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Abstract 

Bullying and victimisation at school has been associated with increased reports of 

psychological and psychosomatic health issues. As such, schools have sought to 

implement programmes to reduce the prevalence of bullying. These programmes 

commonly include empathy-raising strategies which are expected to reduce the 

incidences of bullying. The present paper reviews the empathy and bullying 

literature, focussing on the suggested relationship between the two. The literature 

revealed that the concepts of empathy and bullying have undergone rapid 

development over recent years and as a result, there is much methodological 

variation between studies, culminating in inconsistent results. However, early 

research pertaining to the association between bullying and empathy has suggested 

that aggressive behaviour is associated with lower empathy levels, although this 

difference may be attributed to affective empathy (emotional arousal) whereas 

cognitive empathy-raising strategies are used in bullying intervention programmes. 

Overall, little research examined the influence of affective and cognitive empathy 

separately, and very few studies attempted to examine the bullying/empathy 

relationship. As such, future research to .examine the empathy/bullying relationship, 

including consideration of empathy types,. bullying roles, and gender,. would inform 

the development of effective bullying intervention programmes. Additionally, as 

there is much variation in research results for empathy and bullying, future research 

would benefit from adhering to suggested definitions, measures and methods to 

reduce methodological variation and gain data which are comparable across studies. 

Author: Teresa B Sapienza 

Supervisor: Professor Alison Garton 

Submitted: August, 2006 
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Relations between Bullying and Victimisation, Empathy, and Gender: 

. A Review of the Literature 

In the past, bullying has been seen and accepted as part of the school 

experience. However, over the previous 20 years, an increased awareness of adverse 

effects from school bullying has resulted in that belief no longer being considered 

acceptable. The issue of bullying is now taken seriously by schools which tend to 

have management plans implemented in an attempt to minimise bullying behaviour 

and its harmful consequences. However, bullying interventions have had, at best, 

only moderate success in reducing bullying at schools (Rigby, 2002). 

Bullying behaviour is a complex social issue, and research into understanding 

the dynamics of bullying is still in its infancy. However, as research results have 

consistently found that aggressive behaviour is associated with low levels of empathy 

(Cohen& Strayer, 1996; Kaukiainen et al., 1999; Miller & Eisenberg, 1988; Schultz, 

Izard, & Bear, 2004; Strayer & Roberts, 2004), it has been inferred that empathy 

level also influences bullying behaviour in schools. As such, increasing children's 

ability to empathise has been one strategy employed as part of most school bullying 

programmes. 

Empathy has also undergone rapid development in research literature over the 

previous two decades and the issue of its relationship with aggression is beginning to 

be explored in more depth. However, despite the assumption of empathy's 

applicability to bullying behaviour, the two concepts are generally explored 

separately and the dynamics of the bullying/empathy relationship have been 

relatively untested in published research. 

Gender has.been associated with variances in bullying and victimization 

involvement, as well as in empathic responding. Research has suggested that boys 
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are more often involved in bullying behaviour (Eagly & Steffen, 1986; Scheithauer, 

Hayer, Petermann, & Jugert, 2006), and have lower levels of empathy than girls 

(Cohen & Strayer, 1996; Hastings, Zahn-Waxler, Robinson, Usher, & Bridges, 

2000). Therefore, it is important to consider the impact of gender in research results, 

and consequently, the inferences drawn regarding associations between bullying and 

empathy. 

The present paper reviews literature pertaining to bullying and empathy, and 

the suggested relationship between the two. In addition, the influence of gender on 

patterns of bullying and empathy will be briefly explored. Firstly, bullying and 

victimisation research will be presented, including prevalence, adverse effects, and 

intervention effectiveness. Definitional issues, types of bullying that occur, 

classifications of roles in bullying, and methods of research will also be explored. 

Secondly, literature on empathy will be presented and explored in a similar manner 

with focus on relations with aggression and bullying. Finally, research examining 

the influence of gender on both bullying and empathy will be briefly presented, and 

inferences of the bullying/empathy/gender relationships will be drawn and 

suggestions for future research presented! 

Bullying and Victimisation 

Definitional Issues 

The definition of bullying has been the subject of considerable debate in the 

research literature (Sanders, 2004). Griffin and Gross (2004) suggested the lack of a 

clear and dominant operational definition of bullying has led to insufficient focus in 

current research, and consequently, a wide range of results. 

