in a relationship with we will need to let the school know so that 
someone can help you. 
 

a. Did this happen with someone you are still in a relationship with? 
Please P one box only   

 
Yes        o  
No        o 
  

5. My partner slapped me or pulled my hair. 
        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
6. My partner threatened to hurt me. 

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 
 

 
7. My partner threatened to hit or throw something at me. 

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
8. My partner spread rumours about me. 

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 
 

9. My partner touched me sexually when I didn’t want them to. 
        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
 



ID#  8 

10. My partner forced me to have sex when I didn’t want to. 
        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
IF YES: 
If this happened with someone you are still in a relationship with we will need to let the school know so that 
someone can help you. 
 

a. Did this happen with someone you are still in a relationship with? 
Please P one box only   

 
Yes        o  
No        o  

 
11. My partner kept track of who I was with and where I was. 

       Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
12. My partner accused me of flirting with someone else. 

       Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
13. My partner pressured me to send them a naked or semi naked image of myself 

Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 
 

 
14. My partner shared naked or semi naked images of me without my consent 

Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
 
 
 



ID#  9 

 
The following questions ask you about things that you have done within the last 12 months to someone 
who is or was your partner (boyfriend or girlfriend) in a casual or serious relationship.   
 
They can refer to things that have happened face-to-face or through social media.  
 
When answering these questions, check the box that is your best estimate of how often you have done 
these things in the last 12 months (so, since April 2016). As a guide, use the following scale: 
 
Never: this has not happened at all in your relationship in the last 12 months. 
Seldom: this has happened about 1–2 times in your relationship in the last 12 months. 
Sometimes: this has happened 3–5 times in your relationship in the last 12 months. 
Often: this has happened 6 times or more in your relationship in the last 12 months. 
 

15. I insulted my partner with put-downs. 
        Please P one box only   

 
Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 
 

16. I spoke to my partner in a hostile or mean tone of voice.      
       Please P one box only   

 
Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
17. I said things to my partner’s friends about my partner to try and turn them against him/her. 

 
        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
18. I kicked, hit, or punched my partner. 

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
19. I slapped my partner or pulled their hair. 

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 
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20. I threatened to hurt my partner. 

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
21. I threatened to hit or throw something at my partner. 

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
22. I spread rumours about my partner. 

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
23. I touched my partner sexually when they didn’t want me to. 

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
24. I forced my partner to have sex when they didn’t want to. 

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
25. I kept track of who my partner was with and where they were. 

        Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 
 
 
 

 
26. I accused my partner of flirting with someone else. 

Please P one box only   
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Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
27. I pressured my partner to send me a naked or semi naked image of her or himself 

Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
28. I shared naked or semi naked images of my partner without their consent 

Please P one box only   
 

Never          o  
Seldom         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
How many times has any person that you have ever gone out with ever done the following things to you?  
 
Only include it when that person did it to you first. In other words, don’t count it if they did it to you in self-
defence.  
 

29. Scratched me 
        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
30. Slapped me  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 

31. Physically twisted my arm  
        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 

32. Slammed me or held me against a wall 
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        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 

33. Kicked me  
        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
IF YES: 
If this happened with someone you are still in a relationship with we will need to let the school know so that 
someone can help you. 
 

a. Did this happen with someone you are still in a relationship with? 
Please P one box only   

 
Yes        o  
No        o  

 
34. Bent my fingers  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
35. Bit me hard 

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
36. Tried to choke me  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 
 
IF YES: 
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If this happened with someone you are still in a relationship with we will need to let the school know so that 
someone can help you. 
 

a. Did this happen with someone you are still in a relationship with? 
Please P one box only   

 
Yes        o  
No        o  
  

 
37. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved me  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
38. Dumped me out of a moving car  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
IF YES: 
If this happened with someone you are still in a relationship with we will need to let the school know so that 
someone can help you. 
 

a. Did this happen with someone you are still in a relationship with? 
Please P one box only   

 
Yes        o  
No        o  

 
39. Threw something at me that hit me  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
40. Burned me  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 
IF YES: 
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If this happened with someone you are still in a relationship with we will need to let the school know so that 
someone can help you. 
 

a. Did this happen with someone you are still in a relationship with? 
Please P one box only   

 
Yes        o  
No        o  

 
41. Hit me with a fist  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
IF YES: 
If this happened with someone you are still in a relationship with we will need to let the school know so that 
someone can help you. 
 

a. Did this happen with someone you are still in a relationship with? 
Please P one box only   

 
Yes        o  
No        o  

 
42. Hit me with something hard besides a fist  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
IF YES: 
If this happened with someone you are still in a relationship with we will need to let the school know so that 
someone can help you. 
 

a. Did this happen with someone you are still in a relationship with? 
Please P one box only   

 
Yes        o  
No        o  

 
43. Beat me up  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
IF YES: 
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If this happened with someone you are still in a relationship with we will need to let the school know so that 
someone can help you. 
 

a. Did this happen with someone you are still in a relationship with? 
Please P one box only   

 
Yes        o  
No        o  

 
 

44. Assaulted me with a knife or gun 
        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
IF YES: 
If this happened with someone you are still in a relationship with we will need to let the school know so that 
someone can help you. 
 

a. Did this happen with someone you are still in a relationship with? 
Please P one box only   

 
Yes        o  
No        o  

 
45. Forced me to have sex 

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
IF YES: 
If this happened with someone you are still in a relationship with we will need to let the school know so that 
someone can help you. 
 

a. Did this happen with someone you are still in a relationship with? 
Please P one box only   

 
Yes        o  
No        o  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How many times have you ever done the following things to any person that you have ever gone out with? 
Only include when you did it to him/her first. In other words, don’t count it if you did it in self-defence.  
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46. Scratched them 

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
47. Slapped them  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 

48. Physically twisted their arm  
        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 

49. Slammed them or held them against a wall 
        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 

50. Kicked them  
        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
51. Bent their fingers  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
52. Bit them hard 

        Please P one box only   
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10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
53. Tried to choke them  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
54. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved them  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
55. Dumped them out of a car  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
56. Threw something at them that hit them  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
57. Burned them  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

58. Hit them with a fist  
        Please P one box only   
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10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
59. Hit them with something hard besides a fist  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
60. Beat them up  

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
61. Assaulted them with a knife or gun 

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
62. Forced them to have sex 

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
63. Forced them to do other sexual things that they did not want to do 

        Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 
 
 
 
 
How often has anyone that you have ever gone out with done the following things to you? They can refer 
to things that have happened face to face or through social media. 
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64. Said things to hurt my feelings on purpose  
Please P one box only   

 
10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
65. Insulted me in front of others 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
66. Threw something at me but missed 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
67. Would not let me do things with other people 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
68. Threatened to start seeing someone else  

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
69. Told me I could not talk to someone of the opposite sex 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 
 
 

70. Started to hit me but stopped 
Please P one box only   
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10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
71. Did something just to make me jealous  

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
72. Blamed me for bad things they did 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
73. Threatened to hurt me 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
74. Made me describe where I was every minute of the day 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
75. Brought up something from the past to hurt me 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

76. Put down my looks 
Please P one box only   
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10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
How often have you done the following things to anyone that you have ever gone out with? They can refer 
to things that have happened face to face or through social media.  
 

77. Damaged something that belonged to them 
Please P one box only   

 
10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
78. Said things to hurt their feelings on purpose  

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
79. Insulted them in front of others 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
80. Threw something at them but missed 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
81. Would not let them do things with other people 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 
 
 

82. Threatened to start seeing someone else  
Please P one box only   
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10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
83. Told them they could not talk to someone of the opposite sex 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
84. Started to hit them but stopped 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
85. Did something just to make them jealous  

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
86. Blamed them for bad things I did 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
87. Threatened to hurt them 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

88. Made them describe where they were every minute of the day 
Please P one box only   
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10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
89. Brought up something from the past to hurt them 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
90. Put down their looks 

Please P one box only   
 

10 or more times       o 
4 to 9 times        o 
1 to 3 times        o  
Never         o 

 
That is the end. THANK YOU!  
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4.0 Probes following self-completion section 

4.1 General probes 
 

• Did you mark any words or questions as unclear? Were any confusing, unclear, or harder to 
understand? 

 
 

o If yes, which ones? 
 
 

o Were there any words you didn’t know? 
 
 

o Were there any words that sounded funny or wrong to you, like words no one would really 
use? 

 
 

• Did any of the questions seem repetitive? 
 
 

o Which ones? 
 
 
 

• How easy or hard was it to get through the whole survey?  
 
 
 

• Were any of the questions harder to answer?  
 
 

o If yes, which ones?  
 
 

o What made them harder to answer? 
 
 

• There were 2 different kinds of questions in the survey – in one the answer options are in words, and 
in the other they are in numbers. Did you prefer one over the other? 

 
• From what you saw in the survey, when would we need to let the school know about something that 

has happened to a student? 
 
 

• How comfortable did you feel filling out the survey? 
 
 

o Were there any questions you felt less comfortable answering? 
 
 

o Which ones? What made them less comfortable? 
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• Do you have any other feedback on the survey or any other suggestions? 
 
Thank them for their time and help with this project. 
Note at the top which sections were completed during the interview 

 



Appendix 8. Student baseline survey 
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Project Respect Student Survey 
 
We are researchers working at your school evaluating how to prevent violence in young people’s boyfriend 
or girlfriend relationships. As part of our research, we are asking all year 8 and 9 students to fill in a 
questionnaire on a tablet. This should only take about 40 minutes. 
 
The questionnaire has some questions about relationships, violence and other topics that can be sensitive 
and sometimes upsetting. A trained researcher will be here to make sure you have the peace and privacy 
you need to fill in the questionnaire. The researcher can also answer any questions you have. It is up to you 
whether or not you fill in the questionnaire and you can stop taking part at any point.  
 
We will store the information from the questionnaire on a computer file that will not include your name or 
anything that can identify you. When we write research reports based on information from all the 
questionnaires, you will not be named or identified in any way.  
 
What you report will be completely confidential and will not be shared with anyone, such as your school or 
parents.  
 
If you would like to talk with someone at your school about how you are feeling or any issues you are going 
through, the person in charge of safeguarding at your school can help you. You can also call the NSPCC 
Childline on 0800 1111 if you want help or support with any issue you are going through, no matter how big 
or how small. 
 
 

1. How old are you?  
Please P one box only 

12 years old        o 
13 years old        o 
14 years old        o 
 

2. What school year are you in? 
Please P one box only 

Year 8         o   
Year 9         o   
 

3. What sex were you assigned at birth (meaning what sex did the doctor put on your birth certificate)? 
 

Please Pone box only 
 Male  o 
 Female  o 

 
4. Which of the following options best describes how you think of yourself (your gender identity)?   

(We ask this in addition to the question above because some people are transgender which means 
their gender identity isn’t the same as the sex they were assigned at birth.) 

 
Please Pone box only 

 Male (including trans boy)   o 
 Female (including trans girl)   o 
 Non-binary (neither male nor female)  o  

Unsure / questioning    o 
 Other      o 
 Prefer not to say     o 
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5. Do you have a girlfriend at the moment? (either a serious relationship or a casual relationship) 

 
Please P one box only 

No, I’ve never had a girlfriend        o 
I used to have one, but not in the last 12 months    o 
I had one in the last 12 months, but not now      o 
Yes, I have one now        o 

 
6. Do you have a boyfriend at the moment? (either a serious relationship or a casual relationship) 

 
Please P one box only 

No, I’ve never had a boyfriend        o 
I used to have one, but not in the last 12 months    o 
I had one in the last 12 months, but not now      o 
Yes, I have one now        o 

 
7. Which of the following do you consider yourself to be? 

        Please Pone box only 
 Straight or heterosexual   

(a girl who is attracted to boys; or a boy who is attracted to girls) o 
 Gay or lesbian  

(a boy who is attracted to boys; or a girl who is attracted to girls) o 
 Bisexual (attracted to girls AND boys)     o 
 Other         o 
 Unsure / questioning       o 
 Prefer not to say       o 
 
 
Questions 8-25 are for students who have a girlfriend and/or boyfriend now, or have had one in the last 12 
months (so, since June 2016) 
 
If you have a girlfriend and/or boyfriend now, or have had one in the last 12 months: Read the instructions 
below and continue from question 8. 
 
If you have never had a girlfriend or boyfriend: Go straight to question 26. 
 
If you have had a girlfriend and/or boyfriend before, but not in the last 12 months: Go straight to question 27.   
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The following questions ask you about things that have happened to you within the last 12 months with one 
or more partners (boyfriends or girlfriends) in a casual or serious relationship.  
 
They can refer to things that have happened face-to-face or through social media.  
 
When you answer each of these questions, please tick the box that best shows how often these things have 
happened to you in the last 12 months (so, since June 2016). As a guide, use the following scale: 
 
Never: this has not happened at all in any of your relationships with a boyfriend or girlfriend in the last 12 
months. 
Rarely: this has happened about 1–2 times in any of your relationships with a boyfriend or girlfriend in the 
last 12 months. 
Sometimes: this has happened 3–5 times in any of your relationships with a boyfriend or girlfriend in the last 
12 months. 
Often: this has happened 6 times or more in any of your relationships with a boyfriend or girlfriend in the 
last 12 months. 
 

8. They spoke to me in a hostile or mean tone of voice. 
        Please P one box only   

Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
9. They said insulting things to me.  

        Please P one box only   
Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
10. They said things to my friends to try and turn them against me. 

 
        Please P one box only   

Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
11. They kicked, hit, or punched me.  

        Please P one box only   
Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
12. They slapped me or pulled my hair. 

        Please P one box only   
Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 
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13. They threatened to hurt me. 
        Please P one box only   

Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
14. They spread rumours about me. 

        Please P one box only   
Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
15. They kept track of who I was with and where I was. 

       Please P one box only   
Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
16. They accused me of flirting with someone else. 

       Please P one box only   
Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
 
The following questions ask you about things that you have done within the last 12 months to anyone who 
is or was your partner (boyfriends or girlfriends) in a casual or serious relationship.   
 
They can refer to things that have happened face-to-face or through social media.  
 
When answering these questions, check the box that is your best estimate of how often you have done 
these things in the last 12 months (so, since June 2016). As a guide, use the following scale: 
 
Never: this has not happened at all in any of your relationships with a boyfriend or girlfriend in the last 12 
months. 
Rarely: this has happened about 1–2 times in any of your relationships with a boyfriend or girlfriend in the 
last 12 months. 
Sometimes: this has happened 3–5 times in any of your relationships with a boyfriend or girlfriend in the last 
12 months. 
Often: this has happened 6 times or more in any of your relationships with a boyfriend or girlfriend in the 
last 12 months. 
 

 
17. I spoke to them in a hostile or mean tone of voice.      

       Please P one box only   
Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 
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18. I said insulting things to them. 
        Please P one box only   

Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
19. I said things to their friends to try and turn them against him/her. 

 
        Please P one box only   

Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 
 

20. I kicked, hit, or punched them. 
        Please P one box only   

Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
21. I slapped them or pulled their hair. 

        Please P one box only   
Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
22. I threatened to hurt them. 

        Please P one box only   
Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
23. I spread rumours about them. 

        Please P one box only   
Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
24. I kept track of who they were with and where they were. 

        Please P one box only   
Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 
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25. I accused them of flirting with someone else. 
Please P one box only   

Never          o  
Rarely         o  
Sometimes        o   
Often          o 

 
 
(Question 26 is only for students who have never had a girlfriend or boyfriend. If you have ever had a 
girlfriend and/or boyfriend: Go straight to question 27)  
 

26. Have you ever gone out with (dated) someone? This could be a girlfriend or boyfriend, or someone 
you’ve gone out with (dated) but do not consider a girlfriend or boyfriend.   

 
Please P all that apply 

Yes, I’ve gone out with a girl    o 
Yes, I’ve gone out with a boy     o 
No       o 

 
 
(If you answered “No” to question 26: Go straight to question 85. Otherwise, read the instructions below and 
continue from question 27.) 
 
How many times has any person that you have ever gone out with ever done the following things to you?  
 
Only include it when that person did it to you first. In other words, don’t count it if they did it to you in self-
defence.  
 

27. Scratched me 
        Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
28. Slapped me  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
29. Physically twisted my arm  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 8 

30. Slammed me or held me against a wall 
        Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
31. Kicked me  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
32. Bent my fingers  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
33. Bit me hard 

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
34. Tried to choke me  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
35. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved me  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
36. Threw something at me that hit me  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 
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37. Burned me  
        Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
38. Hit me with a fist  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
39. Hit me with something hard  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
40. Beat me up  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
41. Attacked me with a knife 

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
 
How many times have you ever done the following things to any person that you have ever gone out with? 
Only include when you did it to him/her first. In other words, don’t count it if you did it in self-defence.  
 

42. Scratched them 
        Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
43. Slapped them  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 
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44. Physically twisted their arm  
        Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
45. Slammed them or held them against a wall 

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
46. Kicked them  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
 

47. Bent their fingers  
        Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
48. Bit them hard 

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
49. Tried to choke them  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
50. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved them  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 
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51. Threw something at them that hit them  
        Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
52. Burned them  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
53. Hit them with a fist  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
54. Hit them with something hard  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
55. Beat them up  

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
56. Attacked them with a knife 

        Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
 
How often has anyone that you have ever gone out with done the following things to you? They can refer 
to things that have happened face-to-face or through social media. 
 

57. Damaged something that belonged to me  
Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 
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58. Said things to hurt my feelings on purpose  
Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
59. Insulted me in front of others 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
60. Threw something at me but missed 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
61. Would not let me do things with other people 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
62. Threatened to start seeing someone else  

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
63. Told me I could not talk to someone 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
64. Started to hit me but stopped 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 
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65. Did something just to make me jealous  
Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
66. Blamed me for bad things they did 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
67. Threatened to hurt me 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
68. Made me describe where I was every minute of the day 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
69. Brought up something from the past to hurt me 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
70. Insulted my looks 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
 
How often have you done the following things to anyone that you have ever gone out with? They can refer 
to things that have happened face-to-face or through social media.  
 

