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Introduction ™

There is a plethora of information suggesting that bullying
others and being bullied are common and frequent
- evenis in childhood and early adolescencs, particularly
<« in developed countries (Cross ef af, 2006; Kalfiala-

Heino et al, 1999 Limber ef al 2004 Menesini ef al,

1997; Olweus, 1991; Rigby, 1997a; Smith ef o/,
A B S T R A C T

Cross-sectional data collected at baseline  from the Grade 6 cobort of

the E’iﬂzd’ér Schools, Friendly Families Profect (n = 1,257} were
analysed 2o investigats d;f'ﬁ&re;zces in selfreported astimndes and bebav-
forrs of students who reported bullying regularly and acczzsiam;'l}
compared with those who reporced never bullying others. This study
Jound soms similarivies and some differences between studenss who
reported bullying vegularly and those who reported bullying occasion-
ally, supporting the need to consider both groups when developing
school-based bullying interventions, Amtitudes to bullying, social and
emotional bealth, peer support wd éeing bullied were predictors of
both regulay and gceastonal bullying. The findings of this study sup-
port the need for universal bullying prevention intevventions targeting
the whole school commmunity, induding specific selective ond indicated

strategies, to effect a change in b;z[!)zing bebaviosrs,

2004; Wolke of af, 2001; Yang ef al, 2006). Baseline
data for the Friendly Schools Project, implemented in
Perth, Western Australia, found that 14% (n'= 274) of
Grade 4 students {aged approximately 8-9 years} had
bullied others at least once during the last term at
school [Cross ef al, 2006).

A range of moderating, mediating and contextual
factors have been associated with students who bully
others. Moderating variables such as gender, age and
socio-economic status have been found to be associated
with bullying behaviours. Self-reported prevalence of
bullying has been found to be higher among boys
than girls (Baldry, 2004; Kdltiala-Heino ef of, 1999;
Kumpulainen ef af, 1998; Olafsen & Viemero, 2000;
Roland & Idsoe, 2001; Scheithauer ef of, 2006;
Veenstra et of, 2005; Wolke ef af, 2001), Age is also
a faclor in the likelihood that students will bully others.
Bullying Wpicc:"y)_begins during the middle primary
school years {9-10 years), and there is a notable
incredse in reports of bullying during the first year of
secondary school {Rigby, 1997).

Mediating factors such as beliefs and attifudes are
thought fo play a ¢rucial role in influencing not only
bullying by individuals, but also the generdl level of .
bullying in the whole school; condoning bullying by
inaction can-in effect influence the ethos of the school.
While most stludents are opposed. fo bullying and tend
ta be supporifive of students who are victimised (Randall,
1995; Rigby & Slee, 1991}, there is « group of stu-
dents with a tendency fo dislike those who dare vic-
timised, fo have o general admiration for students who
bully others and to have litle consideration for the feel-
ings of the student being bullied (Rigby & Slee, 1991).

Advarices in School Mental Health Promofion  VoLUME 1 155UE 2 - Aprl 2008 ® The Clford Besrs Foundson & Universay of Maryland 49
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It is now recognised that bullying is not restricted to

the conflicual dyadic relationship between thése who

bully and those who are bullied, but is also part of &
group pracess (Gini, 2006a, 2006b; Sutton & Smith,
1999). The peer group becomes a particularly salient
influence around middle primary school (Stauffacher
& DeHart, 2006} and continues to be very influential
through secondary school {Owens ef of, 2000). The
need fo be recognised by peers and to be part of a
sodial group is significant when considering why children

bully others-A-nurmber-of-studies-have found that-seme . —— ...

children bully others, or approve of bullying behaviour,
fo enhance their status with peers and to demonstrate
their social position (Gini, 2006; Karatzias ef of, 2002),
and that bullying may be o means of achieving domi-
nance and enhanced peer siafus (Espeloge ef of, 2003;
Scheithaver ef al, 2006) and power (Burns e al 2008;
Gini, 2006; Karatzias sf af, 2002).

Students who bully, and especially these who bully
and who are themseleves bullied are more likely 1o suffer
a range of mental, social, emotional and physical
health problerns than non-involved students. For example,
students who bully others have been found fo have-
greater prevalence of depression and severe suicidal
ideation than non-involved students {Austin & Joseph,
.1996; Dake ef af, 2003 Fekkes of of, 2004; Hazler &
Camney, 2000; Kaltiala- Heino ef al, 1999; Kumpulainen

et al, 1998; Sice, T995; van der Wal ef al, 2003).
However, studenis who report that they bully others and
are bullied {bully/are bullied) have been found 1o have
higher levels of depression than these who only bully or
are victimised {Espelage & Swearer, 2003; Kalfiala-

" Heino ef al, 1999). Others have found that adolescents

who reported that they, bully/are bullied report the

greatest psychological difficulty {(Duncan, 1999).