Prior to the 1990s, bullying was primarily seen as direct physical or verbal 

attacks (Smith, 2004). However, more recent researchers have tended to use the 
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definition surmised byOlweus (1993) which states " ... a student is being bullied or 

victimized when he is expqsed repeatedly and over time to negative actions on the 

part of one or more other students" {p.9). This definition involves two important 

components, the repeated nature of the bullying, and the actions are negative. In this 

definition, the 'repetition' component excludes single negative events from being 

classed as bullying, and the 'negative actions' component allows for a wide variety 

of behaviours to be classed as bullying. Other researchers have suggested a need to 

address the imbalance of power between the bully and victim within the definition. 

Rigby (1996) defined bullying as ''the repeated oppression, psychological, or 

physical, of a less powerful person by a more powerful person or group of persons" 

{p. 15). However, there is some debate over whether an action necessarily needs to 

be repeated in order to be called 'bullying' (Rigby, 2002). It could be argued that if 

the .action is serious enough, the potential ongoing power imbalance and the victims 

fear of a similar incident re-occurring may be enough for the torment to be ongoing 

or 'repeated' without another incident necessarily occurring. 

Although these definitions are both useful and necessary for guiding research, 

they do not describe what a bully actually does and what types ofbuiiying occur. 

Griffin and Gross (2004) reported that children often define bullying as involving 

physical or direct aggression and do not consider indirect methods as bullying. 

According to Griffin and Gross, this can lead to students providing flawed 

information in self-reports and influence the results and subsequent interpretations of 

research findings. Juvonen and Graham (2004) suggested that children need 

concrete examples of bullying behaviour rather than abstract defmitions to be 

incorporated into research and school policies. 
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Types of Bullying/Victimisation 

In the 1980s, bullying research primarily examined direct physical and verbal 

attacks. Although some researchers still examine bullying or aggression based solely 

on direct methods (Hodges, Malone, & Perry, 1997), in recent years research 

parameters have been broadened to include indirect or relational bullying. 

Direct bullying involves explicit aggression from the bully toward the victim 

whereas indirect bullying involves a third party (Sanders, 2004) and does not involve 

a direct confrontation between the bully and the victim (Griffm & Gross, 2004; 

Kaukiainen et al., 1999). Direct bullying can be both physical and verbal aggression 

toward the victim such as hitting, pushing, kicking, threats and name-calling 

(JuvQnen & Graham, 2004; Rigby, 1996) whereas indirect bullying harms others 

through damage to relationships (Bonica, Arnold, Fisher, Zeljo, & Yershova, 2003) 

and includes ignoring, exclusion, and rumour spreading (Olweus, 1993; van der Wal, 

de Wit, & Hirasing, 2003). Limited research has examined the difference between 

direct and indirect bullying, however Sharp (1995, cited in Sanders, 2004) found the 

majority of 13- to 16-year-olds reported indirect bullying as the most hurtful and 

stressful, and van der Wal et al. (2003) found that depression and suicidal ideation 

were more strongly associated with indirect than direct bullying. 

Of the behaviours classified as bullying, numerous research papers have 

found that name-calling is the most common form of bullying (Olweus, 1993; Rigby, 

1996) followed by teasing, pushing, threatening, exclusion, hitting, rumour 

spreading, punching and damaging things (Karatzias, Power, & Swanson, 2002). 

With the advancement of technology, the definition of bullying has also needed to be 

flexible in order to encompass variations of bullying such as sending threatening 

email or mobile phone messages (Li, 2006). 
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Bullying Role Classification 

Earlier research tended to classify participants simply as bullies and victims, 

with these considered mutually exclusive due to the patterns of behaviour being 

considered opposite. However, a growing body of research has begun to recognise 

that some children fit into both categories. Research examining roles in bullying has 

identified four common categories; those who bully others (bullies), those who are 

victimised (victims), those who bully others and are also victimised themselves 

(bully/victims), and those who are not bullies or victims (not-involved) (Baldry, 

2004; Camodeca, Goossens, Meerum Terwogt, & Schuengel, 2002; Forero, 

McLellan, Rissel, & Bauman, 1999; Perren & Alsaker, 2006; Rigby, 1998b; 

Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002; Veenstraet al., 2005; Yang, Kim, Kim, Shin, & Yoon, 

2006). 