71. Damaged something that belonged to them 
Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 
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72. Said things to hurt their feelings on purpose  
Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
73. Insulted them in front of others 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
74. Threw something at them but missed 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
75. Would not let them do things with other people 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
76. Threatened to start seeing someone else  

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
77. Told them they could not talk to someone 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
78. Started to hit them but stopped 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 
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79. Did something just to make them jealous  
Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
80. Blamed them for bad things I did 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
81. Threatened to hurt them 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
82. Made them describe where they were every minute of the day 

 
Please P one box only   

Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
83. Brought up something from the past to hurt them 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 

 
84. Insulted their looks 

Please P one box only   
Never        o 
Rarely        o 
Sometimes       o  
Often        o 
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The next question asks about sexual harassment. Sexual harassment is unwanted and unwelcome sexual 
behaviour (touching, groping etc.) or sexual remarks (wolf whistling etc.), or insulting remarks about sexual 
behaviour (homophobic name-calling, insulting someone for being or not being sexually active, etc.), 
whether from partners or anyone else. Sexual harassment is not behaviour that you like or want (for 
example wanted kissing, touching, or flirting). 
 

85. How often do you experience sexual harassment?  
Please P one box only   

Often         o 
Occasionally         o 
Rarely        o 
Never        o 

 
(If you answered “Never” to question 85: Go straight to question 87. Otherwise, continue from question 86.) 
 
 

86. How often do you experience sexual harassment at school? 
 

Please P one box only   
Often         o 
Occasionally         o 
Rarely        o 
Never        o 

 
For each of the following items, please mark either the box for “Not true,” “Somewhat true” or “Definitely 
true”.  
 
Please answer them all as best you can even if you are not absolutely sure or they seem odd questions! 
 

87. Please give your answers on the basis of how things have been for you over the last SIX MONTHS (so, 
since December 2016).  

 
 

Please Pone box on EVERY line 

 

Not true 

 

Somewhat 
true 

 

Definitely 
true  

 
a. I try to be nice to other people. I care about their 

feelings  

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
b. I am restless, I cannot stay still for long 

 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
c. I get a lot of headaches 

 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
d. I usually share with others (food, games, pens etc.)  

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
e. I get very angry and often lose my temper  

 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 
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Please Pone box on EVERY line 

 

Not true 

 

Somewhat 
true 

 

Definitely 
true  

 
f. I am usually on my own. I generally play alone or 

keep to myself 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
g. I usually do as I am told  

 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
h. I worry a lot  

 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
i. I am helpful if someone is hurt, upset or feeling ill 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
j. I am constantly fidgeting 

 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
k. I have one good friend or more  

 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
l. I fight a lot. I can make other people do what I want  

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
m. I am often unhappy, down-hearted or tearful 

 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
n. Other people my age generally like me  

 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
o. I am easily distracted, I find it difficult to 

concentrate  

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
p. I am nervous in new situations. I easily lose 

confidence 

 
o 

 
o 

 
o 

 
q. I am kind to younger children 

 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
r. I am often accused of lying or cheating  

 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
s. Other children or young people pick on me or bully 

me  

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
t. I often volunteer to help others (parents, teachers, 

children)  

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 
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Please Pone box on EVERY line 

 

Not true 

 

Somewhat 
true 

 

Definitely 
true  

 
u. I think before I do things  

 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
v. I take things that are not mine from home, school or 

elsewhere  

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
w. I get on better with adults than with people my own 

age  

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
x. I have many fears, I am easily scared  

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
y. I finish the work I'm doing. My attention is good 

 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 
 

88. How much of a problem have these things been for you in the past ONE month (so, since May 2017) 
…  

 
Please Pone box on EVERY line 
 

 Never Almost 
never 

Sometimes Often Almost 
always 

a. It is hard for me to 
walk more than 50 
metres  

o o o o o 

 
b. It is hard for me to run  

 
o o o o o 

c. It is hard for me to do 
sports activity or 
exercise 

 

o o o o o 

d. It is hard for me to lift 
something heavy  

 
o o o o o 

e. It is hard for me to 
take a bath or shower 
by myself  

o o o o o 

f. It is hard for me to do 
chores around the 
house  

o o o o o 

 
g. I hurt or ache 

 
o o o o o 
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Never Almost 
never 

Sometimes Often Almost 
always 

h. I have low energy o o o o o 

i. I feel afraid or scared o o o o o 

j. I feel sad o o o o o 

k. I feel angry o o o o o 

l. I have trouble sleeping o o o o o 

m. I worry about what will
happen to me o o o o o 

n. I have trouble getting
along with other
young people

o o o o o 

o. Other young people do
not want to be my
friend

o o o o o 

p. Other young people
tease me

o o o o o 

q. I cannot do things that
other young people
my age can do

o o o o o 

r. It is hard to keep up
when I play with other
young people

o o o o o 

s. It is hard to pay
attention in class

o o o o o 

t. I forget things o o o o o 

u. I have trouble keeping
up with my
schoolwork

o o o o o 

v. I miss school because
of not feeling well

o o o o o 

w. I miss school to go to
the doctor or hospital o o o o o
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89. Below are some statements about your feelings and thoughts. Please tick the box that best describes 
your experience of each over the LAST TWO WEEKS.  

 
Please P one box on EVERY line 
 

 None of 
the time 

Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
 

 
a. I’ve been feeling confident 

about the future  
o o o o o 

 
b. I’ve been feeling useful  

 
o o o o o 

 
c. I’ve been feeling relaxed  

 
o o o o o 

 
d. I’ve been dealing with 

problems well  
o o o o o 

 
e. I’ve been thinking clearly  

 
o o o o o 

 
f. I’ve been feeling close to 

other people  
o o o o o 

 
g. I’ve been able to make up 

my own mind about things  
o o o o o 

 
 
For each question, read all the choices and decide which one is most like you TODAY.  Then put a tick in the 
box next to it. 
 
Please P one box only for each question 
 

90. How worried are you today?      
I don’t feel worried today o 
I feel a little bit worried today  o 
I feel a bit worried today o 
I feel quite worried today o 
I feel very worried today o 
 

91. How sad are you today?    
I don’t feel sad today o 
I feel a little bit sad today o 
I feel a bit sad today o 
I feel quite sad today o 
I feel very sad today o 
 

92. Are you in pain today?       
I don’t have any pain today o 
I have a little bit of pain today o 
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I have a bit of pain today  o 
I have quite a lot of pain today o 
I have a lot of pain today o 
 

93. How tired are you today?       
I don’t feel tired today o 
I feel a little bit tired today o 
I feel a bit tired today o 
I feel quite tired today o 
I feel very tired today o 
 

94. How annoyed are you today?       
I don’t feel annoyed today o 
I feel a little bit annoyed today o 
I feel a bit annoyed today o 
I feel quite annoyed today  o 
I feel very annoyed today o 
 

95. How well did you sleep last night?       
Last night I had no problems sleeping o 
Last night I had a few problems sleeping o 
Last night I had some problems sleeping o 
Last night I had many problems sleeping o 
Last night I couldn’t sleep at all o 
 

96. Thinking about your schoolwork/homework today (such as reading and writing)   
I have no problems with my schoolwork/homework today      o 
I have a few problems with my schoolwork/homework today    o 
I have some problems with my schoolwork/homework today    o 
I have many problems with my schoolwork/homework today    o 
I can’t do my schoolwork/homework today       o 
 

97. Thinking about your daily routine (things like eating, having a bath/shower)  
I have no problems with my daily routine today        o 
I have a few problems with my daily routine today      o 
I have some problems with my daily routine today     o 
I have many problems with my daily routine today     o 
I can’t do my daily routine today         o 
 

98. Are you able to join in activities like playing out with your friends and doing sports? 
I can join in with any activities today           o 
I can join in with most activities today        o 
I can join in with some activities today        o 
I can join in with a few activities today       o 
I can join in with no activities today        o 
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99. In the past 12 months (so, since June 2016), how many times have you used any health services (e.g. 
GP, A&E or other hospital services, or outpatient services) because you had an accident or injury? 

 
Please P one box only   

None        o   
One time       o 
Two times       o   
Three times                    o 
More than three times      o 
 

If you answered “Three times” or “More than three times,”  
a. Please state how many: ___________ 

 
 

100. In the past 12 months (so, since June 2016), have you ever been stopped or told off by the 
police? 

 
Please P one box only   

No        o   
Yes, once       o 
Yes, twice       o   
Yes, three or more times     o 

 
101. Please tick a box to show how much you personally agree or disagree with each statement. 

 
Please Pone box on EVERY line 

 
 I 

strongly 
agree 

I agree I disagree I 
strongly 
disagree 

a. It is NOT okay for a boy to hit his girlfriend if she did 
something to make him mad.  

 
o o o o 

b. Girls sometimes deserve to be hit by their 
boyfriends. 

 
o o o o 

c. Boys sometimes deserve to be hit by their 
girlfriends. 

 
 

o o o o 

d. It is okay for a boy to hit a girl if she hit him first. 
 o o o o 

e. It is NOT okay for a girl to hit a boy if he hit her first. 
 o o o o 

f. If I hit a boyfriend or girlfriend, he/she would break 
up with me.  

 
o o o o 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 23 

102. Please tick a box to show whether your friends would agree or disagree with each 
statement: 

Please Pone box on EVERY line 
 

 My friends 
would agree 

My friends 
would 

disagree 

My friends 
would 
neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

a. It is NOT okay for a boy to hit his girlfriend if she did 
something to make him mad.  

 
o o o 

b. Girls sometimes deserve to be hit by their 
boyfriends. 

 
o o o 

c. Boys sometimes deserve to be hit by their 
girlfriends. 

 
o o o 

 
d. It is okay for a boy to hit a girl if she hit him first. 

 
o o o 

 
e. It is NOT okay for a girl to hit a boy if he hit her first. 

 
o o o 

f. If someone hits their boyfriend or girlfriend, the 
boyfriend or girlfriend should break up with them. 

 
o o o 

 
 

103.  
a. Do you have friends who have girlfriends or boyfriends? 

 
Please P one box only 

  Yes   o 
No   o 

 
(If you answered “No”: Go straight to question 104. If you answered “Yes”:continue with the table below) 
 
 

Please tick a box to show your best guess of how many of your friends have done the following: 
 

Please Pone box on EVERY line 
 

 None Some Many Most 
b. How many of your friends have used physical force, such as 

hitting, to solve fights with their girlfriend or boyfriend? 
 

o o o o 

c. How many of your friends insult or swear at their girlfriend or 
boyfriend? 
 

o o o o 

d. How many of your friends try to control everything their 
girlfriend or boyfriend does? 
 

o o o o 
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104. Please tick a box to show how much you personally agree or disagree with each statement. 
 

Please Pone box on EVERY line 
 

 I 
strongly 

agree 

I agree I disagree I 
strongly 
disagree 

 
a. Swearing is worse for a girl than for a boy. 

 
o o o o 

b. It is more acceptable for a boy to have a lot of sexual 
partners than for a girl. 

 
o o o o 

 
c. Most girls can’t be trusted. 

 
o o o o 

 
d. On average, girls are as smart as boys. 

 
o o o o 

 
e. Girls should have the same freedom as boys. 

 

o o o o 

 
 

105. Please tick a box to show whether your friends would agree or disagree with each 
statement.  

Please Pone box on EVERY line 
 

 My friends 
would agree 

My friends 
would 

disagree 

My friends 
would 
neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

 
a. Swearing is worse for a girl than for a boy. 

 
o o o 

b. It is more acceptable for a boy to have a lot of sexual 
partners than for a girl.  

 
o o o 

 
c. Most girls can’t be trusted. 

 
o o o 

 
d. On average, girls are as smart as boys. 

 
o o o 

 
e. Girls should have the same freedom as boys. 

 
o o o 
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106. If you were experiencing violence in a relationship, would you know what local services you 
could use?  

 
Please P one box only 

Yes     o 
No    o 

 
107. If you have experienced violence in a relationship, have you ever talked to an adult about 

this? 
 

Please P one box only 
Yes           o 
No          o 
Not applicable; I have not experienced any violence in a relationship  o 

 
108. For each of the following items, please mark either the box for “Not true,” “Somewhat true,” 

or “Definitely true” 
 
Please answer them all as best you can even if you are not absolutely sure or they seem odd questions! 
 
Please Pone box on EVERY row 
 

 Not true Somewhat true Definitely true 
a. According to the law, it is considered rape if a 

person has sex with someone who is too drunk 
to consent to sex. 

o o o 

b. As long as you are just joking around, what you 
say or do to someone cannot be considered 
sexual harassment. 

o o o 

c. If no one else sees me being harassed, there is 
nothing I can do because the harasser will just 
say I am lying. 

o o o 

 
d. Girls cannot be sexually harassed by other girls. 

 
o o o 

 
e. Boys cannot be sexually harassed by girls. 

 
o o o 

 
f. Writing dirty things about someone on a 

bathroom wall at school is sexual harassment. 
o o o 

g. If a person is not physically harming someone, 
then they are not really abusive. 

 
o o o 

 
109. Have you ever downloaded an app that you can use to get help if you feel threatened? 

  
Please Pone box only  

Yes  o 
No  o 
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110. Which option best describes your ethnic group or background?      
         

Please Pone box only 
 White British        o 

Any other White background      o  
 Asian or Asian British       o 

Black, African, Caribbean or Black British    o 
Mixed/multiple ethnic background     o 

 Any other ethnic group       o 
 

111. What religious group do you belong to? 
        Please Pone box only 
 None         o 
 Christian        o 
 Jewish         o 
 Muslim/Islam        o 
 Hindu         o 
 Buddhist        o 
 Sikh         o 
 I don’t know / not sure       o 
 Other religious group       o 
 

112. Which adult or adults (not including older brothers or sisters) do you live with? 
 

        Please P all that apply 

 My mother        o 
 My father        o 
 My stepmother        o 
 My stepfather        o 
 My foster-mother       o 
 My foster-father       o 

Someone else         o 
 

113. Are any of the adults that you live with in paid work, either part-time or full-time? 
 

Please Pone box only 
Yes    o    
No   o    
I don’t know   o 

 
114. What kind of house or flat do you live in?      

Please P one box only 
 One rented from the Council or a housing association  o 
 One rented from a landlord     o 

One owned by your family (including one with a mortgage) o 
 Other        o 

I don’t know / not sure      o 
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115. Does your family own a car, van or truck?    
Please P one box only   

No        o  
 Yes, one       o 
 Yes, two or more      o 
 

116. Do you have your own bedroom for yourself?    
Please P one box only   

No        o  
 Yes        o 
 

117. During the past 12 months, how many times did you travel away on holiday with your 
family?  

Please P one box only   
Not at all       o  

 Once        o 
 Twice        o 

More than twice      o 
 

118. How many computers (including laptops and tablets, not including game consoles and 
smartphones) does your family own?  

Please P one box only   
None        o  

 One        o 
 Two        o 

More than two       o 
 
 
That is the end. THANK YOU!  
Please remain quiet until everyone has finished. 
(A word search activity will be provided for students who finish the survey before the end of the session) 
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Information and consent form for student survey 
 
We are researchers working at your school evaluating “Project Respect,” a 
programme to prevent violence in young people’s dating and relationships. As 
part of our research we are asking all year 8 and 9 students to fill in a 
questionnaire on a tablet. This should only take about 45 minutes. The answers 
you give will be used to judge the success of a programme to reduce dating or 
relationship violence among young people. 
 
The questionnaire has some questions about relationships, violence and other 
topics that can be  sensitive or sometimes upsetting. A trained researcher will be 
here to make sure you have the peace and privacy you need to fill in the 
questionnaire. The researcher can also answer any questions you have. You can 
choose whether or not to take part and you can stop taking part at any point. The 
questionnaire is completely confidential.  
 
We will store your answers to the questionnaire on a computer file that will not 
include your name or any way of identifying you. When we write research reports 
based on the answers from the questionnaires, you will not be named or in any 
way identified.  
 
Anything you report will be kept totally private. We will not share it with other 
people such as teachers or parents, etc. 
 
If you would like to talk with someone at your school about how you are feeling or 
any issues you are going through, XXXX is in charge of safeguarding at your 
school and can help you. You can also call the NSPCC Childline on 0800 1111 if 
you want help or support with any issue you are going through, no matter how 
big or how small. 
 
 
If you’re happy to fill in the questionnaire, please fill in the box below. This 
information sheet will be kept separately from the questionnaire.  
 
Full Name   ……………………………………………………..………….. 
 
I have read the information above. 
 
I understand that I can choose to take part or not. I understand that I can stop 
taking part at any time. 
 
I agree to take part in this study. 
 
 
Signed ……………………………. Date …………………………………….. 



 

 

 

                
               

Student information sheet for student survey 
 
We are researchers working at your school evaluating “Project Respect,” a 
programme to prevent violence in young people’s dating and relationships. As 
part of our research we are asking all year 8 and 9 students to fill in a 
questionnaire on a tablet. This should only take about 45 minutes. The answers 
you give will be used to judge the success of a programme to reduce dating or 
relationship violence among young people. 
 
The questionnaire has some questions about relationships, violence and other 
topics that can be  sensitive or sometimes upsetting. A trained researcher will be 
here to make sure you have the peace and privacy you need to fill in the 
questionnaire. The researcher can also answer any questions you have. You can 
choose whether or not to take part and you can stop taking part at any point. The 
questionnaire is completely confidential.  
 
We will store your answers to the questionnaire on a computer file that will not 
include your name or any way of identifying you. When we write research reports 
based on the answers from the questionnaires, you will not be named or in any 
way identified.  
 
Anything you report will be kept totally private. We will not share it with other 
people such as teachers or parents, etc. 
 
If you would like to talk with someone at your school about how you are feeling or 
any issues you are going through, XXXX is in charge of safeguarding at your 
school and can help you. You can also call the NSPCC Childline on 0800 1111 if 
you want help or support with any issue you are going through, no matter how 
big or how small. 
 
We hope you are happy to participate in the survey. If you are, you do NOT need 
to do anything. If you are not happy or have any questions, please contact the 
research team by calling or emailing XXXX (telephone: XXXX or email: XXXX). 
Alternatively, you can tell the school directly that you do not want to participate. 
 
Many thanks for your time, 
 
Professor Chris Bonell (London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine) 
 
 



  

                        
                        

Information Sheet for Parents/Guardians 
 
We are researchers working at your child’s school. We are evaluating 
the “Project Respect” programme being delivered in some schools 
which aims to prevent violence within dating or relationships involving 
young people.  
 
As part of this research we are asking all Year-8 and 9 students to fill 
in a questionnaire at school. This only takes about 45 minutes, and 
your child will only fill in the questionnaire if she or he agrees. Your 
child will receive information about the questionnaire and be able to 
ask questions before they decide.  
 
The questionnaire has some questions about relationships, violence 
and other topics that can be sensitive or sometimes upsetting. The 
classroom will be supervised by a member of school staff, and a 
trained researcher will be present to make sure your child has peace 
and privacy to fill in the questionnaire. The researcher can also answer 
any questions about the questionnaire.  
 