The confextual variables used in this study focused
on how students felt at school. It is evident that students
who are unhappy at scheol and who dislike school
are more likely to bully than those who are happy and
like school {Slee & Rigby, 1993). Children who bully
have also been found to have more negative atfitudes
to school than students who are victimised and non-
involved children {Olweus, 1993). Similarly, others have
found that those who bully/are hullied report the highest
level of school disengagement, followed by sfudents
(mean age 11.5 years) who bully {Juvonen ef of, 2003).

This paper aims to describe the association of key
moderating, mediating and contexfual predictors
among 10 to 11.year-old Western Australian students
who report that they bully others regularly or occa-

4 FAX No. 0249246795 P. 003/013

sionally, compared with students who report that they
‘figver bully, others. The' main hypotheses are:

W that there is « significant difference in key. pre-
dictors of bullying between students who report
that they bully others regularly and those who
report that they never bully others

M that there is a significant difference in key pre—

dictors of bullying between students who report

bullying others occasionally and those who
report that-they never bully others.

Method
Study population

Grade 6 students (n = 1,257) from 20 Western
Australian government schools in the Perth metropolitan
area completed a questionnaire during the fourth
month of the school year. The participonts were students
involved in the three-year Friendly Schools, Friendly
Families (FSFF) Project, which aimed ta reduce the
prevalence of bullylng. The FSFF Project was o group-
randomised control irial where schools were randomly
sampled and randomly assigned to infervention and
comparisan condilions {Cross ef al, 2008), The data
presented in this paper are baseline measures faken
before the implementation of the intervention, and
acldress the research fuestion “What are the predictors
of bullying ameng upper primary school aged childreng’

Procedure

Self-completion questionnaires were administered by
trained research assistants during class time. Admin-
istration of the questionnaires teck approximately 40

minutes. Teachers were asked fo administer question-

naires to students who ware absent on the day of
administration, and were provided with a reply-paid
envelope to return them to the university. This study
was granfed ethical approval by the Curfin University
Human Ethics Committes.

Measures
The questionnaire used o number of previously validated
ifems. Most items were based on those used in the
Friendly Schools Projeet (Cross ef &/, 2006), « bullying .
prevention infervenfion which followed studernts from
Crade 4 1o Grade 9 {nges ¢ to 12 years). Some items

50 Advances in School Mental Health Promotion | VOLUME 1 18SUE 2 « April 2008 & The Cifford Bees Focmdation & University of Maryand
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were based on other instrumenis used to measore
builying-related issues in primary schools. A scale of
attitudes fowards bullying (Rigby & Slee, 1991), a scale
of perceived peer social support {Kochenderfer & Ladd,
19964, 1996k}, and ¢ scale of social competency were
included. A psychological measure, the Strengths and
Difficulties Questionnaire, which measures emofional
symptoms, conduct problems, hyperactivily, peer prob-
lemis, pro-social behaviour and a “total difficulfies score’,
was also used. Demographics including gender, school

© size and sodo-economic-s}afurmeasured—by—posicode—-ubom-bemg—buI!ied--or-buEIying—oihem.—ln addition;-

were also included. ltems were siructured to enable
comparison with other bullying-related studies.

The questionnaire was subjected fo face validity using
an expert panel including epidemiologists, psycho-
logists, health promotion professionals and teachers {n
= 7). Reliability was tested using o test-retest proce-
dure using students (n = 898) from schools in the Perth
metropolitan area not involved in the study. The re-test
was conducted two weeks after the fest. Results of the
test-refest are described ir Table 1, ovededf.

N
Dependent variable: builying others
The item from the Olweus Bully/Victim Questionngire
{Ohweus, 1996), ‘This term, how often did you, on your

-own or in a group, bully ancther student or students?”,

was used fo measure bullying prevalence, The refiability
score for this dependent variable was K, = 0.50,
which is similar 1o that in another Western Australian
study (x,, = 0.45) (Cross et af, 2008). Students who
reported: bullying regularly responded ‘almost avery
day’, ‘most days’, ‘once « week’ or ‘every few weeks’

~ when asked how often they had bullied other students

during this ferm. Those who reperted bullying occdsional[y
responded with “once or twice’ to this question. The
authors determined these categories afier o review of-
the literature. Others have found sigrificant differences
in aggressive and pro-social behaviours between the

~ following cotegories: ‘no bullying” and ‘once or twice’,
g g ying

‘2 or 3 fimes @ monih, and ‘once or twice’, suggesting
that comparison of ‘regular’ and-‘occasional’ student
bullying warrants investigafion. Rigby classified an ‘occa-
sional bully’ as someone who reported engaging in
bullying ’sometimes’ or ‘more often’ {Righy, 1997a).