Salmivalli and Nieminen (2002) suggested it is important for researchers to 

distinguish between bullies, victims and bully/victims because bully/victims differ 

from both bullies and victims in several respects. For example, in comparing victims 

and bully/victims, Salmivalli and Nieminen found that victims tended to internalise 

problems whilst bully/victims showed high levels of extemalising behaviour. In 

addition, Smith, Talamelli, Cowie, Naylor, and Chauhan (2004) found that students 

who were bully/victims were more likely to be victimised over an extended period of 

time than pure victims, and Unnever (2005) found that bully/victims were almost 

twice as likely to be physically bullied than pure victims. Veenstra et al. (2005) also 

found that bully/victims had lower levels of academic performance and were less 

liked than pure victims. In comparing pure bullies and bully/victims, Veenstra et al. 

reported that bully/victims were more likely to be isolated by their peers than bullies. 

Similarly, Perren and Alsaker (2006) found that bully/victims frequently had no 
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playmates whereas bullies belonged to larger social groups, and Perry, Kusel, and 

Perry (1988) found that bully-victims were generally rejected. Unnever found that 

bully/victims were more likely to physically bully and less likely to verbally bully 

than pure bullies, and they were also more likely to be reactively aggressive whilst 

bullies were more likely to be proactively aggressive. 

Based on these differences in research findings, treating bully/victims as 

either victims or bullies is likely to distort research findings and interpretations. 

Additionally, important information for the development of effective intervention 

strategies is likely to be overlooked. 

Symptoms and Effects 

Bullying presents a significant threat to the healthy development of children 

(Veenstra et al., 2005). As research uncovers the negative effects ofbullying for 

both bullies and victims, the common view that bullying is a necessary part of 

growing up and is character building is being challenged (Smith & Brain, 2000). 

Research has revealed that children involved in bullying experience increased 

psychological, psychosomatic and behavioural symptoms (Salmon & West, 2000), 

such as low self-esteem (Rigby & Slee, 1993), increased anxiety (Baldry, 2004), 

headaches and stomach aches (Wi11iams, Chambers,. Logan, & Robinson, 1996), 

depression (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995), suicidal ideation (Rigby, 1998b), and 

increased alcohol consumption (Olweus, 1993). Longitudinal research has also 

suggested that these symptoms can persist into adolescence and adulthood (Olweus; 

Rigby, 1998a). 

Often in bullying research, studies examine factors from the perspective of 

either the bully or the victim. This is true for research into symptoms of bullying and 

victimisation, however symptoms can vary depending upon the role played in the 
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bullying experience. For example, in research by Forero et al. (1999), students 

classified as 'bullies' showed increased psychosomatic symptoms (e.g., headache, 

stomach ache, sleeping difficulties), bully/victims had the highest frequency and 

number of reported psychosomatic symptoms, and victims were more likely to feel 

isolated. Victims have often been reported as more likely to have symptoms of 

depression and anxiety (Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Rigby, 1996). Whereas research 

by Yang et al. (2006) found that both bullying and victimisation were associated with 

having fewer friends, lower academic achievement, lower self-esteem, increased 

behavioural problems, reports of maladjustment, increased depression, state- and 

trait-anxiety, and poor body satisfaction. Of particular note is the prevalence of 

depressive symptoms in the research which found that 48% of bullies and 55% of 

victims had depressive symptoms (Yang et al., 2006). 

Prevalence 

Despite many schools adopting some form of anti-bullying campaign over the 

previous 10-15 years (Rigby, 2002), the prevalence of bullying and victimisation 

remains high (Rigby~ 2004). International research has suggested that bullying will 

occur in most school environments (Smith & Brain, 2000) with 49% of children 

experiencing some fonn of bullying at least once or twice in a term (Charach, Pepler'" 

& Ziegler, 1995). Likewise, according to Rigby (2004), bullying is the most 

predominant form of aggression found in Australian schools with approximately 50 

percent of students having experienced some form of bullying. On a regular basis, 

Australian research has estimated that approximately 1 in 4 children is involved in 

bullying others (Forero et al., 1999), whilst 1 in 6 children is the victim of bullying 

on a weekly basis (Rigby, 1997). 