What your child tells us will be used to try and improve schools and 
young people’s health, and the questionnaire will be completely 
confidential and anonymous. No one except the research team will see 
the answers to the questionnaire. The answers will be stored on a 
computer file that will not include your child’s name or any other way 
of identifying them. When we write reports based on the research, 
your child will not be named or in any way identified. 
 
We hope you are happy for your child to participate. If you are, you do 
NOT need to do anything. If you are not happy or have any questions, 
please contact XXXX (telephone: XXXX or email: XXXX). Alternatively, 
you can tell the school directly that you do not want your child to 
participate. 
 
Many thanks for your time, 
 
Professor Chris Bonell (London School of Hygiene and Tropical 
Medicine) 



Appendix 10. Optimisation session information sheets and 

assent/consent forms 

















Appendix 11. Expert-led and cascaded trainings – information sheets and 

consent forms 



1 
 

                       
 

Information sheet for NSPCC-delivered 
training participants 

 
As part of our research evaluating “Project Respect,” an NSPCC programme to 
prevent violence in young people’s dating and relationships, we would like to 
audio-record the Project Respect training led by NSPCC and ask you to fill in a 
survey about your views on the training after the training. You are receiving this 
information sheet because you will be participating in this training. 
 
After audio-recording the training we will produce a written record of it, and we 
may include quotations from the training when we write research reports or 
articles based on Project Respect. However, your name and the name of your 
school will not be included in the written record nor will they be named or in any 
way identified in the research reports or articles. The audio-recording and the 
survey are intended to better understand the Project Respect intervention overall, 
not to evaluate the performance of the trainer or those taking part in the training.  
 
If you consent to take part, you may also change your mind at any time. 
 
Your survey responses and everything we audio-record will be kept confidential. 
However, if you indicate in the recording or on your survey that a student is at 
risk of very serious harm or has had sex before age 13, we will need to tell 
someone who is in charge of safeguarding at your school. Please note that 
because survey responses are anonymous, we will not be able to follow up with 
you about any safeguarding issues raised on a survey.  
 
If you are happy to take part by having the training audio-recorded and by filling 
in a survey after the training, you do NOT need to do anything. If you are not 
happy to take part, if you have any questions, or for any concerns or complaints 
about the research, please contact the study manager, XXXX by telephone 
(XXXX) or email (XXXX). If you prefer to speak with someone outside of the 
research team, you can tell the school directly that you do not want to take part, 
or share any concerns or complaints about the research, by contacting [school’s 
study liaison staff member] by telephone (XXXX) or email (XXXX). 
 
If you have any concerns about the safeguarding of children at the school, you 
may contact the school safeguarding lead, XXXX, at XXXX. If you are concerned 
about a child for any reason, you can also call the NSPCC helpline 24 hours a 
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day for advice or to share your concerns, anonymously if you wish, at 0808 800 
5000. 
 
Below is information about some other organisations that might be able to help 
you with issues you or someone you know might be going through: 
 

 [local safeguarding referral utilised by the school]: Local service 
available for any concerns related to child safeguarding. Call XXXX.  

 The Samaritans: Someone to talk to, available 24 hours a day for 
confidential, non-judgmental support. Call 116 123 or visit 
www.samaritans.org 

 National Domestic Violence Helpline: National service available 24 
hours a day for women experiencing domestic violence, and for their 
family, friends, colleagues and others calling on their behalf. Call 0808 
2000 247. 

 Switchboard LGBT+ Helpline: Providing information, support and referral 
services for lesbians, gay men and bisexual and trans people, and anyone 
considering issues around their sexuality or gender identity. Call 0300 330 
0630 or visit http://switchboard.lgbt/help/ 

 Mind: Offering advice and support for anyone experiencing a mental 
health problem. Call 0300 123 3393 or visit www.mind.org.uk 

 Young Minds Parents Helpline: Provides confidential advice for parents 
concerned about a child’s behaviour, emotional wellbeing or mental health 
condition. Call 0808 802 5544 or visit www.youngminds.org.uk 

 Rape Crisis: Provides information on nearest services for people who 
have experienced sexual violence. Call 0808 802 9999 or visit 
www.rapecrisis.org.uk 

 
 
Many thanks for your time, 

Professor Chris Bonell (London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine) 
 
 
 



                        

Consent form for training participants 
 
As part of our research evaluating “Project Respect,” an NSPCC programme to 
prevent violence in young people’s dating and relationships, we would like to 
audio-record the Project Respect training led by NSPCC and ask you to fill in a 
survey about your views on the training after the training. You are being asked to 
sign this consent form because you are participating in this training. 
 
After audio-recording the training we will produce a written record of it, and we 
may include quotations from the training when we write research reports or 
articles based on Project Respect. However, participants’ names and the names 
of their schools will not be included in the written record nor will they be named or 
in any way identified in the research reports or articles. The recording and the 
survey are intended to better understand the Project Respect intervention overall, 
not to evaluate the performance of the trainer or those taking part in the training. 
 
Your survey responses and everything we audio-record will be kept confidential. 
However, if you indicate in the recording or on your survey that a student is at 
risk of very serious harm or has had sex before age 13, we will need to tell 
someone who is in charge of safeguarding at your school. Please note that 
because survey responses are anonymous, we will not be able to follow up with 
you about any safeguarding issues raised on a survey. 
 
If you are happy to take part, please fill in the section below, ticking the boxes to 
indicate that you agree to having the training audio-recorded and to taking part in 
a survey about the training. 
 
 
Full Name   ……………………………………………………..………….. 
 
I have read the information above. 
 
I understand that I can choose to take part or not.  
 
I understand that I can stop taking part at any time. 
 
 I agree to have this training audio-recorded 
 I agree to take part in a survey about the training. 
 
 
Signed ……………………………. Date …………………………………….. 
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Information sheet for NSPCC trainer 
 
As part of our research evaluating “Project Respect,” an NSPCC programme to 
prevent violence in young people’s dating and relationships, we would like to 
audio-record the NSPCC-delivered Project Respect trainings. You are receiving 
this information sheet because you are leading one or more of these trainings. 
 
After audio-recording the training we will produce a written record of it, and we 
may include quotations from the training when we write research reports or 
articles based on Project Respect. However, your name and the name of the 
school taking part will not be included in the written record nor will you or the 
school be named or in any way identified in the research reports or articles. The 
audio-recording is intended to better understand the Project Respect intervention 
overall, not to evaluate the performance of the trainer or those taking part in the 
training.  
 
Everything we audio-record will be kept confidential. However, if you indicate in 
the recording that a student is at risk of very serious harm or has had sex before 
age 13, we will need to tell someone who is in charge of safeguarding at the 
appropriate school. 
 
If you are happy to take part by having the training audio-recorded, you do NOT 
need to do anything. If you are not happy to take part, if you have any questions, 
or for any concerns or complaints about the research, please contact the study 
manager, XXXX by telephone (XXXX) or email (XXXX). If you prefer to speak 
with someone outside of the research team, you can tell the NSPCC directly that 
you do not want to take part, or share any concerns or complaints about the 
research, by contacting [NSPCC project lead] by telephone (XXXX) or email 
(XXXX). 
 
If you are concerned about a child for any reason, you can call the NSPCC 
helpline 24 hours a day for advice or to share your concerns, anonymously if you 
wish, at 0808 800 5000. 
 
Below is information about some other organisations that might be able to help 
you with issues you or someone you know might be going through: 
 

 The Samaritans: Someone to talk to, available 24 hours a day for 
confidential, non-judgmental support. Call 116 123 or visit 
www.samaritans.org 
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 National Domestic Violence Helpline: National service available 24 
hours a day for women experiencing domestic violence, and for their 
family, friends, colleagues and others calling on their behalf. Call 0808 
2000 247. 

 Switchboard LGBT+ Helpline: Providing information, support and referral 
services for lesbians, gay men and bisexual and trans people, and anyone 
considering issues around their sexuality or gender identity. Call 0300 330 
0630 or visit http://switchboard.lgbt/help/ 

 Mind: Offering advice and support for anyone experiencing a mental 
health problem. Call 0300 123 3393 or visit www.mind.org.uk 

 Young Minds Parents Helpline: Provides confidential advice for parents 
concerned about a child’s behaviour, emotional wellbeing or mental health 
condition. Call 0808 802 5544 or visit www.youngminds.org.uk 

 Rape Crisis: Provides information on nearest services for people who 
have experienced sexual violence. Call 0808 802 9999 or visit 
www.rapecrisis.org.uk 

 
 
Many thanks for your time, 

Professor Chris Bonell (London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine) 
 
 
 



                        
 

Consent form for trainer 
 
As part of our research evaluating “Project Respect,” an NSPCC programme to 
prevent violence in young people’s dating and relationships, we would like to 
audio-record the NSPCC-delivered Project Respect trainings. You are being 
asked to sign this consent form because you are leading one or more of these 
trainings. 
 
After audio-recording the training we will produce a written record of it, and we 
may include quotations from the training when we write research reports or 
articles based on Project Respect. However, your name and the name of the 
school taking part will not be included in the written record nor will you or the 
school be named or in any way identified in the research reports or articles. The 
recording and the survey are intended to better understand the Project Respect 
intervention overall, not to evaluate the performance of the trainer or those taking 
part in the training. 
 
Everything we audio-record will be kept confidential. However, if you indicate in 
the recording that a student is at risk of very serious harm or has had sex before 
age 13, we will need to tell someone who is in charge of safeguarding at the 
appropriate school. 
 
If you are happy to take part, please fill in the consent box below, ticking the tick-
box to indicate you agree. 
 
 
Full Name   ……………………………………………………..………….. 
 
I have read the information above. 
 
I understand that I can choose to take part or not.  
 
I understand that I can stop taking part at any time. 
 
 I agree to have this training audio-recorded. 
 
 
Signed ……………………………. Date …………………………………….. 
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Information sheet for all-staff training  

 
As part of our research evaluating “Project Respect,” an NSPCC programme to 
prevent violence in young people’s dating and relationships, we would like to 
audio-record the Project Respect training taking place for staff in your school. 
You are receiving this information sheet because you are leading this training. 
 
After audio-recording the training we will produce a written record of it, and we 
may include quotations from the training when we write research reports or 
articles based on Project Respect. However, your name, the names of training 
participants and the name of your school will not be included in the written record 
nor will they be identified in any way in the research reports or articles. The 
audio-recording is intended to better understand the Project Respect intervention 
overall, not to evaluate your performance.  
 
Everything we audio-record will be kept confidential. However, if you indicate in 
the recording that a student is at risk of very serious harm or has had sex before 
age 13 we will need to tell someone who is in charge of safeguarding at your 
school. 
 
If you are happy to take part by having the training audio-recorded, you do NOT 
need to do anything. If you are not happy to take part, if you have any questions, 
or for any concerns or complaints about the research, please contact the study 
manager, XXXX by telephone (XXXX) or email (XXXX). If you prefer to speak 
with someone outside of the research team, you can tell the school directly that 
you do not want to take part, or share any concerns or complaints about the 
research, by contacting [school’s study liaison staff member] by telephone 
(XXXX) or email (XXXX). 
 
If you have any concerns about the safeguarding of children at the school, you 
may contact the school safeguarding lead, XXXX, at XXXX. If you are concerned 
about a child for any reason, you can also call the NSPCC helpline 24 hours a 
day for advice or to share your concerns, anonymously if you wish, at 0808 800 
5000. 
 
Below is information about some other organisations that might be able to help 
you with issues you or someone you know might be going through: 
 



2 
 

 [local safeguarding referral utilised by the school]: Local service 
available for any concerns related to child safeguarding. Call XXXX.  

 The Samaritans: Someone to talk to, available 24 hours a day for 
confidential, non-judgmental support. Call 116 123 or visit 
www.samaritans.org 

 National Domestic Violence Helpline: National service available 24 
hours a day for women experiencing domestic violence, and for their 
family, friends, colleagues and others calling on their behalf. Call 0808 
2000 247. 

 Switchboard LGBT+ Helpline: Providing information, support and referral 
services for lesbians, gay men and bisexual and trans people, and anyone 
considering issues around their sexuality or gender identity. Call 0300 330 
0630 or visit http://switchboard.lgbt/help/ 

 Mind: Offering advice and support for anyone experiencing a mental 
health problem. Call 0300 123 3393 or visit www.mind.org.uk 

 Young Minds Parents Helpline: Provides confidential advice for parents 
concerned about a child’s behaviour, emotional wellbeing or mental health 
condition. Call 0808 802 5544 or visit www.youngminds.org.uk 

 Rape Crisis: Provides information on nearest services for people who 
have experienced sexual violence. Call 0808 802 9999 or visit 
www.rapecrisis.org.uk 

 
 
Many thanks for your time, 

Professor Chris Bonell (London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine) 
 
 
 



 

 
Consent form for trainer of all-staff 

training 
 
As part of our research evaluating “Project Respect,” an NSPCC programme to 
prevent violence in young people’s dating and relationships, we would like to 
audio-record today’s training. You are being asked to sign this consent form 
because you are leading the training. 
 
After audio-recording the training we will produce a written record of it, and we 
may include quotations from the training when we write research reports or 
articles based on Project Respect. However, your name, participants’ names and 
the name of your school will not be included in the written record nor will they be 
identified in any way in the research reports or articles. The recording is intended 
to better understand the Project Respect intervention overall, not to evaluate the 
performance of the trainer or those being trained. 
 
Everything we audio-record will be kept confidential. However, if you indicate in 
the recording that a student is at risk of very serious harm or has had sex before 
age 13, we will need to tell someone who is in charge of safeguarding at your 
school.  
 
If you are happy to take part, please fill in the consent box below, ticking the tick-
box to indicate you agree. 
 
 
Full Name   ……………………………………………………..………….. 
 
I have read the information above. 
 
I understand that I can choose to take part or not.  
 
I understand that I can stop taking part at any time. 
 
 I agree to have this training audio-recorded 
 
 
Signed ……………………………. Date …………………………………….. 



Appendix 12. Sample of process evaluation information sheet and 

assent/consent form materials 
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Information sheet for control school staff 
 
As part of our research evaluating “Project Respect,” a programme to prevent 
violence in young people’s dating and relationships, we would like to find out 
about bullying and harassment in schools and the provision in schools related to 
relationship and sexual health, bullying, harassment and social and emotional 
learning. You have been selected for an interview because your school is taking 
part in the study. 
 
This interview should take about 30 minutes and will focus the teaching and 
policies in your school. What you say will be kept private. We want to audio-
record the interview and then produce a written record of it. Neither will include 
your name. When we write articles or reports about the research, we may include 
quotes from the interview but will not include any information that could identify 
you, your school or your students. If you don’t want to answer a particular 
question, you can skip it, and if you feel uncomfortable or find it difficult to talk 
about anything we can stop the interview at any point. The interview is intended 
to better understand school settings, not to evaluate your performance. 
 
Everything you tell us will be kept confidential. However, if you tell us that a 
student is at risk of very serious harm or has had sex before age 13, we will need 
to tell someone at the school who is in charge of safeguarding. If this happens, 
we will first discuss it with you. 
 
If you are happy to take part, you do NOT need to do anything. If you are not 
happy to take part, if you have any questions, or for any concerns or complaints 
about the research, please contact the study manager, XXXX, by telephone 
(XXXX) or email (XXXX). If you prefer to speak with someone outside of the 
research team, you can tell the school directly that you do not want to take part, 
or share any concerns or complaints about the research, by contacting [school’s 
study liaison staff member] by telephone (XXXX) or email (XXXX). 
 
If you have any concerns about the safeguarding of children at the school, you 
may contact the school safeguarding lead, XXXX, at XXXX. If you are concerned 
about a child for any reason, you can also call the NSPCC helpline 24 hours a 
day for advice or to share your concerns, anonymously if you wish, at 0808 800 
5000. 
 
Below is information about some other organisations that might be able to help 
you with issues you or someone you know might be going through: 
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 [local safeguarding referral utilised by the school]: Local service 

available for any concerns related to child safeguarding. Call XXXX.  
 The Samaritans: Someone to talk to, available 24 hours a day for 

confidential, non-judgmental support. Call 116 123 or visit 
www.samaritans.org 

 National Domestic Violence Helpline: National service available 24 
hours a day for women experiencing domestic violence, and for their 
family, friends, colleagues and others calling on their behalf. Call 0808 
2000 247. 

 Switchboard LGBT+ Helpline: Providing information, support and referral 
services for lesbians, gay men and bisexual and trans people, and anyone 
considering issues around their sexuality or gender identity. Call 0300 330 
0630 or visit http://switchboard.lgbt/help/ 

 Mind: Offering advice and support for anyone experiencing a mental 
health problem. Call 0300 123 3393 or visit www.mind.org.uk 

 Young Minds Parents Helpline: Provides confidential advice for parents 
concerned about a child’s behaviour, emotional wellbeing or mental health 
condition. Call 0808 802 5544 or visit www.youngminds.org.uk 

 Rape Crisis: Provides information on nearest services for people who 
have experienced sexual violence. Call 0808 802 9999 or visit 
www.rapecrisis.org.uk 

 
Many thanks for your time, 

Professor Chris Bonell (London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine) 
 
 



 
 

Consent form for control school staff 
 
As part of our research evaluating “Project Respect,” a programme to prevent 
violence in young people’s dating and relationships, we would like to find out 
about bullying and harassment in schools and the provision in schools related to 
relationship and sexual health, bullying, harassment and social and emotional 
learning. You have been selected for an interview because your school is taking 
part in the study. 
 
This interview should take about 30 minutes and will focus on the teaching and 
policies in your school. What you say will be kept private. We want to audio-
record the interview and then produce a written record of it. Neither will include 
your name. When we write articles or reports about the research, we may include 
quotes from the interview but will not include any information that could identify 
you, your school or your students. If you don’t want to answer a particular 
question, you can skip it, and if you feel uncomfortable or find it difficult to talk 
about anything we can stop the interview at any point. The interview is intended 
to help us better understand school settings, not to evaluate your performance. 
 
Everything you tell us will be kept confidential. However, if you tell us that a 
student is at risk of very serious harm or has had sex before age 13, we will need 
to tell someone at the school who is in charge of safeguarding.  If this happens, 
we will first discuss it with you. 
 
If you’re happy to take part, please fill in the consent box below, ticking the tick-
boxes to indicate you agree.  
 
 

 
Full Name   ……………………………………………………..………….. 
 