To maximise the likelihood of a true representation
of prevalence, students were provided with o definition
of bullying before completing the questions (Rigby,
1994; Solberg & Olweus, 2003; Theriot ef af, 2005).
To aveid misundersianding among students and fo
ensure the most accurafe response, students were

P. 004/013
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provided with  slightly adapted version of the popular
definition of bullying developed by Olweus (Olwaus,-
1996; Solberg & Olweus, 2003), which is the most
uccepted definifion in the world (Theriot ef of, 2005},
This definition includes reference to different types of
physical, verbal and relational bullying, and reinforces
the fact that bullying includes a power imbalance.
The definition used text and pictures fo reinforce the
message, and was read aloud fo students by the
administrator before the students aftempted questions

sfudents were provided with their own illustrated version
of the definition as part of the questionngire.

Student aititudes to bullying

A modified version of the 20 item Pro-victim scale
developed by Rigby and Slee {1991) was used 1o
measure student attitudes. A previcus Western
Australian study used a similar version using nine of
these questions (& = 0.62) (Cross ef o, 2008). In this
study 10 items were used {a = 0.41). In addifion, an
atiitudes to bullying scale developed by Rigby was
modified and was used to measure perceptions of
what might happen o someone if he/she bullied
another child. Rigby’s scale measured both tha likeli-
hood of the outcome as perceived by students, and
the extent to which students found the cutcomes to be
personally desirable (Rigby, 1997b). To reduce the length
of the question, this study used 11 items and measured
the likelihood of the outcome (o = 0.64), In this study the
bully aititudes scale was subjected to a pest hoe factor
analysis. Using an Eigenvalue cut-off point of 1.00, fador
analysis resulied in two factors. These factors accounted
for 49.96% of the variance in the data. Two fadors were
subsequently developed for analysis:

B- Factor 1: feel good about bullying (other kids
weould be scared of me; other kids would like me;
other kids would think | was tough; | would feel
good about myself; other kids wouldn't bully me)

W Factor 2: feel bad about bullying (my parents
would find out and tfalk to me about it: | would
feel bad about myself; | would get into trouble; |
would feal baq for the kid 1 bullied; other kids
would not want to be my friend; my parents
would be unhappy with me)

Peer support
Student perceptions of peer support were measured
using fwo questions. The first question asked students

Advances int School Menfal Health Promotion VOLUME 1 tssE 2 - April 2008 @ Tha CHfford Bears Foundotion & Unhvarsity of Morylond - 51
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TABLE 1 Yest-Retest Reliahility for the Student Questionnaire

Part of questionnaire Concept measured Reliability test Changes 1o guestion
Bullying beheviour
@24 Did you bully othersg Ky = 0.501 No change
{Clweus 1996, Righy 1998a}
223 Bullying behaviours (bully others) Net includad in test-retest
(Ohweus 1996, Rigby 1998 :
Madiators
interparsenal -
Q8 Have you been bulliad? Ky = 0.282 4 questions reduced to 1 (see helow)
{Olweus 1956, Rigby 1999a) Ky m 0,463
Xy = 0378
K, — 0.558
Attitudinal
Q5 Pro viclim scors a = 0.523 Modifications to werding
{Righy & Slee 1991} n=109 2 statements altered
aftitudes to bullying 1 statesnent added ,
9 tems Response aptions changed
Q25 Bully ottitudes score a=0.780 Medifieations to wording
n= 108 1 statament removad
2 statements added
Peer - o )
Q26 -—. "¢ Peer support score a=0.734 2 statemants removed
{Ladd ef of 1994) n =102 3 slatemenis added
‘most of the time’
changed to -
"lets of the fime’
Q3 How many good friends do you have Nof included in test-retest
in your year at school?
Social and emotional health
1 Q35 Sccial and emofional health: total o =1,710 Neo changes
difficullies score
) [Goodman 1999, Goodman &t ol 1998}
Contextual gpradictors
School factors
Ql Happiness at school Naot included in test-retest
Q2 Happiness during play fimes Ky =0.464 No change
n=133 ‘
Qb Sofely ot schaol Not included in test-ratest

'How many good friends {that you see and falk to
most days) do you have in Year 62’, which was adapt-
ed using slight word changes from the Peer Relations
Questionnaire {Olweus, 1996, Rigby, 1998q; Righy &
Slee, 1998). This modified quesfion achieved good
reliability in ancther Western Australian study (n =
144, x,,, = 0.74) {Cross et al, 2008).