However, there is much variance in reported prevalence rates in the research 
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literature. Reports of bullying prevalence have ranged from 4.3% (Wolke, Woods, 

Bloomfield, & Karstadt, 2001) to 49.5% (Baldry, 2004) whilst reports of 

victimisation prevalence have ranged from 5.3% (Kumpulainen, Riisanen, & 

Henttonen, 1999; Yang et al., 2006) to 56.5% (Baldry), and those who are involved 

in both bullying others and are the bullied themselves range from 2.9% (Camodeca et 

al., 2002) to 21.5% (Forero et al., 1999). 

Apart from real differences in bullying and victimisation, variations are often 

a factor of methodological differences between studies, such as differences in 

definitions, classification methods, reporting time frames and measures. This can be 

illustrated by comparison of the following research studies. 

Baldry (2004) reported that of 661 adolescents from Rome, 49.5% bullied 

others and 56.5% were victimised. However, Baldry's research had two distinct 

methodological differences to studies reporting lower prevalence rates. Firstly, the 

time frame used was 'the previous 12 months' which is a longer time period than 

most recent bullying research, and secondly, Baldry classified students as bullies or 

victims if they admitted being bullied or bullying others at least sometimes. The 

latter is a less strict behaviour frequency than commonly used in recent research, 

many of which classify bullies and victims based on involvement at least 'once a 

week or more'. In combination, the longer period for reporting in Baldry's research 

(12 months) and the less stringent classification of bullies and victims resulted in 

substantially larger prevalence rates being reported. 

In 1999, Forero et al. conducted research involving 3,91& Australian 

schoolchildren from years 6 to 10. Using self-report surveys, they found that 23.7% 

of students bullied other students, 12.7% were victims of bullying, and 21.5% were 

both bullies and victims. Self-reports on bullying are commonly answered using 
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frequency of involvement measures for a number of situations. However, this study 

required dichotomised responses on two questions, whether they had been bullied 

this term, or whether they had taken part in bullying this term. Without the 

restriction of frequency measures, higher prevalence rates were reported however~ 

the time period of 'this term' limited the figures from reaching levels similar to those 

of Baldry' s results. 

As research into bullying matures, researchers are beginning to use similar 

definitions, classifications, and methods of measurement. Consequently, research 

has begun to reveal more consistent prevalence rates. For example, Perren and 

Alsaker (2006) conducted research with 344 children aged five to seven years, using 

a combination of teacher ratings and peer nominations. They reported that 11% of 

students were classified as bullies, 6% as victims, and 10% as bully/victims. 

Camodeca et al. (2002) also used peer nominations with seven-year-old children and 

classified 9.7% of children as bullies, 8.5% as victims, 7.6% as bully/victims. 

Finally, Yang et al. (2006) examined the prevalence of bullying and victimisation in 

South Korean primary schools using self-report scales and, of 1187 childre~ 12% 

were classified as bullies, 5.3% as victims, and 7.2% as bully/victims. 

Research Measures 

In the research literature, bullying and victimisation have been assessed using 

several measures, however the most common methods are teacher reports, peer 

nominations, and student self-reports. 

Rigby (1996) suggested teachers have the opportunity to observe student 

interactions over a period of time, and therefore, can give insightful information. 

Although teacher reports allows for an additional perspective to be considered, 

several concerns have been raised with this method of measurement. Firstly, 
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teachers vary in their awareness or attentiveness to social interactions among 

students (Griffin & Gross,-2004) therefore the measure is inconsistent. Furthermore, 

teachers are less likely to see the extent of bullying which occurs in the playground 

or before and after school (Rigby, 1996), and are less likely to identify 

indirect/relational bullying (Baldry, 2004; Juvonen & Graham, 2004). 

As indirect methods of bullying are difficult to observe, and much bullying 

occurs without teachers present, it is challenging to measure accurately when relying 

on teacher reports. Rigby (1996) suggested that the students themselves are more 

likely to be aware of what is happening and are therefore the best source of 

information. Students can provide information in two main forms, peer nomination 

and self-reports. 