I have read the information above. 
I understand that I can choose to take part or not.  
I understand that I can stop taking part at any time. 
 
 I agree to take part in this interview 
 I agree to have this interview audio-recorded 
 
Signed ……………………………. Date …………………………………….. 



Appendix 13. Optimisation session and process evaluation qualitative 

data collection tools 
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Optimisation	Session	Wave	1	–	Discussion	Guide	
 
Materials 

• Discussion guide (2 copies) 
• Participant attendance sheet (1 copy) 
• Staff consent form (copies for all staff participants) 
• Student consent form (15 copies) 
• Printed logic model (copies for all participants) 
• Printed slides (copies for all participants) 
• Materials for taking notes (laptop or notebook) 
• Slide presentation on USB 
• Laptop 

Roles 
• NSPCC: Present content of intervention 
• LSHTM/Bristol #1: Lead discussion questions 
• LSHTM/Bristol #2: Take notes on key points from discussion. Help read questions to group of 

either staff of students when groups are separated.  

Welcome	and	Introductions	
1. As participants arrive: 

o Have each participant complete a row of the attendance sheet 
o Hand each participant a consent form but ask them not to complete it yet 

5 minutes 
2. Welcome everyone and introduce today’s session. You may use the recommended text 

below or provide this information in your own words. 

My name is ______ and I am a researcher from [LSHTM/University of Bristol]. We are working with 
the NSPCC, a child protection charity, to develop a programme for English secondary school s called 
“Project Respect.” Its goal is to reduce violence in young people’s dating and relationships.  
Today we would like to discuss the project with you as a group. We’ll ask you to share your views 
about what it should include and how it should be run.  from the NSPCC will give a 
presentation about Project Respect and we will ask you questions and discuss as we go along. We 
will not ask you about your own experiences of dating, relationships or violence.  
We ask you to keep anything said today private among those in this room. However, if any students 
tell us that you are at risk of very serious harm, we will need to tell someone. If this happens, we’ll 
discuss it with you first. If anyone would like to speak privately with me or with  from the NSPCC 
after the session, please let us know and we will be happy to speak with you. 
We will write a report summarising the views you share today. The report will not include any 
participants’ names and will not identify anyone who took part. 
You do not have to participate in the discussion if you don’t want to. Does anyone have any 
questions? 

3. Anyone who does not want to participate should return to their regularly scheduled class. 
Ask participants to complete their consent forms, then collect them. 

5 minutes 
4. Going around the room, ask everyone to introduce themselves:  

o Teachers: Name and role in the school 
o Students: Name and year 
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Presentation	and	Discussion	
45 minutes 

5.  presents Project Respect and researcher leads discussion throughout: 

Slide	8	–	Theory	of	change	(and	printed	logic	model)		
• Project Respect aims in part to challenge student attitudes and social norms about gender 

and violence. Are these things the school addresses in other programming or curricula? If so, 
how do students to respond?  

• Is there anything in the logic model that doesn’t make sense or is unrealistic? Anything you 
would change? 

Slide	8	–	Full-day	training	
• **Will schools be able to release the right staff to attend this training? 

Slide	8	–	Information	for	Parents	
• Do you think that parents think or worry about dating and relationship violence among 

secondary school students? 
o Probe (for staff): How often (if at all) do you hear from parents about this issue? 

• What information is important for parents themselves to have to prevent or respond to 
dating and relationship violence among young people? 

• **How could we best reach parents to provide this information to parents? 
o Probe: By mail? A session at the school? 

• How would you expect parents to respond to Project Respect being delivered in their child’s 
school?  

o Follow-up: What objections or concerns would they have? How could these be 
addressed? 

Slide	8	–	Teacher	manual	(questions	for	staff	only)	
• What key topics should the manual cover to enable school staff to implement Project 

Respect? 
• ** How directive should the manual be? For example, would it be useful for school staff if it 

included scripts for each lesson? Or should it be more broad – including learning objectives 
and activities for the core content but giving some flexibility in the delivery? 

• **Is the day-long training described earlier, combined with the manual, adequate to prepare 
staff to deliver the all-staff training and the student curriculum? What further training or 
information might they need? 

• Are there other resources (in addition to those  mentioned) that would be helpful for a 
school staff member implementing Project Respect? 

Slide	9		
Challenging	gender	norms	

• **What are your initial thoughts on this session? 
• How engaging would it be for year 9 and 10 students? 
• Can you share any suggestions for delivering this session in secondary schools in England? 

Defining	healthy	relationships	and	interpersonal	boundaries	
• **What are your initial thoughts on this session? 
• How engaging would it be for year 9 and 10 students? 
• Can you share any suggestions for delivering this session in secondary schools in England? 
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Mapping	hotspots	
• **What are your initial thoughts on this session? 

o **Follow-up: Is hotspot mapping and then patrolling realistic? Are there key 
hotspots for harassment in schools? 

• How comfortable would year 9 and 10 students be mapping hotspots in small groups? 
• Can you share any suggestions for delivering this session in secondary schools in England? 

Slide	10	
Empowering	students	to	run	campaigns	

• **What are your initial thoughts on this session? 
• How engaging would it be for year 9 and 10 students? 
• Have students done anything like this in your school before? 
• Can you share any suggestions for delivering this session in secondary schools in England? 

Communication	skills	and	anger	management	
• **What are your initial thoughts on this session? 
• How engaging would it be for year 9 and 10 students? 
• Does your school run any anger management programmes or use any particular approaches 

to conflict management, such as peer support? 
• Can you share any suggestions for delivering this session in secondary schools in England? 

Accessing	local	services	and	reviewing	campaigns	
• **What are your initial thoughts on this session? 
• How engaging would it be for year 9 and 10 students? 
• Can you share any suggestions for delivering this session in secondary schools in England? 

Optional	session	
• **What are your initial thoughts on this session? 
• How exciting or engaging would these activities be for year 9 and 10 students? 
• Can you share any suggestions for delivering this session in secondary schools in England? 

Slide	11	-	Student-led	campaigns		
• What preparation would students need to confidently lead campaigns? 

At	the	end	of	Slide	11:	Curriculum	overall	
• Is there anything missing from the curriculum that should be included? 

o **Follow-up: What issues are most important to young people when it comes to 
dating and relationships? 

• **Does the curriculum contradict, or duplicate, any existing programmes in your school? 
• How would you expect students in Years 8 and 9 to respond to this curriculum? 

o Follow-up: Any differences by groups of students – e.g., By year? By gender? 
o What do you think about the mix of activities across the sessions? 

§ Probe: How appropriate are they for year 9 and 10 students’? 
§ Probe (for staff): Do any of the activities or content seem especially difficult 

to deliver? 
§ **Probe: What other classroom activities or teaching approaches would be 

useful in the student curriculum? 
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Slide	12	
• For these questions, split participants into 3 groups: staff, and 2 smaller groups of 

students. Have 1 researcher read questions to staff and the other read questions to 
students. Give the a few minutes to discuss the questions in their small groups, then ask 
them to report back to the full group: For this next section, we would like to hear your 
views on ideas we’re exploring for how best to deliver the Project Respect sessions. 

o **How comfortable would students (for student participants) or school staff (for 
staff participants) be with school staff teaching the Project Respect sessions? Why? 

§ Follow-up: Are there any sessions that would be especially hard to have 
taught by school staff? 

§ **Follow-up: What type of school staff would you suggest teaching the 
sessions (e.g., Teaching staff? Pastoral staff? Other non-teaching staff?) 

§ Follow-up: What could be done to help open up discussion on sensitive 
topics between school staff and students? 

§ Follow-up: What do you think about the idea of staff from another school 
teaching one or more of the sessions in your school? Which sessions, if any, 
would you want them to teach? 

§ Follow-up (for staff only): How open would school staff be to teaching a 
curriculum at a different school? 

§ **Follow-up (for students only): Who would young people be most likely to 
talk to about relationship concerns?  

• Probe: Friends? An adult (and if so, who)?  
o One idea is to have an outside specialist join as a guest for one session, as an 

opportunity for students to speak privately with someone from outside of the 
school. What are you views on this idea? What are its benefits? Drawbacks?  

§ Follow-up: What if it were a pastoral member of school staff who joined as a 
guest for a session, instead of an outside specialist? 

o Benefits and drawbacks of peer educators teaching one or more of the sessions? 
§ Follow-up: Which of the sessions should peer-educators teach, if any? 

General	questions	
• What do you think of the name “Project Respect”? What do you like or not like about it? 
• **For students: Before the programme starts, we will have all Year 8 and Year 9 classrooms 

complete a survey on an electronic tablet. It won’t have their name on it and their answers 
won’t be shown to anyone else at the school. It asks about are their experiences with dating, 
relationships and violence, among other topics. A teacher will be in the room to supervise, 
but a researcher will hand out the tablets, instruct the students on completing the survey, 
answer any questions, and collect the tablets when everyone is finished. 

o Do you think students will have done a survey like this before? 
o Would students have any concerns about doing a survey like this? Like what? 

• For students: The programme might include a couple of homework assignments. For 
example, these could be something like working on the student-led campaign, or observing 
and writing about how girls and boys are portrayed on TV. 

o How would students react to being asked to do homework assignments as part of 
Project Respect? 

• **Would anyone like to share any final thoughts or ask any questions? 
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Wrap-up	
5 minutes 

6. Thank everyone for coming and remind them that they are welcome to speak with  or a 
researcher privately if they would like. 
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Optimisation	Session	Wave	2	–	Discussion	Guide	
Aim	to	learn	from	students…	

1. What terminology most resonates with young people for discussing abusive behaviours, 
sexual and romantic relationships, and partners? 

2. What types of dating and relationship violence and sexual harassment behaviours are taking 
place online and through smartphones?  

3. How can we develop lessons and activities so they are most relevant to and engaging for 
students? 

Aim	to	learn	from	staff…	
1. How can we develop programme and training materials so they are most useful to teachers 

delivering the intervention? 
2. What types of dating and relationship violence and sexual harassment behaviours are taking 

place online and through smartphones?  
3. What barriers and logistical considerations might affect implementation of Project Respect? 

Materials 
NT bringing 

• Audio recorders (3)  
• Flipchart pens (4 or 6)  
• Info sheets (20 copies)  

• Staff consent form (4 copies)  
• Student consent form (15 copies)

RM bringing 
• Extra batteries  
• Flipchart paper (4 sheets)  
• Sticky tack 
• Discussion guide (3 copies)  
• Participant record (1 copy)  
• Materials for taking notes (laptop or 

notebook) for each facilitator (each 
facilitator for themselves) 

• Slide presentation on USB  
• Laptop  
• Handout of Slides 1-6 – 2 slides per 

page (20 copies) 

• Handouts 
Ø Curriculum outline (21 copies) 

[1, A] 
Ø Ideas for Change sheet – 

lesson 4 (15 copies) [2] 
Ø Circle of 6 app description – 

lesson 4 (15 copies) [3] 
Ø Lesson 4 materials (6 copies) 

[B] 
Ø Training summary (6 copies) 

[C]

Roles 
• Facilitator #1:  

o Give opening presentation 
o Facilitate, audio-record and take notes on key points from discussion in one small 

group during breakout session 
• Facilitator #2:  

o Audio-record (and take notes on key points from participants) during presentation  
o Facilitate, audio-record and take notes on key points from discussion in one small 

group during breakout session 
• Facilitator #3: 

o Facilitate, audio-record and take notes on key points from discussion in one small 
group during breakout session 
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Welcome	and	Introductions	
2. As participants arrive: 

o Have each participant complete a row of the participant record 
o Hand each participant the appropriate (staff of student) consent form 

but ask them not to complete it yet 

5 minutes 
7. Welcome everyone and introduce today’s session. You may use the 

recommended text below or provide this information in your own words. 

My name is ______ and I am a researcher from [LSHTM/University of Bristol]. We’re 
working with the NSPCC, a child protection charity, to develop a programme for 
English secondary schools called “Project Respect.” Its goal is to reduce violence in 
young people’s dating and relationships.  
Today we would like to discuss the project with you in groups. We’ll ask you to share 
your views about what it should include and how it should be run. You might already 
know about the project if you took part in the session back in April, but to make sure 
everyone is familiar with it we will start with some information about Project Respect. 
We’ll then separate staff and year groups and ask you questions within these smaller 
groups. We will not ask you about your own experiences of dating, relationships or 
violence, and we ask that you please do not discuss these in the group session, 
because we can’t assure your privacy. However, if anyone would like to speak 
privately about anything you are going through with me or with someone from the 
NSPCC after the session, please let me know. I’ll be happy to speak with you and, if 
you wish, connect you with someone inside or outside of the school who can help you. 
We ask you to keep anything said today private among those in this room. However, 
if any students tell us that you are at risk of very serious harm or that you have had 
sex before the age of 13, we will need to tell the safeguarding lead at your school so 
they can help you. If this happens, we’ll discuss it with you first.  
We would like to audio-record today’s discussion and then produce a written record 
of what was said. This record will not have anyone’s name on it. We will write a 
report summarising the views you share today. The report will not include any 
participants’ names and will not identify anyone who took part. 
You do not have to participate in the discussion if you don’t want to. Does anyone 
have any questions? 

8. Anyone who does not want to participate should return to their regularly 
scheduled class. Ask participants to complete their consent forms, then collect 
them. 

Presentation	
5 minutes 

9. Present slides 1-6 (background and summary of Project Respect) 
10. Break into 3 groups for discussion (below). One facilitator will lead, audio-

record, and take notes on key points in each discussion group. 
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o Year 9 students 
o Year 10 students 
o Staff 

Student	discussion	groups	
Icebreaker	

3 minutes 
Participants pair up and tell each other their favourite thing they did yesterday. Allow 
a minute or two to do this, then have each participant tell the group their partner’s 
name and what they told them.  
Terminology		

10 minutes 
First we’d like to learn more about the terms young people use so we can use the 
right words in Project Respect. We’ll do some brainstorming using flipchart paper.  
Facilitator: Lay out the flipchart paper on the table or use sticky-tac to affix it to the 
wall. For questions 1-3, write the terms participants give on the flipchart paper. 

1. What words do young people use to mean being involved with someone, 
sexually or romantically? And what do they call that person? 

a. Give them some time to brainstorm. If they aren’t sure what you 
mean, probe: Would you say dating? Going out? Girlfriend? Boyfriend? 
Partner? 

b. Probe, for the words they brainstorm: When would you use that term? 
Can you describe what it means? Is it usually online or in person? Does 
it include doing things sexually together, or not necessarily? 

c. Probe: Are there different words to mean a serious vs. casual 
relationship? How about for different stages of going out? 

 
2. Earlier I described “sexual bullying” as “Any bullying behaviour, whether 

physical or non-physical, that is based on a person's sexuality or gender. It is 
when sexuality or gender is used as a weapon by boys or girls towards other 
boys or girls” 

a. Have you heard this term before? What do you think it means, in your 
own words? What are some examples of behaviours it would it 
include? 

b. What other terms have you heard to describe this? 
c. Have you heard the term “sexual harassment”? What do you think it 

means?  
Facilitator note (no need to read aloud): The definition we have is: “a 
form of unlawful discrimination under the Equality Act 2010. The law 
says it's sexual harassment if the behaviour is either meant to, or has 
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the effect of: violating your dignity, or creating an intimidating, hostile, 
degrading, humiliating or offensive environment.” 

d. Have you heard the term “gender-based harassment”? What do you 
think it means?  
Facilitator note (no need to read aloud): The definition we have is: “acts 
or threats of sexual, physical or psychological violence occurring in and 
around schools, perpetrated as a result of gender norms and 
stereotypes, and enforced by unequal power dynamics.”  

 
3. Earlier I described “dating and relationship violence” as “threats, emotional 

abuse, controlling behaviour, physical violence, coerced or non-consensual or 
abusive sexual activities” within dating or a relationship. 

e. What do you think this means, in your own words? What are some 
examples of behaviours it would it include? 

f. What other terms have you heard to describe this? 

Social	media	(building	on	the	concept	of	dating	and	relationship	violence	above)	
7 minutes 

4. What role does social media play in dating and relationships? How do young 
people communicate with their partners (girlfriends / boyfriends / terms 
participants used earlier) online?  

a. Probe: Snapchat groups? Instagram? Texting? What else? 
 

5. What role does social media play in dating and relationship violence? Do 
people ever use it to control their partners? How? What about for sexual 
bullying or harassment? What kinds of things are happening online or on 
phones that Project Respect should address? 

a. Probe: Nude pictures being shared without permission? Pressure to 
share pictures? Reading each other’s private messages? Keeping tabs 
on what a partner is doing all the time? 

Curriculum	content	and	delivery	
25 minutes 

This handout describes the 6 lessons taught for Project Respect. Have a read 
through, and then I’ll ask you some questions about what’s in the lessons. 
Distribute Handout 1. Give students a few minutes to read through it. 

6. Lesson 2 (Defining healthy and unhealthy relationships): For this session 
students are asked to brainstorm characters in a book, on TV, or a celebrity 
couple who have a positive or caring relationship.  

a. Who are some couples you look up to like this? What is good about 
their relationship? 
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7. Lesson 3 (Boundaries and spaces): In this lesson students are asked to think 
about locations in the school that feel generally safe and unsafe when it 
comes to sexual bullying/sexual harassment.  

a. What do you think about this activity? Prefer to do it alone, in pairs or 
with the whole group? Would you feel comfortable starting alone or in 
pairs and then sharing your map with the larger group? 
 

8. Lesson 4 (Challenging DRV – and introducing campaigns): In this lesson, 
students will think about what they’ve been learning and what they’d like to 
see change. For homework, they’ll plan a campaign to change a behaviour or 
attitude in the school.  

a. What do you think about this assignment?  
b. Distribute and describe Handout 2: For the assignment, students will 

get this handout with advice about keeping themselves safe while 
doing a campaign, and some ideas for different types of campaigns. 
How useful is this for when students start to think about a campaign? 
What other resources would be useful for this assignment?  

c. Would you want to carry your campaigns forward and run them? How?  
§ How would you feel if you developed and shared campaign ideas 

with each other but didn’t run the campaigns? Would this still be 
interesting or useful for you? 

d. Distribute and describe Handout 3: We’ll also be introducing an app 
called “Circle of 6,” which can be downloaded for free. It lets you add 
up to 6 people from your contacts and then reach them all at once if 
you need to talk with someone, if you need an interruption or if you 
need someone to come and get you. 

§ What do you think about this app? Are there other apps like 
this? Would you or your friends use something like this?  