The second guestion measuring peer support ysed
. a modified version of the Perceptions of Peer Social
Support Scale (PPSSS) (Ladd ef af, 1996). The original
PPSSS asked students 16 questions which asked them
to estimate tha extent to which classmates would help
them with a range of emotional and instrumental

.SZ

probléms, Children were asked fo respond with “yes’
or 'no’ to each tem and, if they answered in the affirma-
tive, were then asked to.respond with ‘just sometimes’
or a ‘lot of the fime”. For this study 13 of these questions
were used and students were asked to respond with either
"lots of the time’, ‘sometimes’ or 'never’. Responses
were scored (lots of time = 2, sometimes = 1, never
= 0) and subsequently summed fo form a perceived
peer support score (a0 = 0.90).

Social and emotional health ‘
The Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ)
(Goodman ef af, 1998) is o behavioural sereening

Advances in 'School Mental Healitr Promotion  vOLUME 1 1S8UE 7 - April 2008 & The Ciffrd Beers Foundation & Uriversiy of Maeand
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questionnaire that asks sfudents about 25 aftributes
relating 1o conduct problems, hyperactivity, emotional.
- symptoms, peer problems and pro-social behaviour,
The SDQ was used to measure social and emotional
health, and a “total difficulties’ score was computed
and used inthis study {25 items, n = 1,115 & = 0.71).

Contextual factors ~ school
Three'key questions were used 1o defermine the influence of
school factors on bullying behaviours. Two guestions

were adapted using slight word changesfromitems-devel——Boys-were-more-thanthree-times{OR-3-32:-95%-Cl - - -

oped by Andrews and Withey (1976} and used in other
Ausiralion studies (Slea, 1995) fo determine happiness at

school and during playtimes. The quesfion ‘Do you feel safe
at school?” was also included in the baseline questionnaire.

Data analysis

Children were classified into three groups according fo
the outcome variable ‘bully others”: those who bully reg-
vlarly, occasionally and never The moderating, mediating
and contextual factors were compared between the three
groups, using the siudents who never bully as a compari-
son group. Proportions were compared for categorical
factors, fesfing stafistical significance using a Chi Square
test. Odds ratios were used to esfimate the relative risk of
level of bullying and key variables {(Portney & Watkins,

JAMES FLETCHER LIB % FAX Yo, 0249246795

1993). Means were compared for confinuous factors.

Anclysis of Variance (ANOVA} waos used to svaluate
statisfical differences. A p-value of p < 0.05 was used fo
represent significant differences and p < 0.001 {o
represent highly significant differences. .

* logistic regression analyses were conducted for the
dependent variable (bully others) to assess the relative
association between moderating, mediating ond.
contextual variables on bullying behaviour, The
dependent variable ‘did you bully others’ was adjusted
for gender, sociosconomic stafus and school size. Key
predicior variables were entered into the regression
models in a backwords step process. As the dependent
variable, bully others, had more than twe levels, poly-
tomous logistic regression was applied. The group
who reported that they never bully was taken as the
comparison group. All relevant variables {described in
Table 1) were initially entered info the model. Non-
significant variables were removed, one at a fime, fo
create a more parsimonious meodel. The variables
‘feel safe at school’, “school size’, 'SES’, ‘number of
good friends’ and ‘feel af school’ were sequentially
removed from the equation.

Advances in School Merital Hedith Promofion VOLUME 1 155UE 2 - April 2008 @ The Cifford Bears Foumdafion & University of Marylend 53

Results

Of the Grade 6 cohort who responded to the question

which measured bullying prevalence (n = 1,248), 76
(6.1%) reported bullying others regularly, 358 (28.7%)
bullying others oceasionally and 814 (65.2%) never
bullying others.

Table 2, overleaf, shows the results of an ini-
tial analysis comparing levels of bullying aceording to
key moderaiing, mediating and contextual predictors.

1.94 — 5.68; p < 0.001) as likely to bully regularly
and 1.35 times {OR 1.35; 95% C1 1.05-1.73: p =
0.02) as likely to bully occasionally than girls.
Students who were bullied regularly were more than
five times as likely also to bully others regularly than
those who never bully (OR = 5.13; 95% Cl 2.95 —
8.93, p <0.001). Those who were bullied occasional-
ly were about twice as likely to bully others occasion-
ally (OR = 2.15; 95% Cl 1.62 - 2.85, p <0.001) as
those who never bully.