Peer nomination methods typically consist of asking children to nominate 

peers who fit various descriptions (e.g., peers who are mean to others, or peers who 

are teased). This method allows the researcher to obtain information in which there 

is a high level of agreement of how students behave with their peers, and it provides 

objectivity that may be lacking in self-reports (Rigby~ 1998a). This method has been 

popular in the research for examining bullying and aggression (e.g., Bjorkqvist, 

Lagerspe~ & Kauk:iainen, 1992; Kaukiainen et al., 1999; Perren & Alsaker, 2006; 

Perry et al., 1988; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002), however Rigby (1996) suggested 

this approach requires a very high level of confidentiality to prevent labelling. In 

addition, social pressure or friendships may influence the nominations (Griffin & 

Gross, 2004). 

The majority oflarge-scale surveys tend to rely on student self-report 

questionnaires (Smith, 2004). The method of self-reporting usually involves children 

completing a questionnaire examining the frequency and type of bullying. Self-
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report questionnaires can also result in unreliable data (Griffin & Gross, 2004) as 

victims may be rel~ctant to disclose what is happening for fear of the victimisation 

increasing, and bullies are reluctant to advertise their involvement. However, by 

having the students complete the questions anonymously, these factors are minimised 

and students are secure enough to give accurate information (Rigby, 1996). 

Additionally, as indirect aggression is difficult to detect and perpetrators can avoid 

being identified as aggressive (Kaukiainen et al., 1999), Griffin and Gross suggested 

that self-report measures are currently the best measure for assessing indirect 

bullying. 

Intervention Effectiveness 

In Australia, it is now a legal requirement for all schools to have the National 

Safe Schools Framework (NSSF) implemented. The NSSF is a range of policies on 

bullying and violence in schools and provides guidance in developing and 

implementing programmes and practices, and in improving existing ones 

(International Network on School Bullying and Violence, 2005). Although 

internationally, intervention programmes have had some success, with reports of 

victimisation being reduced by up to 50% (Olweus, 1993; O'Moore & Minton, 

2005), the majority of intervention programmes have had considerably lower levels 

of success (Grossman et al., 1997). 

Based on research examining the effectiveness of an anti-bullying programme 

involving 42 primary schools in Ireland, O'Moore and Minton (2005) found that 

following implementation of the anti-bullying training programme, significant 

reductions in students reports of victimisation were found. The highest percentage of 

reduction (50%) was for the reporting of 'Frequently' being bullied, which was 

reduced to 3.6% of students. However, reductions in being bullied "Occasionally' 
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and 'Moderately' were less impressive with 17.4% still reporting being bullied 

'Occasionally' and 8.5% being bullied 'Moderately'. 

In a meta-evaluation of 13 studies which measured the effectiveness of 

bullying intervention programmes, Rigby (2002) reported that reductions in 

prevalence were commonly confined to the proportions of students being bullied and 

not for those who bully others. Therefore, some interventions may result in a 

relatively larger number of students bullying a smaller proportion of students. 

Consequently, Rigby suggested that this smaller proportion of students is likely to 

endure more frequent bullying. Due to the increased intensity of victimisation, this 

proportion of students may also be at greater risk of adverse effects. Camodeca et al. 

(2002) also found that bullying was more stable than victimisation. 

Rigby (2002) also found that studies which used control groups, in which 

bullying programmes were not implemented, tended to show trends of increasing 

bullying. Therefore, despite many programmes having a modest impact on reducing 

bullying behaviour, implementation of interventions at least curb the increasing trend 

of bullying behaviour. 

Summary 

Overall, with the increase in research, the definitionofbullyinghas 

broadened from a 'physical' perspective to include verbal and indirect bullying 

behaviours. Additionally, classification of bullying roles now tends to include 

bullies, victims, bully/victims, and not-involved children. Whilst adverse effects of 

bullying are diverse, and research suggests they differ with a child's role in bullying, 

depressive symptoms appear to be consistently found for children involved in bully 

and/or victim roles. Prevalence rates have also varied greatly between studies, much 

of which is due to methodological differences. More recently, reported prevalence 
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rates have begun to reveal more consistency as some of these methodological 

differences are addressed. The advantages and disadvantages of different measures of 

bullying and victimisation have also been scrutinised. Collectively, researchers have 

suggested that as bullying and victimisation can be hard to detect by those not 

directly involved, anonymous self-report measures may produce the most accurate 

measurements of bullying and victimisation in schools. Finally, bullying 

interventions generally appear to have had low to moderate success in reducing 

bullying and victimisation and success has largely been confined to reductions in the 

proportion of victimised students. 