§ What apps do you use now to reach your friends or ask for help? 
 

9. Lesson 5 (Communication skills and anger management): This lesson teaches 
skills for communicating when you’re angry, then asks students to work in 
pairs to act out a role play – for example, here’s one role-play scenario:  

Someone you thought was a friend spreads a rumour about you. At lunch, you 
see the person sitting with a bunch of friends. They’re all looking at you and 
laughing. 

a. What are you asked to do in this activity? How would you go about 
doing it?  

§ Probe: Would you each take a role? Would you write out what 
the characters would say? 
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b. How comfortable would you feel doing a role-play in front of the class? 
Do you do role-plays in other classes? How do students like them? If it 
were optional, would you take part? 
 

10. What do you think about having girls and boys together for the lessons? Any 
in particular where you’d rather have girls and boys separate?  

Optional	questions	(if	there’s	time)	
11. Is there anything missing from the Project Respect lessons? Any topics that 

aren’t covered that should be included? What issues are most important to 
young people when it comes to dating and relationships? 

12. (If there’s time, you can list what they say on flipchart paper) The lessons will 
be taught by teachers in the school. What would you want the teachers to be 
like? How can schools pick the right teachers to teach these lessons?   

13. What do you think of the name “Project Respect”? What do you like or not 
like about it? 

Wrapping	up		
3 minutes 

14. Expected barriers or challenges to Project Respect in a secondary school? 
Would any students oppose it? 

15. Would anyone like to share any final thoughts or ask any questions? 

 
Thank everyone for coming and remind them that they are welcome to speak with 

a researcher privately if they would like. 
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Staff	discussion	group	
Icebreaker	

3 minutes 
Participants pair up and tell each other their favourite thing they did yesterday. Allow 
a minute or two to do this, then have each participant tell the group their partner’s 
name and what they told them.  
Curriculum	content	and	delivery	

15 minutes 
1. In general, what makes good lesson plans and other curriculum materials 

most useful? What are some examples of good materials you’ve worked with, 
and what makes them good? What would make lesson plans for Project 
Respect useful and easy to use? 

Distribute Handout A – an outline of the Project Respect lessons. Give participants 
a few minutes to read through it.  

2. How would the school go about selecting staff to teach these lessons? Would 
teachers volunteer or be assigned? What would determine who would was 
picked?  

a. Probe: Timetables? Teachers’ level of interest? Past experience 
teaching on these topics? 

 
3. Is it realistic to suggest bringing in an outside speaker for one of the lessons? 

Do you think schools would do this? How difficult would it be to arrange? 

Questions 4-6 are mainly for teaching staff, and can be asked at any point in the 
session if some participants cannot stay the whole time: 
Distribute Handout B, draft materials for the “Challenging DRV” lesson (lesson plan, 
handouts and slides). Emphasise this is a draft and we would like to get their 
feedback. Give participants a few minutes to browse through – they do not need to 
read the materials word-for-word. 

4. What do you think about these draft materials?  
a. Probe: What is useful about them? What would make them more 

useful and easier to use?  
 

5. How would teachers prepare for and deliver this lesson? Would you adapt the 
materials? Read the text aloud word for word?  

b. Follow-up: How far in advance would teachers receive the materials? 
How much time would they typically have to prepare the lesson? 

6. How realistic is it to suggest that students implement their campaigns in 
school? What logistical considerations need to be taken into account? Would 
some types of campaigns be easier to implement than others? 
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Social	media	
7 minutes 

7. What role does social media play in secondary school students’ dating and 
relationships? How do young people communicate with their partners 
(girlfriend / boyfriend / someone their romantically or sexually involved with 
seriously or casually) online?  

a. Probe: Snapchat groups? Instagram? Texting? What else? 
 

8. What role does social media play in dating and relationship violence among 
secondary school students? Do they ever use it to control their partners? 
How? What about for sexual bullying or harassment? What kinds of things are 
happening online or on phones that Project Respect should address? 

a. Probe: Nude pictures being shared without permission? Pressure to 
share pictures? Reading each other’s private messages? Keeping tabs 
on what a partner is doing all the time? 

Training	
7 minutes 

7. Distribute Handout C, describing the two trainings that are part of Project 
Respect and give participants a minute or so to review it. Tell participants 
that schools will also receive a manual with background information on 
Project Respect and instructions on implementing the programme, and the 
lesson plans and slides for each lesson (like those reviewed above).  

c. What do you think about the first training, delivered by NSPCC for 
senior leadership and key staff involved with Project Respect? Are 
there any other topics you’d want to see covered? Is 5.5 hours long 
enough?  

i. Follow-up: How can we best balance in-depth training with the 
challenge of sending members of staff off-site for training?  

d. What do you think about the second training, delivered by the school’s 
Project Respect lead to all school staff? Are there any other topics that 
should be covered? When could a training like this be timetabled for all 
staff?  

e. Are these trainings adequate to prepare schools to implement Project 
Respect and to prepare staff to teach it? What other resources would 
be helpful? 

Challenges	and	barriers	
5 minutes 

8. Is there anything we haven’t discussed that might make it difficult for schools 
to implement Project Respect? How could these be addressed?  
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9. Any barriers to staff supporting the programme?  
o Probe: Logistical barriers? Ideological barriers? 
o Follow-up: How could these be addressed? 

Optional	questions	(if	there’s	time)	
10. Is there anything missing from the Project Respect lessons? Any topics that 

aren’t covered that should be included? 
11. Overall, how would you expect staff in your school to respond to Project 

Respect? What concerns might they have? 
12. How would you expect parents to respond to Project Respect being delivered in 

their child’s school?  
a. Follow-up: What objections or concerns might they have? How could 

these be addressed? 

Wrapping	up		
3 minutes 

13. Would anyone like to share any final thoughts or ask any questions? 

 
Thank everyone for coming and remind them that they are welcome to speak with 

a researcher privately if they would like. 
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Project Respect 
Intervention school: Staff interview 
 
Materials 

• Discussion guide 
• Audio recorder 
• Spare batteries 
• Information sheet 

• Consent form 
• Materials for taking notes (laptop or 

notebook) 

 
Welcome and Introductions 
 

1. Give participant information sheet and consent form 
2. Introduce the interview. You may use the recommended text below or provide this 

information in your own words. 

My name is ______ and I am a researcher from [LSHTM/University of Bristol]. As part of our research 
evaluating Project Respect, we’d like to find out about your experiences of being in the trial so far 
and your views on the programme. The interview should take about 45 minutes. This is intended to 
help us better understand the Project Respect programme overall, and not to evaluate your personal 
performance.  
 
I will not ask you about your own experiences of dating, relationships or violence. Your participation 
is voluntary, and you can stop taking part at any time. We can also skip any questions you prefer not 
to answer. I’d like to audio-record the interview and then produce a written record. The written 
record will not include your name; and we ask that you do not use your name while we are recording. 
When we write articles and reports about Project Respect, we may include quotes from the interview 
but will not include any information that could identify you, your school, or your students. 
 
What you say in the interview will be kept confidential. However, if at any point you tell me that a 
student is at risk of very serious harm or has had sex before the age of 13, I will need to tell someone 
at the school who is in charge of safeguarding. If this happens, I will discuss it with you first.  
 
Please read the information sheet and consent form you’ve received, and fill in the consent form if 
you are happy to take part.  I can answer any questions you might have. 
 

3. Collect and check consent form 
4. Start audio recorder and state today’s date, time, type of interview (staff interview), and ID# 

of staff being interviewed (number consecutively within the school in the format [code]-T#; 
e.g., the first member of staff interviewed at that school will be [code]-T1) 

Interview Guide 
 

Topic Probe 
Their role at the school? Current role? 

Nature of role? 
Previous roles in that school? 
Previous schools? 

Their school Describe its culture 
Key priorities? 
Student engagement? Attainment? 



5 
 

Student and staff demographics? Gender balance? 
Inclusive? 
How are the relations between SLT and staff? 

 How are the relations among staff? 
How are the relations between staff and parents? 

 How are the relations between staff and students? 
How are the relations among students?  

  
 Any evidence of dating and relationship violence, emotional 

abuse or controlling behaviours? 
Any evidence of gender / sexuality based harassment? 
Sharing sexual images without consent? 
On school site? 
Digital media? 
Done by/targeting girls and/or boys? 
 
Any discussion of #metoo movement in the school? Views of 
staff and students? 

How got involved in Project 
Respect? 

When? 
Who asked? 
Was it voluntary?  
How were staff selected? 
Gender balance of staff delivering? 
What role on project? 
 
[If they are the contact who received the DRV baseline 
report] 
How did school use the baseline DRV report? 

What did they do in Project 
Respect? 

What activities –  
o Planning 
o Review of school rules and policies 
o Hot spot mapping 
o Patrols 
o Curriculum 
o Student campaigns 
o Information for parents? 

Describe activities in detail including who worked on them 
and how long they took. Probe on 

o How were materials shared with parents?  
o Timetabling of lessons? Girls and boys separate for 

any? 
Involvement of other staff and of students in these 
processes? Involvement of SLT? 
How well did a) staff and b) staff and students work 
together? 
Time needed for participation 
Cover needed? 
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Effect of participation on completing other work? 
Views on these activities? What went well? 

What concrete changes or actions occurred? 
Were these sustained? 
What went not so well? 
What did not get started or finished? 

What factors affected this? 
 

• Factors to do with other staff? 
• Factors to do with you as an individual? 
• Factors to do with students? 
• Factors to do with the school overall? 
• Factors to do with parents (their response to Project 

Respect in the school, and to the parent component)? 
• Factors to do with the programme? 

o Views on the curriculum materials? How do they 
compare to other PSHE resources the school has 
access to? 

o Adaptations to the curriculum? 
o Appropriate for students from different 

backgrounds? 
• How well did the training(s) prepare you? 
• Were you and others committed to making the 

programme work? 
• Did the programme go against the grain of any existing 

school policies or systems? 
• How did it fit with existing teaching or programming?  

Impact (positive or negative) What impacts on school processes? 
What impacts on staff, students and relationships? 
Any impact on other year groups? 
How did students engage with the programme ? How 
seriously did they take it? 
 
Any impacts on  
• Students’ anger management or communication skills? 
• Student bonding to school? 
• Student attitudes towards gender stereotypes? 
• Gender-based harassment, and the response to it? Level 

of tolerance? 
• DRV, and the response to it? Level of tolerance? 

Any differences by student group? (e.g., year group; gender; 
other student characteristics) 
Did the programme get integrated into broader 
management of school? 
Where any of the impacts unforeseen? 

How do you think these 
impacts came about? 

[For the impacts participant describes, probe on the 
pathway(s) of how they came about:] 
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Project Respect 
Intervention school: Parent interview 
 
Materials 

• Discussion guide 
• Audio recorder 
• Spare batteries 
• Information sheet 

• Consent form 
• Materials for taking notes (laptop or 

notebook) 

 
Welcome and Introductions 
 

1. Give participant information sheet and consent form 
2. Introduce the interview. You may use the recommended text below or provide this 

information in your own words. 

My name is ______ and I am a researcher from [LSHTM/University of Bristol]. I am working on a 
research study to evaluate Project Respect. You’ve been selected for an interview because your child 
goes to [name of school], one of the schools participating in the study. I’d like to ask you about your 
experience with and views on Project Respect. The interview should take about 45 minutes. This is 
intended to help us better understand the Project Respect programme overall, and not to evaluate 
the performance of your child or any school staff.  
 
I will not ask you about your own experiences of dating, relationships or violence or those of your child. 
You can decide whether or not to take part, and you can stop taking part at any time. We can also skip 
any questions you prefer not to answer. I’d like to audio-record the interview and then produce a 
written record. The written record will not include your name; and we ask that you do not use your 
name while we are recording. When we write articles and reports about Project Respect, we may 
include quotes from the interview but will not include any information that could identify you, your 
child, or the school your child attends.  
 
What you say in the interview will be kept confidential. However, if at any point you tell me that a 
student is at risk of very serious harm or has had sex before the age of 13, I will need to tell someone 
at the school who is in charge of safeguarding. If this happens, I will discuss it with you first.  
 
Please read the information sheet and consent form you’ve received, and fill in the consent form if 
you are happy to take part.  I can answer any questions you might have. 
 

3. Collect and check consent form 
4. Start audio recorder and state today’s date, time, type of interview (parent interview), and 

ID# of parent being interviewed (number consecutively within the school in the format 
[code]-P#; e.g., the first parent interviewed from that school will be [code]-P1) 

Interview Guide 
 

Topic Probe 
About themselves Children in which year? 

How long their children at this school? 
Like school? 

Their school Describe its culture 
Academic reputation 
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Broader reputation 
Good relations between school and parents? 

Know about Project Respect? In general  
Specific elements - patrols, curriculum, student 
campaigns, parent info? 
How have you heard about Project Respect (e.g., from 
students, other parents or staff? 
Describe what they have heard about it from whom 

Views on these activities? Probe on patrols, curriculum, student campaigns, 
parent info  
What did they like? 
What did they not like? 
Why? 
What about their child’s view?  
Views of staff? 
Views of other parents? 
Role of the school in addressing DRV and sexual 
harassment? 

Views on parent component of Project 
Respect 

How has the school communicated with you about 
Project Respect?  
Received booklet about DRV and with activities to do 
with your child? 
Views on activities?  

What costs if any have you or your 
family incurred as a result of 
participating in this project? 

Might include costs in terms of time and money  
 
Prompts to include: 
Time spent dealing with the school about the 
intervention 
Time spent with their children/students  discussing the 
intervention.  
Any out of pocket costs? 

Views on Project Respect overall? Need in their children’s school? 
Aware of any impacts on the school 
What would you change about the programme? 

 
 
This is the end of the interview. Thank the participant for their time.  
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Project Respect 
Intervention school: Student Interview 
 
Materials 

• Discussion guide 
• Audio recorder 
• Spare batteries 
• Information sheet 

• Consent form 
• Materials for taking notes (laptop or 

notebook) 

 
Welcome and Introductions 
 

1. Give participant information sheet and consent form 
2. Introduce the interview. You may use the recommended text below or provide this 

information in your own words. 

My name is ______ and I am a researcher from [LSHTM/University of Bristol]. I am working on a 
research study to evaluate Project Respect, a programme to prevent violence in young people’s 
dating and relationships. I’d like to ask you about your experience with and views on Project Respect. 
The interview should take about an hour, and I’ll ask you about your experience of the programme 
and life at this school. This is intended to help us better understand the Project Respect programme 
overall.  There are no right or wrong answers – I’m interested in your honest views. 
 
I will not ask you about your own experiences of dating, relationships or violence.  
 
For focus groups, say: 
We ask that you please do not discuss these in the group session, because we cannot assure privacy. 
However, if anyone would like to speak privately after the session about anything you are going 
through, please let me know. I will be happy to speak with you and, if you wish, connect you with 
someone at your school or the NSPCC who is in charge of safeguarding and can help you. We ask 
everyone to keep anything said today private among those in this room. 
 
For interviews, say: 
If you would like to talk with me privately before or after the interview about any concerns or issues 
you would like help with, I will be happy to talk with you and to connect you with someone at your 
school or the NSPCC who is in charge of safeguarding and can help you. What you say in the 
interview will be kept confidential. 
 
For both interviews and focus groups, continue: 
However, if at any point you tell me that you or another student are at risk of very serious harm or 
has had sex before the age of 13, I will need to tell someone at the school who is in charge of 
safeguarding. If this happens, I will discuss it with you first.  
 
You can decide whether or not to take part, and you can stop taking part at any time with no negative 
consequences. We can also skip any questions you prefer not to answer. I’d like to audio-record the 
[interview/focus group] and then produce a written record. The written record will not include your 
name; and we ask that you do not use your name while we are recording. When we write articles and 
reports about Project Respect, we may include quotes from the interview but will not include any 
information that could identify you or your school.  
 
Please read the information sheet and consent form you’ve received, and fill in the consent form if 
you are happy to take part.  I can answer any questions you might have. 
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3. Collect and check consent form 
4. Start audio recorder and state today’s date, time, type of interview (student interview), and 

ID# of student being interviewed (number consecutively within the school in the format 
[code]-S#; e.g., the first student interviewed at that school will be [code]-S1) 

Interview Guide 
 

Topic Probe 
About themselves Year? 

How long at this school? 
Like school? 
Ambitions for future? 

Their school Describe its culture 
Good relations between staff and students? 
Good relations among students? Between girls and boys? 

Dating and relationship violence & 
gender / sexuality based harassment 

[Clarify not asking about own experiences of perpetration 
or victimisation]  
What terminology used / understood? 
How big a problem on school site and via digital media 
Circulation of sexual images (nudes) without permission? 

• Reasons some students share own images?  
• Perceptions of what will happen? Aware it could 

be circulated? 
• Reasons for circulating without consent? 

Same/different for girls and boys? 
• Fallout when circulated? Same/different for girls 

and boys? 
What happens when this occurs?  
 
Any discussion of #metoo movement in the school? Views 
of staff and students? 

Know about Project Respect? Patrols, curriculum, student campaigns, parent info? 
Describe what they experienced 

What did they do in Project 
Respect? 

What activities –curriculum, student campaigns, hotspot 
mapping, circle of 6, parent component? 
Describe activities in detail 
Lessons: 
• Discussions? 
• Girls and boys together or separate? 

How well did a) staff and b) staff and students work 
together? 
Time needed for participation 
Effect of participation on completing other work? 

Views on these activities? Probe on curriculum, circle of 6, student campaigns? 
Probe on hotspot mapping, patrols. Noticed any 
difference?  
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Project Respect 
Control school: Staff interviews 
 
Materials 

• Discussion guide 
• Audio recorder 
• Spare batteries 
• Information sheet 

• Consent form 
• Materials for taking notes (laptop or 

notebook) 

 
Welcome and Introductions 
 

1. Give participant information sheet and consent form 
2. Introduce the interview. You may use the recommended text below or provide this 

information in your own words. 

My name is ______ and I am a researcher from [LSHTM/University of Bristol]. I am working on a 
research study to evaluate Project Respect, a programme taking place in some schools to prevent 
violence in young people’s dating and relationships. You’ve been selected for an interview because 
your school is taking part in this study. As part of our research, we’d like to find out about the 
teaching and policies in your school related to relationship and sexual health, bullying, harassment, 
and social and emotional learning. The interview should take about 30 minutes. This is intended to 
help us better understand the context in schools, and not to evaluate your or your school’s personal 
performance.  
 