Students who bully regularly scored slightly lower
on the pro-victim score (M 24.05; SD 3.55,) than
those who bully occasionally (M 26.07; SD 2,50} or
never (M 26.5; SD 2.20;). Similarly, those whe bully
regularly were rore likely to feel good about bullying
{M 5.19; SD 2.36;} and less likely to feel bad (M
6.27; 3D 3.11,) than students.who bully occosionally
{Factor A: M 6.73; SD 1.94; Factor B: M 8.86; SD
2.30) or naver (Factor A: M 7.76: SD 1.92; Factor B:
M 9.66; SD 2.87). )

Students who bully regularly reported higher means
for the social and emotional health total difficulties
score (M 13.64; SD 4.71) than those who bully occa-
sionally (M 12.19; 5D 5.72) or never (M 10.45; SD
5.82). Despite these differences, these means reflect

‘normal’ scores for the total difficulties score (Goodman

et of, 1998).

Students whe bully regularly were more than three
times {OR 3.04; 95% CI 1.86 - 4.98; p < 0.001) as
likely to feel okay than happy as students who never
bully. In contrast, students who bully occasionally were
only slightly more likely to feel okay than happy (OR
1.65; 95% Cl 1.25 - 2.18; p < 0.001) than students
who never bully. $tudents who bully regularly were
more than twice as likely 1o feel ‘mostly unsafe’ at
school rather than ‘mostly safe’ as students who never
bully (OR 2.22; 95% Cl 1.26 — 3.92; p < 0.005). In
contrast, there was little difference between feelings of
safety at school when students who bully occasionally

FUERT w R
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TABLE 2 Predicfors of Bullying Using Univariate Analyses

Regular Occasional  Never

Dependent N (%) N (%) . N (%) Total P value
Modarators .
Gender 0,000
Boy 57 (3.9} 196 {30.7) 384 (60.4) 639
Gird 19 [3.1) 161 (26.5) 427 (70.3) 607
Total ' 76 [8.1] 357 (28.7) 813 (65.2) 1246
Sodo-e¢onomic status 0.409
High 20 (5.0} 122 [30.5) 258 (64,5} 400
Middle R 34_1(5.9) 155{27.0)  __383{70)_ ___ . _572 s
Low 72 {80} 81 {29.3} 173 (2.7} 274
Total 76 (6.1) 358 (28,7} 814 (65.2) 1248
School size 0.745
Small . 45 {6.8) 196 [28.4} 445 (66.0} 686
Large 31 (5.5 162 (28,8} 369 (65.7) 5462
Total 74 (6.1) 358 (28.7) 814 (65.2) 1248
Mediating variables
Baen bullisd S 0.000%
Bullied regularly 31 {14.8) 76 {36.4) 102 {48.8} 209
Bullied occasionally 17 4.3 145 (36.4) 236 (59.3) 398
Never been bullied 28 (A.A4) 135 {21.2) 473 (74.4) 636
Total ' 76 [6.1) 354 (28.4) 811 (65.2) 1243
Attitudinal medialars. ‘ '
Pro-vicfim store M 24,05 M26.07 M24.25 M26.065 0,000
"""" Sb 3.55 S0 2.50 - 50 2,20 D 2.451
Bully attitudas scora M11.35 M15.6 M1s.4. M 15,889 0.000%
. SD 4.02 SD 3.84 sD 3.3¢ SD 3.762
Bully attitudes feel good about bullying secora M 5.1918 M 6.729 M 6.760 M 6.656 - 0.000°*
] SD 2.355 SB 1.956 sp 1.925 5D 1.995
Bully attitudes fzel bad abeut bullying score "M 6.270 .M B854 M 9.657 M 9.216 0.000**
< 8D 3.107 s 2.999 3D 2.868 3D 3.037
Pesr support madigiors :
Number of good frisnds ) ' 0.307
Ne or one good friend 2 {2.9) 24 (35.3) A2 {61.8) 68
2 or 3 or many good friends 73 6.2) 333 (28.3) 770 {65.5) 1176
Total : 75 (6) 357 (28.7) 812 {65.3) 1244
Poar suppart score , M19.7 M18.8 M 1892 M 18.951 0.448
SD 4.88 SD 548 SD 5.72 SD 5.404
Social and emotional health , '
Totol difficulties score M 13.64 M12.19 M 10.45 M10.878 0.006=*
. ' 5D 4.71 SO 8.72 50 5.82 5D A.852
Contextual mediators .
Feal at schioal ~ ’ * 0.000**
Happy a8 (4.3) 233 (26:5) - 609 (69.2) 880
Okay : 34 (10.4) 112 (34.7} 179 [54.5} 326
Sad 3 2. 6 (18.2) 24 (72.7} 33
Total 75 (6.1} 352 (28.4) 812 (85.5) 1239
Feal o} ploytime . 0.400
Hoppy ) 64 (6) 296 (27.6) 711 (66.4) 1071
Okay 10 (6.9) . 50 (34.7) 84 (58.3} 144
Sad 1 4.2 6 {25.0) 17 {70.8) 24
Total - 75 (6.1) 252 (28.4] 812 (45.5) 1239
Safe at school : . . N 0.019%
Mostly ungorfe 18 {10.8} 47 (28.3) 101 {60.8) 166
Mostly sofe 57 (5.3} 308 (28.7) 710 (66} 1075
Total 75 {6) 355 (28.6) 811 [65.4) 1241
* Significont ot 0.05 '
*~ Signikcant et 0.00]