Empathy 

Increasing children's ability to empathise has been one strategy employed as 

part of school bullying programmes to decrease bullying behaviour. Its inclusion is 

based on consistent findings that aggressive behaviour is associated with lower levels 

of empathy (Cohen & Strayer, 1996; Feshbach, 1997; Giancola, 2003; Schultz et al., 

2004; Strayer & Roberts, 2004). In addition, higher levels of empathy have been 

associated with increased pro-social or helping behaviour (Bjorkqvist, Oster~ & 

Kaukiainen, 2000; Eisenberg & Miller, 1987; Litvack-Miller, McDougall, & 

Romney, 1997; Miller & Eisenberg, 1988; Strayer & Roberts) which could buffer the 

effects of bullying or reduce the occurrence of bullying. 

Higher empathy rating has also been consistently associated with lower 

ratings of anxiety, depression and obsessiveness (Chlopan, McCain, Carbonell, & 

Hagen, 1985). Therefore, the ability to raise levels of empathy in schoolchildren 

may be beneficial to reduce bullying as well as to promote general well-being by 

lowering levels of anxiety, depression and obsessiveness. 

A few studies have attempted to look more specifically at the aggression-
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empathy relationship. For example, Kaukiainen et al. (1999) examined the 

correlation between empathy levels and three types of aggression (physical, verbal 

and indirect aggression) for 526 Finnish school children from three age groups, I 0-, 

12- and 14-year-olds. The results revealed that empathy was negatively correlated 

with every type of aggression for all age groups with the exception of indirect 

aggression in 12-year-old children. This suggests that empathy, when examined as 

an overall concept, is capable of being used as an intervention for both direct and 

indirect bullying. However, the measurement method in this research may have 

distorted results. Kaukiainen et al. used peer-estimation methods to measure 

empathy and although this is considered a valid method of measuring aggression and 

bullying, it is rarely used in examining empathy. Of particular concern were the 

items in the questionnaire which required peers to rate others' feelings, for example 

'is upset when others are not treated fairly' and 'is able to feel joy about the success 

of others'. Such an approach requires the estimator to accurately identify how their 

peers are feeling and thinking, and therefore, the estimators own empathic ability is 

likely to have influenced empathy-estimations of others. 

Overall, although empathy has be~n associated with aggression, the 

assumption of empathy's applicability to bullying has been relatively untested in 

current literature. 

Definition 

Empathy plays an important role in both positive and negative social 

interaction, however it has been difficult to define and measure (Cotton, 2001; 

Feshbach, 1997). Generally, empathy has been defined as an interaction between 

two individuals in which one shares and experiences the feelings of the other 

(Feshbach). Empathy has been suggested to be achieved through a process in which 
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other people's behaviour is observed, they search their own memories and 

experiences for ones whichresulted in similar behaviour, and use those experiences 

to infer the internal experience of the other person {Buie, 1981, cited in Bohart & 

Greenberg, 1997). 

Although empathy is defined as a shared emotional response, it also relies on 

cognitive factors (Feshbach, 1997). Recent definitions of empathy involve a 

combination of two aspects, affective (emotional arousal) and cognitive 

(understanding the emotion and perspective-taking) (K.aukiainen et al., 1999). The 

cognitive component refers to an individuals ability to identify affective cues in 

others and take on the perspective of others (Shechtman, 2002), whereas affective 

empathy refers to the arousal of emotion in response to another person's affective 

state (Feshbach) so that people's feelings are more congruent with the other's 

situation than with their own situation (Hoffman, 2000). 

Cognitive and Affective Empathy 

Both cognitive and affective aspects of empathy imply mechanisms which 

should result in lower aggression .and increased prosocial behaviour in an empathic 

child. For example, the cognitive ability to label the feelings of others and 

discriminate between them is necessary to be able to take into account another 

person's perspective and therefore reduce misunderstandings and aggression, and 

promote co-operation and prosocial responses (Feshbach, 1997). According to 

Feshbach, the affective aspects should also regulate aggression as observing pain or 

distress should elicit distress in an empathic observer, even if the observer is the 

aggressor, and therefore act as an inhibitor of aggressive tendencies. 