I will not ask you about your own experiences of dating, relationships or violence. Your participation 
is voluntary, and you can stop taking part at any time. We can also skip any questions you prefer not 
to answer. I’d like to audio-record the interview and then produce a written record. The written 
record will not include your name; and we ask that you do not use your name while we are recording. 
When we write articles and reports about Project Respect, we may include quotes from the interview 
but will not include any information that could identify you, your school, or your students. 
 
What you say in the interview will be kept confidential. However, if at any point you tell me that a 
student is at risk of very serious harm or has had sex before the age of 13, I will need to tell someone 
at the school who is in charge of safeguarding. If this happens, I will discuss it with you first.  
 
Please read the information sheet and consent form you’ve received, and fill in the consent form if 
you are happy to take part.  I can answer any questions you might have. 
 

3. Collect and check consent form 
4. Start audio recorder and state today’s date, time, type of interview (staff interview), and ID# 

of staff being interviewed (number consecutively in the format [code]-T#; e.g., the first staff 
member interviewed at that school will be [code]-T1) 

Interview Guide 
 

Topic Probe 
Their role at the school? Current role? 

Nature of role? 
Previous roles in that school? 
Previous schools? 
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Their school • Describe its culture 
• Key priorities? 
• Student engagement? Attainment? 
• Student and staff demographics? Gender balance? 
• Inclusive? 
• How are relations between SLT and staff? 
• How are relations among staff?  
• How are relations between staff and students? 
• How are the relations between staff and parents? 
• How are relations among students? 
• Any evidence of dating and relationship violence, emotional 

abuse, or controlling behaviours? 
• Any evidence of gender / sexuality based harassment? Sharing 

sexual images without consent? 
o On school site? 
o Digital media? 
o Done by/targeting girls and/or boys? 

Sex and relationships 
education at their school 

Which year groups? 
How many lessons? 
How timetabled? 
Who delivers? 
What topics covered? 
Defining healthy relationships? 
Communication skills? 
Inter-personal boundaries? 
Challenging gender norms? 
Current programming well-liked? 

Bullying and violence 
prevention at their school 

Addressed via curriculum? 
If so how and who delivers? 
Policies on bullying and violence? 
Including gender or sexuality based violence or abuse between 
students? 
How often policies reviewed? By whom? 
Practices to address violence in general or in relation to gender / 
sexuality? 
If so what and how/who delivers? 
Any student led actions relating to these? 

Responding to gender based 
harassment or dating and 
relationship violence 

Role of the school in addressing DRV and sexual harassment? 
How does the school respond to dating and relationship violence 
or emotional abuse? 
How does the school respond to gender / sexuality based 
harassment? 
Sharing sexual images without consent? 
On school site? 
Digital media? 
How much time do they spend on responding to these issues? 
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Any discussion of #metoo movement in the school? Views of staff 
and students? 

Social and emotional aspects 
of learning 

Addressed in curriculum? 
If so how and who delivers? 
Communication skills? 
Anger management? 

 
This is the end of the interview. Thank the participant for their time. 
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Project Respect 
Control school: Student Interviews 
 
Materials 

• Discussion guide 
• Audio recorder 
• Spare batteries 
• Information sheet 

• Consent form 
• Materials for taking notes (laptop or 

notebook) 

 
Welcome and Introductions 
 

1. Give participant information sheet and consent form 
2. Introduce the interview. You may use the recommended text below or provide this 

information in your own words. 

My name is ______ and I am a researcher from [LSHTM/University of Bristol]. I am working on a 
research study to evaluate Project Respect, a programme taking place in some schools to prevent 
violence in young people’s dating and relationships. You’ve been invited for an interview because 
your school is taking part in this study. As part of our research, we’d like to find out about life at your 
school, including around violence or harassment, and the school’s teaching related to relationships 
and sexual health, bullying and social and emotional learning. The interview should take about an 
hour. It’s is intended to help us better understand the context in schools. There are no right or wrong 
answers – I’m interested in your honest views. 
 
I will not ask you about your own experiences of dating, relationships or violence.  
 
For focus groups, say: 
We ask that you please do not discuss these in the group session, because we cannot assure privacy. 
However, if anyone would like to speak privately after the session about anything you are going 
through, please let me know. I will be happy to speak with you and, if you wish, connect you with 
someone at your school or the NSPCC who is in charge of safeguarding and can help you. We ask 
everyone to keep anything said today private among those in this room. 
 
For interviews, say, 
If you would like to talk with me privately before or after the interview about any concerns or issues 
you would like help with, I will be happy to talk with you and to connect you with someone at your 
school or the NSPCC who is in charge of safeguarding and can help you. What you say in the 
interview will be kept confidential. 
 
For both interviews and focus groups, continue: 
However, if at any point you tell me that you or another student are at risk of very serious harm or 
has had sex before the age of 13, I will need to tell someone at the school who is in charge of 
safeguarding. If this happens, I will discuss it with you first.  
 
You can decide whether or not to take part, and you can stop taking part at any time with no 
negative consequences. We can also skip any questions you prefer not to answer. I’d like to audio-
record the [interview/focus group] and then produce a written record. The written record not will 
include your name; and we ask that you do not use your name while we are recording. When we 
write articles and reports about Project Respect, we may include quotes from the interview but will 
not include any information that could identify you or your school.  
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Please read the information sheet and consent form you’ve received, and fill in the consent form if 
you are happy to take part.  I can answer any questions you might have. 
 

3. Collect and check consent form 
4. Start audio recorder and state today’s date, time, type of interview (student interview), and 

ID# of student being interviewed (number consecutively within the school in the format 
[code]-S#; e.g., the first student interviewed at that school will be [code]-S1) 

 
Interview Guide 
 

Topic Probe 
About themselves Year? 

How long at this school? 
Like school? 
Ambitions for future? 

Their school Describe its culture 
Good relations between staff and students? 
Good relations among students? Between girls and boys? 

Dating and relationship 
violence & gender / 
sexuality based harassment 

[Clarify not asking about own experiences of perpetration or 
victimisation]  
What terminology used / understood? 
How big a problem on school site and via digital media 
Sharing sexual images (nudes) without consent? 

• Reasons some students share own images?  
• Perceptions of what will happen? Aware it could be 

circulated? 
• Reasons for circulating without consent? Same/different 

for girls and boys? 
• Fallout when circulated? Same/different for girls and boys? 

What happens when this occurs?  
Any discussion of #metoo movement in the school? Views of staff 
and students? 

Sex and relationships 
education at their school 

Which year groups? 
How many lessons? 
How timetabled? 
Who delivers? 
What topics covered? 
Defining healthy relationships? 
Communication skills? 
Inter-personal boundaries? 
Challenging gender norms? 
Students’ opinion of it?  
Anything missing?  

Bullying and violence 
prevention at their school 

Addressed via curriculum? 
If so how and who delivers? 
Does school do anything else to address violence in general or in 
relation to gender / sexuality? 
If so what and how/who delivers? 
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Any student led actions relating to these? 
Social and emotional 
aspects of learning 

Addressed in curriculum? 
If so how and who delivers? 
Communication skills? 
Anger management? 

Project Respect survey Survey last year – remember taking? Views on it? 
 
This is the end of the interview. Thank the participant for their time. 
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Appendix A. Key findings and measure refinements, by tested item 
 

Tested items Key findings Refinements 

Injunctive DRV norms 
 

  

Please tick one box on each line to show 
how most other students in your school 
would feel if a student in your school did 
each of the following: 

1. A boy hit his girlfriend to get her 
back under control. 

ROs: Approve, Disapprove, Neither 

Understandability  
Some participants initially answered in regards to 
how they (rather than others) would feel or asked 
which of these the item was asking about, needing 
clarification to understand this item. 
 
Answerability 
Some participants had difficulty responding because 
they felt that different groups (e.g., girls and boys; 
different social groups) would feel differently. Some 
also expressed lack of certainty about what others 
think. When asked who "most other students in your 
school" brought to mind participants gave a variety 
of responses, including their friends; girls; boys; 
older students; and their own year-group. 
Responses suggest this could be easier to answer for 
a reference-group of “your friends,” though views 
on this probe were mixed. 

 Changed reference-group to “your 
friends” 

 Simplified instructions and structured 
measures of attitudes and injunctive 
norms in parallel formats 

 Paired items in injunctive norms and 
corresponding attitudes measures to 
ask about the same behaviors 

 Removed three items from injunctive 
DRV norms measure that specified a 
rationale for DRV 

 Used the same agree/disagree Likert 
scale for measures of attitudes and 
injunctive norms, reinforcing in 
response options whether the 
measure assessed views of the 
respondent (e.g., “I agree”) or others 
(e.g., “My friends would agree”). 

 
Descriptive DRV norms 
 

  

Please tick one box on each line to show 
how many students in your school you 
think has done each of the following:  

1. How many boys in your school insult 
their girlfriend, swear at her, or try 
to control everything she does?  

Understandability 
There was no indication of any difficulty with 
understanding these items. 
 
Answerability 
Respondents tended to have difficulty responding 
because they were unsure of accurate estimates. 
Some qualified their responses (e.g., "that I know 

 Added routing item asking if 
participant has friends with 
girlfriends/boyfriends. Routed those 
answering “Yes” to descriptive norms 
measure.  

 Added to instructions, “show your 
best guess…” 
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Tested items Key findings Refinements 

2. How many girls in your school insult 
their boyfriend, swear at him, or try 
to control everything he does? 

ROs: None, Some, Many, Most 

of"); responded with estimates among the people 
they know; or drew on what they had heard or 
observed. 

 Changed reference-group to “your 
friends” 

 Separated item on insulting/swearing 
from item on controlling behavior 

 
Attitudes towards gender roles and 
stereotypes 
 

  

Please tick one box on each line to show 
how much you personally agree or 
disagree with each statement. 

1. On a date, the boy should pay all the 
expenses. 

ROs: Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, 
Strongly disagree 

Understandability 
There was no indication of any difficulty with 
understanding this item. 
 
Answerability 
Participants tended to struggle somewhat to answer 
this question. Some described needing to take 
context into account to respond – e.g., who paid last 
time, or the cost of the bill. Participants did not tend 
towards a strong judgement of this item. Two 
discussed differences between what others think or 
do and their own views. 

 Dropped item 

 
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:  

1. A girl and a boy go on a date, and 
the boy pays all the expenses. 

ROs: Approve, Disapprove, Neither 

Understandability 
Item meaning was unclear for one younger 
participant. There was no indication of any trouble 
with understandability among other participants. 
 
Answerability 
Participants had some difficulty responding to this 
item, often qualifying or expressing uncertainty 
about their responses. A few suggested that views 
would be mixed among the reference-group. 

 Dropped item 



 3 

Tested items Key findings Refinements 

Responses suggest this does not tend to be easier to 
answer for a reference-group of “your friends,” 
though views on this probe were mixed.  

   
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: 

1. A girl in your school who has a lot 
of sex partners. 

ROs: Approve, Disapprove, Neither 
 

Understandability 
Most participants understood this item, but for 
some its meaning was not immediately clear 
including for a few who answered initially in regards 
to their own (rather than others’) views. Participants 
tended towards more colloquial terminology when 
discussing how they would phrase this item to their 
friends, but they generally understood the term “sex 
partners” to mean someone with whom one is 
sexually involved.  
 
Answerability 
Participants gave confident responses to this item 
more readily than to other social-norms items. Some 
referred to seeing social sanctions enacted, e.g. 
name-calling of girls who have many sex partners. In 
response to a more general probe comparing 
responding to attitudes vs. norms items, participants 
described learning about norms governing how girls 
and boys are expected to behave by recalling 
concrete experiences such as observing the 
enactment of social sanctions or through 
conversations with friends. 

(identical to changes based on testing of 
injunctive DRV norms item, above) 

Note: ROs = response options 
 
 



Appendix 17. Published abstract drawing on data used in Paper 2, 

“Assessment of survey items on social norms relating to sexual behaviour 
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Appendix: Recruitment and Sampling  
Schools were  existing networks. Students and their parents 
received information sheets ahead of time describing the study and how to opt out from 
being invited for an interview on the day of data collection.  
  
Cognitive interviews to test survey items on personal attitudes and social norms relating to 
dating and relationship violence (DRV) were conducted with 
11 students (seven girls, four boys) from one school in Greater London. The school was 
asked to select girls and boys of varying academic abilities across years 8, 9 and 10 to take 
part, including at least two girls and two boys from each of the three year groups. Students 
with severe cognitive limitations were excluded. We recommended that the school not 
select students who had experienced DRV.  
  
Cognitive interviews to test survey items on social norms relating to sexual behaviour were 
conducted with ten students in total (eight girls, two boys) from two schools in Greater 
London. Schools were asked to select a mix of students from years 8 and 9. As one school 
was an all-girls school, the other was asked to select only boys; however, the latter selected 
two girls and two boys to take part.  
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Appendix A. Original and adapted social norms and attitude measures 

Final construct Adapted measure Original construct and measure 

Descriptive DRV 
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 

Construct: Descriptive DRV normsa

Measure: 
1. How many of your friends have forced someone to have sexual

activity with them that caused their partner to cry, scream,
plead, hit or fight back?

2. How many of your friends have used physical force, such as 
hitting to solve fights with their girlfriends or boyfriends?

3. How many of your friends insult their girlfriend or boyfriend,
swear at them, or try to control everything their  girlfriend or
boyfriend does?

ROs: 0 friends, 1-2, 3-5, 6+ 

DRV attitudes Please tick a box to show how much you personally agree or disagree with 
each statement. 

1. It is NOT okay for a boy to hit his girlfriend if she did something 
to make him mad.

2. Girls sometimes deserve to be hit by their boyfriends.

3. Boys sometimes deserve to be hit by their girlfriends.

4. It is okay for a boy to hit a girl if she hit him first.

5. It is NOT okay for a girl to hit a boy if he hit her first.

ROs: I strongly agree, I agree, I disagree, I strongly disagree 

Construct: Attitudes towards DRVb 

Measure: 
1. It is OK for a boy to hit his girlfriend if she did something to make 

him mad.
2. It is OK for a boy to hit his girlfriend if she insulted him in front of

friends.
3. Girls sometimes deserve to be hit by the boys they date.
4. A girl who makes her boyfriend jealous on purpose, deserves to

be hit
5. Boys sometimes deserve to be hit by the girls they date.
6. Sometimes boys have to hit their girlfriends to get them back

under control.
7. It is OK for a boy to hit a girl if she hit him first.
8. It is OK for a girl to hit a boy if he hit her first.
ROs: Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree

Injunctive DRV 
norms 

Please tick a box to show whether your friends would agree or disagree with 
each statement: 

a. It is NOT okay for a boy to hit his girlfriend if she did something to
make him mad.

b. Girls sometimes deserve to be hit by their boyfriends.
c. Boys sometimes deserve to be hit by their girlfriends.
d. It is okay for a boy to hit a girl if she hit him first.
e. It is NOT okay for a girl to hit a boy if he hit her first.
f. 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 



2 
 

Final construct  Adapted measure Original construct and measure 

Injunctive DRV 
norms 

(as above) Construct: Perceived negative sanctions for using DRVb 

1. If I hit a boyfriend or girlfriend, he/she would break up 
with me. 

2. Bad things happen to people who are violent to their 
dating partners.  

3. If I hit a dating partner I would be arrested. 
ROs: Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree 

Gender attitudes 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: I strongly agree, I agree, I disagree, I strongly disagree 

Construct: Attitudes towards gender roles and stereotypesc 

 
Measure: 
1. Swearing is worse for a girl than for a boy. 
2. On a date, the boy should be expected to pay all expenses. 
3. On the average, girls are as smart as boys. 
4. More encouragement in a family should be given to sons than 

daughters to go to college. 
5. It is all right for a girl to want to play rough sports like football. 
6. In general, the father should have greater authority than the 

mother in making family decisions. 
7. It is all right for a girl to ask a boy out on a date. 
8. It is more important for boys than girls to do well in school. 
9. If both husband and wife have jobs, the husband should do a 

share of the housework such as washing dishes and doing the 
laundry. 

10. Boys are better leaders than girls. 
11. Girls should be more concerned with becoming good wives and 

mothers rather than desiring a professional or business career. 
12. Girls should have the same freedom as boys. 
13. Most girls like to show off their bodies. 
14. Most boys like to go out with girls just for sex. 
15. Most girls can’t be trusted. 
16. It is more accepted for a boy to have many sexual partners than 

for a girl. 
ROs: Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree 

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. 
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: My friends would agree, My friends would disagree, My friends would 
neither agree nor disagree 

a Measure from Cook-Craig, et al.1  
b Measure from Foshee, et al.2 
c Measure from Sotiriou, et al.3 

ROs=response options 
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Appendix B. Dating and relationship violence measures and sociodemographic measures 

 

Table B1. Dating and relationship violence measures 
DRV 
measure 

DRV items and response options 

Victimisation Perpetration 

Sa
fe

 D
at

e
sa,

b
 

 

P
h

ys
ic

al
 D

R
V

 

How many times has any person that you have ever gone out with ever done 
the following things to you? Only include it when that person did it to you 
first. In other words, don't count it if they did it to you in self-defence. 

1. Scratched me 

2. Slapped me 

3. Physically twisted my arm 

4. Slammed me or held me against a wall 

5. Kicked me 

6. Bent my fingers 

7. Bit me hard 

8. Tried to choke me 

9. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved me 

10. Threw something at me that hit me 

11. Burned me 

12. Hit me with a fist 

13. Hit me with something hard 

14. Beat me up 

15. Attacked me with a knife 

ROs: Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often 

How many times have you ever done the following things to any person 
that you have ever gone out with? Only include when you did it to 
him/her first. In other words, don’t count it if you did it in self-defence. 

1. Scratched them 

2. Slapped them 

3. Physically twisted their arm 

4. Slammed them or held them against a wall 

5. Kicked them 

6. Bent their fingers 

7. Bit them hard 

8. Tried to choke them 

9. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved them 

10. Threw something at them that hit them 

11. Burned them 

12. Hit them with a fist 

13. Hit them with something hard 

14. Beat them up 

15. Attacked them with a knife 

ROs: Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often 
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DRV 
measure 

DRV items and response options 

Victimisation Perpetration 

P
sy

ch
o

lo
gi

ca
l D

R
V

 
How often has anyone that you have ever gone out with done the following 
things to you? They can refer to things that have happened face-to-face or 
through social media. 