P = level of Significance
5D = Stondord deviation
M = Maon
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were compared with those who never bully (OR 1.07;
95% Cl 0.74 — 1.56; p = 0.71).

Having good peer support, being less Ilkely 1o feel
bad about bullying and being bullied regularly were
all highly significant predictors of regular bullying com-
pored with never bullying (p < 0.001) when all factors
were considered (Tabla 3, overlsaf). Lower levels of
support for victims, being more likely fo feel good
about pofential bullying and reporting greater social
and emofional difficulfies were also significant prediciors

4 FAY Ne. 0249246795

b et
L E A T"u TE

LR " n_mzmﬂi

. h iz

Kumpulainen ef of, 199%a; Randall, 1995}, Socio-
economic status was not a predictor of bullying when
univariate or multivariate analyses were conducied,
This may be because no relationship hefween socioe-
conomic status and bullying exists, or it may be
because of the high measurement error in use of post-
code as a proxy measure of sociseconomic stettus
{Holman et af, 1995). While others have found bullying
to be more frequent in latger schools (Karatzias ef o,
2002}, this study found that school size was not a

of regular bullying at baseline-{p—<-0:05)

Highly significant predictors of occasional bully-
ing included good peer support and being less likely
to feel bad about bullying than those who did not
bully (Teble 3). Being bullied regularly or occa-
sionally was also a predicior of occasional bully-
ing. Being a boy and feeling ckay rather than
happy at school were significant predictors {p <
0.05} of occasional bullying.

Discussion. B

~

This study found some key differences between studenis
who reported bullying cthers regularly, occasionally and
neven The use of these categories confirms the decision
o analyse these groups separately. This study was subject
to a number of limitations, The cross-sectional data pre-
sented in this paper precludé ¢ausal assumptions being”
made (Bryman, 2004). The internal and external validity
of this study may have been affected by sample selection
procedures and instrumentation (Windsor ef af, 1994).

" Moderating variables

Consistent with the findings of others who have found
that boys repert bullying others more often than girls.
{Baldry, 2004; Rigby, 19974; Roland & ldsoe, 2001;
Scheithaver ef al, 2006; Veensira ef af, 2005; Wolke ef
al, 2001), univariate analyses found that boys were more
likely to bully, parficularly fo bully regularly, than girls.
However, gender was not a significant predictor for regular
bullying when on overall explanatory model was created,
although being o boy was o significant predictor for
occasional bullying. These findings suggest that when
other factors, such as being bullied, affitudes, social and _
emotional health and perceptions of peer support, are
also considered, gender differences are not as great.
Evidence from this study did not support findings
that bullying occurs more frequently among students
of lower socio-economic status (Karatzias et of, 2002;

predictor-of-bullying~Thismay-bebecausethis-study- -
used a reasonably high cut-off for small schools (n <451).

Mediating variables

The mediating variable, been bullied, regularly or -
occasionally, was a significant predictor of bullying
others regularly or occasionally at baseline. This study
found 21.6% (n = 269) of the Grade 6 cohort reported
both fo have been bullied and 1o bully others. This rep-
resented 62.3% of those students who reported bully-
ing others regularly or occasionally {n = 432). These
data were similar to those of another Western
Australion study which found that 64.7% of Grade 4
students reported both bullying others and being
bullied themselves. Being bullied regularly was also o
sigiiificant predictor of bullying regularly, while being
bullied regularly or occasionally was a significant
predictor of bullying occasionally {(p < .0.001). The
proportion of siudents who both bully and are bullied
reinforces the need to recogniss these students as a
group which may require selected and indicated
strategies, and supports the findings of others, that
bullying others and being bullied are not necessarily
mutually exclusive (Cross ef al, 2008; Espelage &
Swearer, 2003; Veenstra ef af, 2005),

This study confirmed the findings of others, that
attitude fo bullying is a predictor of bullying behaviours.
While students were generally supporfive of students
who are bullied, those who bully others, especially
regularly, were less supportive of students who are
bullied than other students. Similarly, others have
found, although the majority of students are oppésed
to bullying and were supportive of those who were
bullied, some students had litile or no empathy for
these students. Motivation fo support those who were
bullied was not closely related to, parsonal expsriences
of being bullied, or of being afraid of those who bully
{Rigby & Slee, 1991).