Until recently, research has generally failed to examine both aspects in one 

study and tended to examine empathy in solely cognitive or affective terms (Chlopan 
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et al., 1985; Cotton, 2001). However, recent literature has acknowledged the need 

for consideration of both perspectives to be included to gain an accurate measure of 

empathy(Cohen & Strayer, 1996; Eisenberg, Murphy, & Shepard, 1997; Feshbach, 

1997). Although there is general consensus on the inclusion of both components in 

research measures, little research has sought to distinguish between cognitive and 

affective empathy. 

Distinction between cognitive and affective empathy was considered in 

research by Shechtman (2002) who compared 25 aggressive boys to 27 non­

aggressive boys (aged 7 to 14.5 years) on levels of aggression and on cognitive and 

affective empathy using ratings of statements made during group sessions. 

Shechtman found that aggressive boys showed similar levels of cognitive empathy to 

non-aggressive boys but the latter group showed double the levels of affective 

empathy. Despite the possibility of the group discussion method of measurement 

inhibiting affective empathic responses as well as aggressive statements, the results 

indicated that aggressive boys showed significantly lower levels of affective empathy 

in their statements than non-aggressive boys. 

Similarly, research by Sutton, Smith, and Swettenham (1999) examined 193 

7-10 year-old children on theory of mind tasks to determine whether bullies lacked 

social skills and understanding. The results revealed that bullies scored higher on 

social cognition than all other groups but not significantly higher than non-involved 

children. These results suggest that bullies have the ability to understand and 

interpret the social situation and the emotions of others however, do not follow this 

through in their behaviour. It also raises the question of why there is a behaviour 

difference between bullies and non-involved children if their ability to perceive and 

interpret the social situation and others emotions are not significantly different. In 
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terms of cognitive and affective empathy, this may relate to the cognitive component 

of empathy being similar between the two groups whilst the affective component of 

empathy may be what influences the choice of behaviour. 

Research Measures 

The measurement of empathy by social and developmental psychologists is 

often based upon its relationship with prosocial behaviour, such as morality and 

altruism (Litvack-Miller et al., 1997), and antisocial behaviour, such as aggression 

(Bohart & Greenberg, 1997). Measurement of empathy in this context typically 

includes examination of an individual's compassion for someone in distress or the 

ability to experience or perceive the affective state of another person (Bohart & 

Greenberg). 

Miller and Eisenberg (1988) identified four frequently used methods of 

assessing empathy in research concerning aggression. These included picture/story 

methods which involved scoring individuals' self-reported affect to hypothetical 

stories for how well they match that of the story character; experimental procedures 

designed to elicit empathic responses through manipulating perspective taking or the 

degree of perceived similarity with a victim; interpretation of facial or gestural 

reactions to others' circumstances or emotions as depicted in stories, pictures or 

films; and self-reports on questionnaires or scales which assess empathic tendencies 

across various situations. 

Based on reviews of the research literature, authors have concluded that the 

different measurement techniques produce varying results on the relationships 

between empathy and prosocial (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987) and anti-social (Miller & 

Eisenberg, 1988) behaviours. Additionally, several concerns regarding the reliability 

and validity of picture/story and experimental methods of measuring empathy have 
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been expressed (tbr reviews see Eisenberg & Miller; Miller & Eisenberg). Eisenberg 

and Miller suggested that questionnaire methods have an advantage over other 

methods as they do not require direct empathic responses and therefore do not 

require rapid changes in emotion which may mediate responses. In additio~ 

questionnaires allow for empathic responding to be measured over a much broader 

range of situations and Eisenberg and Miller suggested this larger sampling of 

situations improves the stability of estimates of empathic responding. 

Eisenberg and Miller (1987} also found that particular methods of 

measurement have been restricted to participants from a limited age range. For 

example, picture/story measures and facial/gestural responses have been used almost 

exclusively with very young and primary school children whilst experimental 

procedures and self-report questionnaires have been primarily used with older 

childre~ adolescents and adults (Miller & Eisenberg, 1988). 