1. Damaged something that belonged to me 

2. Said things to hurt my feelings on purpose 

3. Insulted me in front of others 

4. Threw something at me but missed 

5. Would not let me do things with other people 

6. Threatened to start seeing someone else 

7. Told me I could not talk to someone 

8. Started to hit me but stopped 

9. Did something just to make me jealous 

10. Blamed me for bad things they did 

11. Threatened to hurt me 

12. Made me describe where I was every minute of the day 

13. Brought up something from the past to hurt me 

14. Insulted my looks 

ROs: Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often 

How often have you done the following things to anyone that you have 
ever gone out with? They can refer to things that have happened face-
to-face or through social media. 

1. Damaged something that belonged to them 

2. Said things to hurt their feelings on purpose 

3. Insulted them in front of others 

4. Threw something at them but missed 

5. Would not let them do things with other people 

6. Threatened to start seeing someone else 

7. Told them they could not talk to someone 

8. Started to hit them but stopped 

9. Did something just to make them jealous 

10. Blamed them for bad things I did 

11. Threatened to hurt them 

12. Made them describe where they were every minute of 
the day 

13. Brought up something from the past to hurt them 

14. Insulted their looks 

ROs: Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

3 
 

DRV 
measure 

DRV items and response options 

Victimisation Perpetration 

CADRI-sc,d The following questions ask you about things that have happened to you 
within the last 12 months with one or more partners (boyfriends or 
girlfriends) in a casual or serious relationship. They can refer to things that 
have happened face-to-face or through social media. When you answer each 
of these questions, please tick the box that best shows how often these 
things have happened to you in the last 12 months (so, since June 2016). As a 
guide, use the following scale:  
Never: this has not happened at all in any of your relationships with a 
boyfriend or girlfriend in the last 12 months.  
Rarely: this has happened about 1-2 times in any of your relationships with a 
boyfriend or girlfriend in the last 12 months. 
Sometimes: this has happened 3-5 times in any of your relationships with a 
boyfriend or girlfriend in the last 12 months. 
Often: this has happened 6 times or more in any of your relationships with a 
boyfriend or girlfriend in the last 12 months. 

1. They spoke to me in a hostile or mean tone of voice. 

2. They said insulting things to me. 

3. They said things to my friends to try and turn them 
against me. 

4. They kicked, hit, or punched me. 

5. They slapped me or pulled my hair. 

6. They threatened to hurt me. 

7. They spread rumours about me. 

8. They kept track of who I was with and where I was. 

9. They accused me of flirting with someone else. 

ROs: Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often 

The following questions as you about things that you have done within 
the last 12 months to anyone who is or was your partner (boyfriends or 
girlfriends) in a casual or serious relationship. They can refer to things 
that have happened face-to-face or through social media. When 
answering these questions, check the box that is your best estimate of 
how often you have done these things in the last 12 months (so, since 
June 2016). As a guide, use the following scale:  
Never: this has not happened at all in any of your relationships with a 
boyfriend or girlfriend in the last 12 months. 
Rarely: this has happened about 1–2 times in any of your relationships 
with a boyfriend or girlfriend in the last 12 months. 
Sometimes: this has happened 3–5 times in any of your relationships 
with a boyfriend or girlfriend in the last 12 months. 
Often: this has happened 6 times or more in any of your relationships 
with a boyfriend or girlfriend in the last 12 months. 

1. I spoke to them in a hostile or mean tone of voice. 

2. I said insulting things to them. 

3. I said things to their friends to try and turn them against 
him/her. 

4. I kicked, hit, or punched them. 

5. I slapped them or pulled their hair. 

6. I threatened to hurt them. 

7. I spread rumours about them. 

8. I kept track of who they were with and where they were. 

9. I accused them of flirting with someone else. 

ROs: Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often 
a Measure adapted from Foshee, et al.1 
b Eligible sample is participants who have ever gone out with/dated someone 
c Measure adapted from Fernández-González, et al.2 
d Eligible sample is participants who have had a casual or serious girlfriend/boyfriend in past 12 months 

DRV=dating and relationship violence; ROs=response options 
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Table B2. Sociodemographic measures 
 

Variable Item and response options 

  

Sex assigned at 
birtha 

What sex were you assigned at birth (meaning what sex did the doctor put on your birth certificate)?  
ROs: Male, Female 

Gender identity Which of the following options best describes how you think of yourself (your gender identity)? (We ask this in addition to the question above 
because some people are transgender which means their gender identity isn't the same as the sex they were assigned at birth.) 
ROs: Male (including trans boy), Female (including trans girl), Non-binary (neither male nor female), Unsure/questioning, Other, Prefer not to say 

Age How old are you?  
ROs: 12 years old, 13 years old, 14 years old 

Year group What school year are you in? 
ROs: Year 8, Year 9 

Ethnicityb Which option best describes your ethnic group or background?  
ROs: White British; Any other White background; Asian or Asian British; Black, African, Caribbean or Black British; Mixed/multiple ethnic 
background; Any other ethnic group 

Sexual identity Which of the following do you consider yourself to be? 
ROs: Straight or heterosexual (a girl who is attracted to boys; or a boy who is attracted to girls); Gay or lesbian (a boy who is attracted to boys or 
a girl who is attracted to girls); Bisexual (attracted to girls AND boys); Other; Unsure/questioning; Prefer not to say 

Religionc What religions group do you belong to? 
ROs: None, Christian, Jewish, Muslim/Islam, Hindu, Buddhist, Sikh, I don’t know/not sure, Other religious group 

Socioeconomic 
statusd 

1. Does your family own a car, van or truck?  
ROs: No; Yes, one; Yes, two or more 

2. Do you have your own bedroom for yourself? 
ROs: Yes, No 

3. During the past 12 months, how many times did you travel away on holiday with your family?  
ROs: Not at all, Once, Twice, More than twice 

4. How many computers (including laptops and tablets, not including game consoles and smartphones) does your family own? 
ROs: None, One, Two, More than two 

ROs=response options 
a Item recommended for US adolescents,3 modified for clarify among adolescents in England. 
b Simplified version of 2015 Office for National Statistics measure4 
c Response options based on 2015 Office for National Statistics measure5 
d Adapted from Currie, et al.6 to reverse the order of response options for the second item and to define “computers” 

 



 

5 
 

References  

1. Foshee VA, Bauman KE, Arriaga XB, Helms RW, Koch GG, Linder GF. An evaluation of Safe Dates, an 
adolescent dating violence prevention program. Am J Public Health. 1998;88(1):45-50. 

2. Fernández-González L, Wekerle C, Goldstein AL. Measuring adolescent dating violence: Development 
of ‘conflict in adolescent dating relationships inventory’ short form. Advances in Mental Health. 
2012;11(1):35-54. doi:10.5172/jamh.2012.11.1.35 

3. The GenIUSS Group. Best Practices for Asking Questions to Identify Transgender and Other Gender 
Minority Respondents on Population-Based Surveys. (Herman J, ed.). The Williams Institute; 2014. 

4. Harmonised Concepts and Questions for Social Data Sources: Primary Principles, Ethnic Group, Version 
3.3. Office for National Statistics; 2015. Accessed February 5, 2024. 
https://analysisfunction.civilservice.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/P3-Ethnic-Group-June-16-
1.pdf 

5. Harmonised Concepts and Questions for Social Data Sources: Secondary Principles, National Identity 
and Religion, Version 4.2. Office for National Statistics; 2015. Accessed February 5, 2024. 
https://analysisfunction.civilservice.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/S11-National-Identity-and-
Religion-June-16.pdf 

6. Currie C, Molcho M, Boyce W, Holstein B, Torsheim T, Richter M. Researching health inequalities in 
adolescents: The development of the Health Behaviour in School-Aged Children (HBSC) Family 
Affluence Scale. Social Science & Medicine. 2008;66(6):1429-1436. 
doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2007.11.024 

 



1 

Appendix C. Determining the need for bootstrapping in linear regressions 

Histograms: Dating and relationship violence outcome scores 

Histograms in Figures C1 to C8 show the frequency distribution of the scores for each of eight dating and 
relationship violence (DRV) outcomes. As shown in the figures, the scores of each DRV outcome are not 
normally distributed. 

Figure C1. Distribution of overall DRV victimisation score (Safe Dates measure) 

Figure C2. Distribution of overall DRV perpetration score (Safe Dates measure) 
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Figure C3. Distribution of psychological DRV victimisation score (Safe Dates measure) 
 
 

 
Figure C4. Distribution of psychological DRV perpetration score (Safe Dates measure) 
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Figure C5. Distribution of physical DRV victimisation score (Safe Dates measure) 
 
 

 
Figure C6. Distribution of physical DRV perpetration score (Safe Dates measure) 
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Figure C7. Distribution of overall DRV victimisation score (CADRI-s measure) 
 
 

 
Figure C8. Distribution of overall DRV perpetration score (CADRI-s measure) 
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Need for bootstrapping 
 
The non-normal distribution of DRV outcomes paired with the non-random distribution of the residuals 
in univariable models indicates the need for bootstrapping to improve regression coefficient estimates. 
We therefore bootstrapped the estimate for the independent variable in each linear regression in my 
analysis. Regressions accounted for clustering within schools using robust cluster standard errors.  
 
Sample Stata1 code, univariable linear regression: descriptive DRV norms and overall DRV perpetration 
(Safe Dates measure) 
capture program drop cluster_bootstrap 

program define cluster_bootstrap, rclass 

 

preserve 

 

regress drv_perp_score fa_drv_dnorms_mean, vce(cluster sch) 

 

local fa_drv_dnorms_mean = _b[fa_drv_dnorms_mean] 

return scalar fa_drv_dnorms_mean = `fa_drv_dnorms_mean' 

 

restore 

 

end 

 

bootstrap r(fa_drv_dnorms_mean), cluster(sch) reps(1000) nowarn seed(1) mse: 

cluster_bootstrap 

 
Sample Stata code, multivariable linear regression – full sample: injunctive DRV norms and overall DRV 
perpetration (Safe Dates measure); includes sex, age, ethnicity, descriptive DRV norms, injunctive gender 
norms, DRV attitudes and gender attitudes as covariates: 
capture program drop cluster_bootstrap1 

program define cluster_bootstrap1, rclass 

 

preserve 

 

regress drv_perp_score i.vq3_new vq1_new i.eth_bin fa_drv_dnorms_mean 

fa_drv_inorms_mean fa_gender_inorms_mean drv_att_mscore gender_att_mscore, 

vce(cluster sch) 

   

local fa_drv_inorms_mean = _b[fa_drv_inorms_mean] 

return scalar fa_drv_inorms_mean = `fa_drv_inorms_mean' 

 

restore 

end 

 

bootstrap r(fa_drv_inorms_mean), cluster(sch) reps(1000) nowarn seed(1) mse: 

cluster_bootstrap1 

 

 



1 

Appendix D. Proportion of daters experiencing and perpetrating DRV by participant characteristics for categorical variables 

Characteristics Safe Dates DRV measurea CADRI-s DRV measureb

Overallc Psychological Physical Overall 

Vict. Perp. Vict. Perp. Vict. Perp. Vict. Perp. 
Sex 

     Female 82.8 70.9 72.6 57.5 56.8 47.4 76.2 67.8 
     Male 73.4 62.4 64.5 49.0 53.4 41.7 70.0 57.3 
Gender 

     Female (including trans girl) 82.1 72.1 73.2 57.3 55.4 48.7 76.2 67.5 
     Male (including trans boy) 74.0 61.7 64.9 49.1 53.6 39.5 69.1 61.3 
     Non-binary 91.7 77.8 75.0 65.7 83.3 55.6 64.7 64.7 
     Unsure/questioning 74.5 54.9 68.6 49.0 52.9 43.1 79.5 48.7 
     Other 74.6 61.8 69.1 49.1 58.2 38.2 67.7 57.1 
     Prefer not to say 73.2 73.2 55.4 53.6 44.6 53.6 83.9 51.6 
Year group 

     Year 8 78.8 67.1 67.0 53.1 55.9 44.8 74.7 56.9 
     Year 9 77.2 65.9 69.5 53.0 54.3 44.2 71.5 66.8 
Ethnicity 

     White British 77.0 64.1 66.5 49.7 55.7 42.6 73.7 58.3 
     White other 80.3 65.6 72.1 52.5 57.4 46.7 69.7 64.5 
     Asian/Asian British 76.7 76.7 69.0 70.0 63.3 70.0 87.5 87.5 
     Black/Black British 79.0 70.5 68.4 60.0 56.8 45.2 85.2 59.3 
     Mixed ethnicity 76.9 70.5 70.1 54.6 51.3 43.6 64.6 64.6 
     Any other ethnic group 86.0 82.5 77.2 64.9 63.2 61.4 82.9 74.3 
Sexual identity 

     Heterosexual/straight 76.8 65.3 67.1 51.9 53.7 42.6 73.0 62.1 
     Gay or lesbian 90.0 70.0 89.7 62.1 70.0 43.3 88.9 77.8 
     Bisexual 81.4 66.1 74.6 50.9 50.9 50.9 73.8 57.1 
     Unsure/questioning 85.2 81.5 70.4 63.0 74.1 70.4 85.7 71.4 
     Other 79.0 84.2 63.2 68.4 68.4 68.4 73.3 56.3 
     Prefer not to say 87.5 87.5 81.3 75.0 62.5 56.3 supp supp 
Sexual/gender minority 

     Yes 81.2 69.9 72.5 55.7 63.4 51.4 76.4 62.0 
     No 76.9 64.6 67.6 52.0 51.8 40.9 70.4 63.6 
Religion 

     None 78.3 63.8 66.7 50.1 55.6 43.6 72.2 56.6 
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Characteristics Safe Dates DRV measurea CADRI-s DRV measureb 

 Overallc Psychological Physical Overall 

 Vict. Perp. Vict. Perp. Vict. Perp. Vict. Perp. 
     Christian 76.3 69.5 68.5 54.5 53.8 44.7 76.8 64.5 
     Jewish 92.3 84.6 84.6 76.9 76.9 57.7 85.7 78.6 
     Muslim/Islam 75.0 70.6 64.7 54.4 52.9 56.7 84.4 78.1 
     Hindu supp supp supp supp supp supp supp supp 
     Buddhist supp supp supp supp supp supp supp supp 
     Sikh supp supp supp supp supp supp supp supp 
     I don’t know/not sure 73.1 64.2 67.2 53.7 56.7 38.8 73.8 64.3 
     Other religious group 89.3 78.6 85.7 64.3 64.3 57.1 50.0 61.1 
Overall 77.9 66.4 68.4 53.1 55.0 44.5 73.0 62.3 

a Among sample reporting ever dating; excludes missing  
b Among sample reporting a girlfriend/boyfriend in past 12 months; excludes missing 
c Includes participants reporting physical and/or psychological DRV, including if one such outcome was missing but participant reported experiencing the other. 
DRV=dating and relationship violence 
Perp.=perpetration  
supp=results suppressed due to n<10 
Vict.=victimisation 

 
 



Appendix E. Unadjusted regression coefficients showing relationships between potential covariates and social norms measures 
 

Independent 
variable 

Pro-DRV descriptive norms Pro-DRV injunctive norms Gender-inequitable injunctive norms 

All 
[95%CI] 

Females 
[95%CI] 

Males 
[95%CI] 

All 
[95%CI] 

Females 
[95%CI] 

Males 
[95%CI] 

All 
[95%CI] 

Females 
[95%CI] 

Males 
[95%CI] 

Female sex 0.11* 
[0.02, 0.19] 

N/A N/A -0.14*** 
[-0.16, 0.11] 

N/A N/A -0.14*** 
[-0.21, -0.07] 

N/A N/A 

Age 0.01 
[-0.03, 0.05] 

0.01 
[-0.10, 0.12] 

0.02 
[-0.03, 0.07] 

-0.03^ 
[-0.06, 0.00] 

-0.02 
[-0.10, 0.06] 

-0.04 
[-0.09, 0.02] 

0.01 
[-0.06, 0.08] 

0.01 
[-0.03, 0.05] 

0.01 
[-0.12, 0.13] 

Sexual/ 
gender 
minority 

0.09 
[-0.02, 0.20] 

0.07 
[-0.07, 0.20] 

0.09* 
[0.00, 0.18] 

0.06 
[-0.03, 0.15] 

0.07 
[-0.09, 0.23] 

0.08 
[-0.03, 0.18] 

0.14** 
[0.05, 0.22] 

0.11* 
[0.02, 0.20] 

0.19* 
[0.05, 0.34] 

Minoritised 
ethnicity 

0.09 
[-0.02, 0.20] 

0.11** 
[0.04, 0.19] 

0.05 
[-0.13, 0.23] 

0.08*** 
[0.04, 0.12] 

0.14*** 
[0.08, 0.19] 

0.03 
[-0.05, 0.11] 

0.11* 
[0.00, 0.21] 

0.10^ 
[-0.01, 0.21] 

0.12 
[-0.05, 0.29] 

DRV attitudes 0.17*** 
[0.10, 0.23] 

0.21*** 
[0.12, 0.29] 

0.18*** 
[0.13, 0.24] 

0.46*** 
[0.40, 0.53] 

0.38*** 
[0.30, 0.46] 

0.51*** 
[0.43, 0.59] 

0.24*** 
[0.17, 0.32] 

0.22*** 
[0.12, 0.31] 

0.24*** 
[0.15, 0.32] 

Gender 
attitudes 

0.20*** 
[0.15, 0.24] 

0.18*** 
[0.13, 0.24] 

0.24*** 
[0.17, 0.32] 

0.19*** 
[0.13, 0.26] 

0.14** 
[0.06, 0.22] 

0.21*** 
[0.11, 0.30] 

0.54*** 
[0.46, 0.63] 

0.50*** 
[0.43, 0.58] 

0.56*** 
[0.48, 0.64] 

Pro-DRV 
descriptive 
norms 

N/A N/A N/A 0.25*** 
[0.20, 0.30] 

0.28*** 
[0.20, 0.36] 

0.25*** 
[0.16, 0.35] 

0.22*** 
[0.11, 0.33] 

0.23** 
[0.09, 0.37] 

0.25*** 
[0.15, 0.34] 

Pro-DRV 
injunctive 
norms 

0.21*** 
[0.17, 0.24] 

0.28*** 
[0.24, 0.32] 

0.17*** 
[0.13, 0.22] 

N/A N/A N/A 0.33*** 
[0.26, 0.40] 

0.28*** 
[0.22, 0.34] 

0.34*** 
[0.26, 0.42] 

Gender-
inequitable 
injunctive 
norms 

0.16** 
[0.06, 0.25] 