Students who bully either regularly or oceasionally

55

P 008/013

BT




ZDOS/MAR/ 0/TUE 12:19

JAMES FLETCHER LIB

FEATURE

A

FAX No, 0249246795 P, 008/013

TABLE 3 Effect of Predictors on Bullying Regularly and Occasionally ot Baseline

Predictor varigbles Odds ratio 95% CI df P value
Regular bully )
Pro-victim score {atfitudes) 0.544 0.759 — 0.938 1 0.002*
Peer support score 1.149 1.077 — 1.224 1 0.000*
Bully attifudes — fasl good about bullymg score 0.845 0.736 - 0971 1 0.017+
Bully aHitudes — feel bad about bullying score 0.746 -0.678 - 0.822 1 0.000=
Total difficulties scora 1.071 1.008 ~ 1,137 1 0.025*
* Gender - boy 1.772 0.863 - 3,437 } 0.123
Feel at school
Hoppy 1.317 0.271 - 6403 1 0.733
Okay - 2:349 0:503—=10:943 1 0.277
Sad .
Been bullied
Regularly 2.680 4.324 -21.667 1 0.000%*
Occasionnlly 21748 0.972 - 4869 1 0.059
Naver
Occasional bully
Pro~victim =core {attiludes) 0.977 0.915 - 1.044 1 0.492
Peer suppor} score . 1.052 1.021 — 1.084 i 0.001
Bully aftitudes ~ feel good about bullying score 1.038 0.96% - 1.121 1 0.345
Bully ottifudes — feel bad about bullying scors 0.892 0.B46 - 0.940 1 0.000**
Tolal difficulfies score 1.060 1.031 - .1.09% 1 0.000%*
Gender — boy 1.443 1.048 - 1,949 1 0.007*
Feel at school
Hoppy 2.339 0.854 - 4,417 1 0.098
Okay ™~ 2.815 1.040 ~ 7.614 1 G.042~
Sad” X :
Been bullied
Regularly .22t 2.041 - 5.084 1 0.000*
Occasionally '2.334 1.684 - 3.234 T 0.000*
Never
Rsferance coragory for dependznt varioble: regu!ar and pecosional bz.-.f!y comparedio ngver bully
*Signifeemt of 0.05 . L L s e . .
*2 Significont at 0.007

were more likely to feel good about their bullying
behaviour than those who never bully. This may be
associated with [ustifying their bullying behaviour in
order to maintain their sense of self {Cheron, 2001;
Mead, 1934}, Justifying their behaviour may also be a
means of achieving feelings of consonance for an
action they initially felt bad about (Festinger, 1962):
The literature highlights a range of motivators for
some students who bully others, For some students,
feelings of positive self-concept may be reinforced by
bullying behaviours (Olweus, 1995). Others suggest
that the need for proactively aggressive children to
enhance their perceived positive self-view and feelings
of power over others may motivate them 1o bully others
(Salmivalli, 2001}. Bullying behaviour in many situa-
tions is rewarded with a sense of prestige and power
(Olweus, 1995). In addition, it is pessible that the high
conelation between bullying behaviour and self-concept
found in some studies indicates that children may be
unaware of, or do not care gbout, the effect of their
behaviour, or that they enjoy the power bullying affords
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them {Johnson & Lewis, 1999). Similarly, others have
found that those who bully report that they like being o
bully and consider their actions 1o be justified. Their
behaviours are reinforced by positiva {goal attainment)
and negative {removal of threat} reinforcement. When
students who bully are in contrel, they are likely to feel
more secure and less anxious {Batsche & Knoff, 1994).

Number of good friends was not a predictor of
bullying others.’Almost all students in this study,
regardless of bullying level, reported having several or
many good friends. These findings are supported by
others; who suggest that some anfi-secial, aggressive
children and adolescents develop friendship networks
that include positive features including support,
compliments, laughter and mutual enjoyment. These
students may be popular within their own social
groups (Pakaslahti & Keltikangas-Jarvinen, 1998).
Olweus suggesis that children who bully are often sur-
rounded by a small group of two or three friends who
support them (Olweus, 1993).