0.21*** 
[0.12, 0.31] 

0.14** 
[0.05, 0.23] 

0.28*** 
[0.25, 0.32] 

0.23*** 
[0.16, 0.31] 

0.30*** 
[0.27, 0.32] 

N/A N/A N/A 

^p<0.10, *p<0.05,**p<0.01, ***p<0.001 

DRV=dating and relationship violence 

 



 
 

Appendix F. Unadjusted regression coefficients showing relationships between potential covariates and DRV outcomes 

Table F1. Overall DRV (Safe Dates measure) 

Independent variable 

Overall DRV (Safe Dates measure) 

Victimisation Perpetration 

All 

[95%CI] 
Females 

[95%CI] 
Males 

[95%CI] 
All 

[95%CI] 
Females 

[95%CI] 
Males 

[95%CI] 

Female sex 1.49* 
[0.07, 2.91] 

N/A N/A 0.84^ 
[-0.15, 1.82] 

N/A N/A 

Age -0.63 
[-1.63, 0.37] 

-0.24 
[-3.08, 2.61] 

-0.95 
[-2.58, 0.67] 

-0.83^ 
[-1.79, 0.13] 

-1.25 
[-3.52, 1.03] 

-0.46 
[-1.09, 0.17] 

SGM 4.05* 
[0.32, 7.78] 

4.53^ 
[-0.14, 9.19] 

3.34^ 
[-0.17, 6.85] 

1.79^ 
[-0.17, 3.74] 

1.85^ 
[0.26, 3.96] 

1.58^ 
[-0.17, 3.33] 

Minoritised ethnicity 1.94* 
[0.01, 3.87] 

2.00 
[-2.07, 6.08] 

1.92*** 
[1.31, 2.54] 

2.24* 
[0.31, 4.18] 

3.46* 
[0.55, 6.38] 

1.16* 
[0.20, 2.12] 

DRV attitudes 4.20*** 
[2.60, 5.80] 

5.37** 
[2.26, 8.47] 

3.94*** 
[3.02, 4.85] 

2.76** 
[1.00, 4.51] 

4.34* 
[0.79, 7.89] 

1.85*** 
[1.11, 2.59] 

Gender attitudes 4.11*** 
[2.09, 6.14] 

6.43** 
[2.14, 10.72] 

2.91*** 
[1.80, 4.01] 

1.47*** 
[1.14, 3.79] 

3.60** 
[1.13, 6.07] 

1.90*** 
[0.99, 2.81] 

^p<0.10 
*p<0.05 
**p<0.01 
***p<0.001 
CI=confidence interval 
DRV=dating and relationship violence 

SGM=sexual and gender minority 



 
 

Table F2. Psychological DRV (Safe Dates measure) 

Independent variable 

Psychological DRV (Safe Dates measure) 

Victimisation Perpetration 

All 

[95%CI] 
Females 

[95%CI] 
Males 

[95%CI] 
All 

[95%CI] 
Females 

[95%CI] 
Males 

[95%CI] 

Female sex 1.32** 
[0.36, 2.28] 

N/A N/A 0.53^ 
[-0.07, 1.12] 

N/A N/A 

Age -0.27 
[-0.82, 0.29] 

-0.18 
[-1.52, 1.15] 

-0.33 
[-1.58, 0.92] 

-0.42^ 
[-0.87, 0.03] 

-0.64 
[-1.56, 0.27] 

-0.22 
[-0.96, 0.52] 

SGM 2.03^ 
[-0.13, 4.20] 

2.28^ 
[-0.36, 4.92] 

1.55 
[-0.32, 3.42] 

0.38 
[-0.47, 1.22] 

0.48 
[-0.49, 1.44] 

0.17 
[-0.51, 0.86] 

Minoritised ethnicity 0.96^ 
[-0.09, 2.01] 

0.82 
[-1.37, 3.01] 

1.13* 
[0.16, 2.11] 

0.93* 
[0.18, 1.67] 

1.53* 
[0.17, 2.88] 

0.40^ 
[-0.01, 0.82] 

DRV attitudes 2.17*** 
[1.35, 3.00] 

2.77** 
[1.17, 4.36] 

2.21*** 
[1.57, 2.84] 

1.51** 
[0.62, 2.40] 

2.21* 
[0.47, 3.95] 

1.18*** 
[0.61, 1.75] 

Gender attitudes 2.18*** 
[1.46, 2.89] 

3.35*** 
[1.59, 5.12] 

1.68*** 
[0.95, 2.41] 

1.29*** 
[0.80, 1.78] 

1.82*** 
[0.86, 2.78] 

1.06*** 
[0.69, 1.44] 

^p<0.10 
*p<0.05 
**p<0.01 
***p<0.001 
CI=confidence interval 
DRV=dating and relationship violence 

SGM=sexual and gender minority 

 



 
 

Table F3. Physical DRV (Safe Dates measure) 

Independent variable 

Physical DRV (Safe Dates measure) 

Victimisation Perpetration 

All 

[95%CI] 
Females 

[95%CI] 
Males 

[95%CI] 
All 

[95%CI] 
Females 

[95%CI] 
Males 

[95%CI] 

Female sex 0.16 
[-0.33, 0.66] 

N/A N/A 0.30 
[-0.07, 0.68] 

N/A N/A 

Age -0.37 
[-0.96, 0.23] 

-0.06 
[-1.58, 1.47] 

-0.63** 
[-1.01, -0.25] 

-0.41 
[-1.15, 0.34] 

-0.62 
[-2.02, 0.78] 

-0.23* 
[-0.45, -0.01] 

SGM 2.01* 
[0.46, 3.57] 

2.23* 
[0.16, 4.29] 

1.79* 
[0.13, 3.45] 

1.40* 
[0.31, 2.50] 

1.36* 
[0.22, 2.50] 

1.41* 
[0.33, 2.48] 

Minoritised ethnicity 0.96^ 
[-0.06, 1.97] 

1.17 
[-0.75, 3.08] 

0.77** 
[0.29, 1.25] 

1.32* 
[0.17, 2.52] 

1.91* 
[0.34, 3.48] 

0.79^ 
[-0.04, 1.63] 

DRV attitudes 2.00*** 
[1.12, 2.88] 

2.54** 
[0.98, 4.10] 

1.72*** 
[1.11, 2.33] 

1.23** 
[0.35, 2.12] 

2.05* 
[0.31, 3.80] 

0.70** 
[0.19, 1.20] 

Gender attitudes 1.94** 
[0.50, 3.37] 

3.07* 
[0.36, 5.78] 

1.22** 
[0.53, 1.92] 

1.18* 
[0.18, 2.19] 

1.77* 
[0.11, 3.43] 

0.86* 
[0.13, 1.58] 

^p<0.10 
*p<0.05 
**p<0.01 
***p<0.001 
CI=confidence interval 
DRV=dating and relationship violence 

SGM=sexual and gender minority 

 



 
 

Table F4. Overall DRV (CADRI-s measure) 

Predictor 

Overall DRV (CADRI-s measure) 

Victimisation Perpetration 

All 

[95%CI] 
Females 

[95%CI] 
Males 

[95%CI] 
All 

[95%CI] 
Females 

[95%CI] 
Males 

[95%CI] 

Female sex 0.70^ 
[-0.02, 1.41] 

N/A N/A 0.81* 
[0.02, 1.61] 

N/A N/A 

Age -0.22 
[-0.50, 0.05] 

0.38 
[-0.27, 1.03] 

-0.71*** 
[-1.04, -0.39] 

-0.13 
[-0.34, 0.08] 

-0.05 
[-0.59, 0.48] 

-0.20 
[-0.51, 0.11] 

SGM 1.64** 
[0.42, 2.86] 

1.02 
[-0.32, 2.37] 

2.20* 
[0.43, 3.98] 

0.45 
[-0.20, 1.09] 

0.79 
[-0.30, 1.88] 

-0.06 
[-0.41, 0.29] 

Minoritised ethnicity 0.65 
[-0.18, 1.49] 

0.94 
[-0.39, 2.27] 

0.35 
[-0.52, 1.21] 

0.79* 
[0.01, 1.56] 

1.61* 
[0.06, 3.16] 

-0.04 
[-0.43, 0.36] 

DRV attitudes 1.74*** 
[1.23, 2.24] 

2.23*** 
[1.20, 3.26] 

1.43*** 
[0.93, 1.94] 

1.31** 
[0.52, 2.09] 

2.41*** 
[1.22, 3.60] 

0.43 
[-0.12, 0.97] 

Gender attitudes 2.22*** 
[1.17, 3.28] 

2.87*** 
[1.70, 4.05] 

1.96** 
[0.63, 3.28] 

1.26*** 
[0.56, 1.96] 

2.35*** 
[1.03, 3.67] 

0.68** 
[0.22, 1.14] 

^p<0.10 
*p<0.05 
**p<0.01 
***p<0.001 
CI=confidence interval 
DRV=dating and relationship violence 

SGM=sexual and gender minority 
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Appendix G. Sensitivity analysis using alternative construction of ethnicity variable 

This sensitivity analysis used an alternative categorisation of the ethnicity variable: ethnicity was 
categorised as White British (coded as 0) or Other ethnic group (coded as 1). Participants were 
categorised as Other ethnic group if they selected any of the following response options in response to 
the ethnicity survey item: Any other White background; Asian or Asian British; Black, African, Caribbean 
or Black British; Mixed/multiple ethnic background; or Any other ethnic group. We assessed the 
relationship between this alternative categorisation of the ethnicity variable with the tested social 
norms measures and with DRV outcomes to determine whether this categorisation of the ethnicity 
variable should be added to or removed from the initial multivariable linear regressions as a covariate. 
The threshold for inclusion in the models was p<0.10. Where ethnicity was included as a covariate in 
initial multivariable regressions and there was no change to this, we replaced the ethnicity variable with 
the alternative construction of this variable and in these regressions. 

Relationships between ethnicity and social norms 

Table G1 shows the relationship between the alternative categorisation of the ethnicity variable and the 
tested social norms measures in the full and sex-disaggregated samples. In this analysis, the relationship 
between ethnicity and pro-DRV descriptive norms in the full sample became significant. This change 
meant that ethnicity should be added as a covariate to regression models assessing relationships 
between pro-DRV descriptive norms and DRV outcomes in the full sample: (1) overall DRV victimisation 
(Safe Dates measure), and (2) physical DRV victimisation (Safe Dates measure). There were no other 
changes to the pattern of significance of the relationships between ethnicity and social norms. 

Table G1. Unadjusted regression coefficients showing relationships between ethnicity (alternative 
construction) and social norms measures 

Independent variable: Ethnicity 

All Females Males

Coefficient 
[95%CI] 

Coefficient 
[95%CI] 

Coefficient 
[95%CI] 

Pro-DRV descriptive 
norms 

0.10** 
[0.03, 0.17] 

0.12* 
[0.02, 0.21] 

0.08 
[-0.03, 0.20] 

Pro-DRV injunctive  
norms 

0.07*** 
[0.04, 0.11] 

0.13*** 
[0.06, 0.21] 

0.01 
[-0.06, 0.08] 

Gender-inequitable 
injunctive norms 

0.13** 
[0.05, 0.21] 

0.15* 
[0.03, 0.26] 

0.11 
[-0.06, 0.28] 

^p<0.10, *p<0.05,**p<0.01, ***p<0.001 

Relationships between ethnicity and DRV outcomes 

Table G2 shows the relationship between the alternative construction of the ethnicity variable and DRV 
outcomes in the full and sex-disaggregated samples. In this analysis, the relationships between (1) 
ethnicity and overall DRV victimisation (CADRI-s measure) in the full sample, and (2) ethnicity and 
overall DRV perpetration (CADRI-s measure) among males became significant. The former change meant 
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that ethnicity should be added as a covariate to regression models assessing relationships between each 
social norms measure and overall DRV victimisation (CADRI-s measure) in the full sample. The latter 
change did not require any changes to multivariable models because ethnicity, as in the initial analyses, 
was not associated with any social norms measure among males.  
 
There were no other changes to the pattern of significance of the relationships between ethnicity and 
social norms. 
 
Table G2. Unadjusted regression coefficients showing relationships between ethnicity (alternative 
construction) and DRV outcomes 
 

 

Independent variable: Ethnicity 

All Females Males 

Coefficient 
[95%CI] 

Coefficient 
[95%CI] 

Coefficient 
[95%CI] 

 S
af

e
 D

at
e

s 
D

R
V

 m
e

as
u

re
 

O
ve

ra
ll V

ic
t.

 2.27* 
[0.19, 4.35] 

1.76 
[-1.87, 5.38] 

2.84*** 
[1.41, 4.28] 

P
e

rp
. 2.23** 

[0.73, 3.74] 
2.69* 
[0.52, 4.86] 

1.88*** 
[0.84, 2.93] 

P
sy

ch
. V

ic
t.

 1.09^ 
[-0.15, 2.33] 

0.78 
[-1.50, 3.06] 

1.45** 
[0.51, 2.39] 

P
e

rp
. 1.11*** 

[0.54, 1.69] 
1.30* 
[0.20, 2.39] 

0.98*** 
[0.59, 1.37] 

P
h

ys
. V

ic
t.

 1.17** 
[0.32, 2.02] 

0.96 
[-0.41, 2.34] 

1.38*** 
[0.79, 1.97] 

P
e

rp
. 1.13* 

[0.17, 2.09] 
1.38* 
[0.31, 2.45] 

0.92* 
[0.02, 1.83] 

C
A

D
R

I-
s 

D
R

V
 

m
e

as
u

re
 

O
ve

ra
ll V

ic
t.

 0.51^ 
[-0.02, 1.03] 

0.31 
[-0.61, 1.23] 

0.72 
[-0.25, 1.70] 

P
e

rp
. 0.81*** 

[0.36, 1.26] 
1.25* 
[0.20, 2.31] 

0.43** 
[0.12, 0.73] 

^p<0.10, *p<0.05,**p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
DRV=dating and relationship violence 
Perp.=perpetration 
Phys.=physical 
Psych.=psychological 
Vict.=victimisation 
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Multivariable linear regressions 
 
Table G3 shows the results of the multivariable regressions where the regressions changed as a result of 
this sensitivity analysis, either due to the addition of ethnicity as a covariate or due to replacing the 
initial ethnicity variable with its alternative categorisation. Models that were not required, determined 
by whether there was interaction between social norms and sex (as reported in the paper’s Table 7) 
requiring sex-stratification, are indicated by “N/A”. Models that were included in the initial analysis but 
did not include ethnicity as a covariate in the initial or sensitivity analyses are indicated by “N/A [no 
change in model]”.  
 
This sensitivity analysis did not result in any changes to the pattern of significance of the relationships 
between social norms and DRV outcomes in the multivariable models. 
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Table G3. Regression coefficients showing relationships between social norms measures and DRV outcomes, adjusted for covariates, where 
alternative construction of ethnicity has changed the model 

 
 

Independent variable 

Pro-DRV descriptive normsa Pro-DRV injunctive norms Gender-inequitable injunctive norms 

Allb,c 

[95%CI] 
Femalesd,e 

[95%CI] 
Malesd,e 

[95%CI] 
Allb,c 

[95%CI] 
Femalesd,e 

[95%CI] 
Malesd,e 

[95%CI] 
Allb,c 

[95%CI] 
Femalesd,e 

[95%CI] 
Malesd,e 

[95%CI] 

Sa
fe

 D
at

e
s 

D
R

V
 m

e
as

u
re

 

O
ve

ra
ll 

V
 

6.78*** 
[3.64, 9.93] 
 

N/A N/A -0.57 
[-2.44, 1.29] 

N/A N/A 1.97* 
[0.12, 3.82] 

N/A N/A 

P
 

N/A 5.68** 
[2.04, 9.33] 

N/A [no 
change in 
model] 

-0.80 
[-2.25, 0.65] 

N/A N/A 0.33 
[-1.16, 1.82] 

N/A N/A 

P
sy

ch
. 

V
 

N/A N/A [no 
change in 
model] 

N/A [no 
change in 
model] 

0.05 
[-0.96, 1.06] 

N/A N/A 1.31** 
[0.43, 2.18] 

N/A N/A 

P
 

N/A 3.59** 
[1.44, 5.75] 

N/A [no 
change in 
model] 

-0.54 
[-0.27, 0.19] 

N/A N/A 0.19 
[-0.57, 0.95] 

N/A N/A 

P
h

ys
. 

V
 

2.60** 
[1.01, 4.19] 

N/A N/A -0.62 
[-1.54, 0.31] 
 

N/A N/A 0.61 
[-0.42, 1.64] 

N/A N/A 

P
 

N/A 2.26** 
[0.59, 3.93] 

N/A [no 
change in 
model] 

-0.26 
[-1.12, 0.60] 

N/A N/A 0.02 
[-0.69, 0.73] 

N/A N/A 

C
A

D
R

I-
s 

D
R

V
 

m
e

as
u

re
 

O
ve

ra
ll 

V
 

2.02*** 
[1.05, 2.99] 

N/A N/A -0.12 
[-0.92, 0.67] 
 

N/A N/A 0.95*** 
[0.49, 1.41] 

N/A N/A 

P
 

N/A 1.47*** 
[1.01, 1.92] 

N/A [no 
change in 
model] 

N/A -0.21 
[-0.86, 0.44] 

N/A [no 
change in 
model] 

N/A 0.54 
[-0.69, 1.77] 

N/A [no 
change in 
model] 

a Asked of participants answering “yes” to the yes/no routing question, “Do you have friends who have girlfriends or boyfriends?” 
b Models control for other social norms measures, DRV attitudes, gender attitudes, sex, age, sexual/gender minority status and ethnicity (alternative 
construction) where each is associated with the specified social norms measure and DRV outcome at p<0.10.  
c Number of observations with complete data, based on non-bootstrapped regressions, ranges from 623 to 661 for Safe Dates measure outcomes and 403 to 
424 for CADRI-s measure outcomes. 
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d Models control for other social norms measures, DRV attitudes, gender attitudes, age, sexual/gender minority status and ethnicity (alternative construction) 
where each is associated with the specified social norms measure and DRV outcome at p<0.10. 
e Number of observations with complete data, based on non-bootstrapped regressions, ranges from 306 to 321 for Safe Dates measure outcomes and was 205 
for CADRI-s measure outcomes. 
^p<0.10, *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
CI=confidence interval, DRV=dating and relationship violence, P=perpetration, Phys.=physical, Psych.=psychological, V=victimisation 