Good peer support wos found to prediet bullying
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regularly (p < 0.05} and occasionally {p < 0.001).
Perceptions of good peer support may be associated
with perceptions of percsived popularity. While all
students reported respectable levels of peer support,
students who bully regularly were significantly more
likely to suggest that someone would ‘choose them
on their team’ ‘lots of times’ than these who bully
occasionally or never. In conirast, these students
were significantly less likely fo suggest they would
have ‘someone help them if they were hurt’. These

findings suggest that students-who-bully-areikelyto—bullying—How-safe-studentsfeel-at-school-weas-osignif-- - -

have group support but may not be liked. This
finding supporis other research which finds that
being liked occurs at the dyadic level, while the per-
cepfion that someone is popular occurs at the group
level (Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003). These data may
also vary if students who bully/are bullied were
analysed separately. This group have been found 1o
have lower perceived social support (Kilpatrick
Demaray & Kerres Malecki, 2003) and to be more
likely to be segregated-rom mainstream peer ecology
(Rodkin, 20043

Although there is evidence to suggest that students
who bully, and especially those who are bullied, are at
risk of socigl and emotional health problems, the
limited longitudinal research makes it difficult to
determine causal effects (Rigby, 1998b). This study
found the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire ,
(SDQ)} total difficulfies score to be a significant predictor
of bullying at bassline, students who bully regularly
reporting higher mean scores than those whe bully
oceasionally or not ot all. While the majority of students
" in this study reported ‘normal’ scores for the total diffi-
culties score, those who bully regularly or occasionally
were proportionally more likely to report borderline or
abnormal scores than those who never bully. Similarly,
others who have used the SDQ have found children
who bully others to have higher scores on the total dif-
ficulties score than those who never bully {(Wolke &
Samara, 2004; Yang ef al, 2006).

When other factors were considered, having a
higher total difficulties score was o predidor of bullying
others regulatly (p < 0.05) and occasionally (p <
0.001) compared with never. Inclusion of bully/are
bullied inte the regular and eecasional bully cate-
gories may have influenced these data, as students
wha bully/are bullied have been found 1o have the
highesf levels of depression (Espelage & Swearer,
2003; Kalfiala-Heino ef af, 1999) and psychological
difficulty (Duncan, 1999).

Contextual variables

Proportionally, students who bully regularly and occa-
sionally were more likely fo feel ‘okay’ rather than
‘good” at school than those who never bully. Similarly,
others have found that students who were unhappy at
school were more likely to bully others than those who
were happy (Rigby & Slee, 1992; Slee & Rigby, 1993).
In contrast, how students feel af playtime at school
was not a significant predictor of regular or eccasional

icant predictor of bullying when univariate analyses
were computed (p < 0.05). As in another Australian
study that found 15% of students to report feeling ‘nof
at all safe or only safe sometimes’ (Slee, 1993}, 13.4%
of students in this study reported feeling ‘mostly
unsafe’. Proportionally, students who bully regularly
were most likely to feel ‘mostly unsafe”. However when
these data were included in the explanatory model,
only feefing ‘okay’ at school was a predictor of
occasional bullying (p < 0.05), suggesting that when
other factors are considered the maijority of studenis
who bully regularly or occasionally were happy ot
school and in the playground, and felt sofe at school.

When afl variables were considered, students who
bully regularly were more likely o report good peer
support, to-be less likely to feel bad about bullying, to
be bullied regularly, io be less likely to show support
for victims, 1o be more likely to feel good about
potential bullying and to report greater social and
emotional difficulties than those students who never
bully others,

Students who buily occasionally were also likely to
report good peer support and to be Jess likely to feel
bad about, bullying than those who never bully. These
students were more likely fo have been bullied regularly
or occasionally. They were also more likely 1o be a
boy and 1o feel okay rather than happy af school than
those who never bully others.

Recommendatdions

The results of this study reinforce the need for cormpre-
hensive, whole-school, universal bullying prevention
programs which are nested within a Health Promoting
School approach (World Health Organisation, 1996),
A universal approach is required to work to shift the
atfitudes of all the members of the school communily,

o ensure that bullying is not folereted and to enhance

levels of empathy towards others. A supportive and
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safe school environment and ethos is required.
Strategies to enhance sound communication and
socialisotion skills are needed fo ensure that students
have the skills to make friends. The significance of
being bullied as a predictor of bullying others needs
immediate altention, and when school programs are
being planned specific strategies o help these students
should be included, School-based interventions need
to consider the different characteristics of students who
bully and those who bully/are bullied, and implement
classroom strategies to_foster assertiveness, communi-
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