The differing definitions of empathy have also impacted on the development 

of an adequate measure of empathy. Earlier measures typically viewed empathy 

either as the ability to take on another's perspective (e.g., the Hogan Empathy Scale), 

or the ability to vicariously experience another" s feelings (e.g., the Questionnaire 

Measure of Emotional Empathy) (Chlopan et al~,. 1985). However,. very few 

measures examined a combination of both components. 

In 1980, Davis (cited in Garton & Gringart, 2005) took a multidimensional 

approach to the measurement of empathy with the development of the Interpersonal 

Reactivity Index (IRI). The IRI is a self-reporting 28-item questionnaire which 

reflects both cognitive and affective components of empathy through examining 

Perspective Taking, Fantasy, Empathic Concern and Personal Distress. The IRI has 

become a popular measure of empathy in research (Cohen & Strayer, 1996; 
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Giancola, 2003) and has since been adapted by authors for use with children. For 

example, Litvack-Miller et al. (1997) reworded items of the 1RI for use with first 

grade children, however the authors expressed concern with the scale regarding the 

reliability of the factors due to the small size of the Fantasy and Empathic Concern 

scales. The 1RI was also adapted by Garton and Gringart into a paper and pencil 

self-report scale. The new measure was developed based on responses from 413 

school children aged 8 and 9 years. The resulting measure, the Feeling and Thinking 

(F&T) scale, is a 12 item, two-factor scale, aimed at measuring both cognitive and 

affective components of empathy with children. However, to date, this scale has not 

been validated in the research. 

Empathy Training 

Empathy training programmes for children have tended to focus on role­

taking or perspective-taking skills (Feshbach, 1997). In a review of research 

examining the ability of empathy training to reduce aggressive behaviour and 

improve social interactions with others, Miller and Eisenberg (1988) found that the 

results of empathy training programmes which aim to enhance cognitive problem­

solving and perspective-taking skills have been inconsistent. Miller and Eisenberg 

suggested that one reason for the inconsistent results may be that in order to reduce 

aggressive or antisocial behaviour towards others, enhancement of the affective 

component of empathy is necessary. 

Summary 

Higher empathy levels have been associated with pro-social behaviour and 

lower aggression, however, little research has directly examined the relationship 

between aggression or bullying and empathy. With an increase in empathy based 

research, the definition of empathy has become more specific with recognition of the 
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need to include both cognitive and affective components. However, this has only 

recently begun to be transferred into research and empathy measures. Furthermore, 

the distinction between the components in research is rarely made, though early 

research in this area has suggested that affective empathy may moderate aggression. 

Measurement techniques have been varied across the research with several concerns 

being raised over commonly used methods. Self-report questionnaires examining 

both components of empathy are suggested to offer the most reliable data. Finally, 

interventions have primarily focussed on cognitive-based skills and these have 

shown inconsistent results. 

Gender 

Gender differences may also affect the relationship between empathy and 

bullying. One of the most consistent findings in the research literature is that males 

are more aggressive than females (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Hanish et al., 2004; 

Rushton, Fulker, Neale, Nias, & Eysenck, 1986; Schultz et al., 2004; Strayer & 

Roberts, 2004), and numerous reports have suggested that males express less 

empathy than females (Hastings et al., 2000; Koestner, Franz, & Weinberger, 1990; 

Strayer & Roberts). 

Gender and Bullying 

Literature on bullying has tended to support findings of gender and 

aggression research, with boys more often involved in bullying than girls 

(Kumpulainen et al., 1999; Natvig, Albrektsen, & Qvarnstrem, 2001; Perren & 

Alsaker, 2006; Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1996; 

Sutton & Smith, 1999). However, once again the results differed with the role 

played in bullying experiences. For example, Forero et al. (1999) found that more 

boys reported bullying others than girls, and being bully/victims however, slightly 
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more girls than boys reported being bullied. Veenstra et al. (2005) found similar 

results among 2,230 Dutch school children using peer nominations. They found that 

boys were almost 2.5 times more likely to be bullies or bully/victims than girls, and 

girls were 1. 7 4 times more likely to be victims. However, some research has found 

that boys are more likely to bully than girls, but are just as likely to be victims of 

bullying as girls (Eslea & Mukhtar, 2000; Scheithauer et al., 2006). 

Gender has also been associated with type of bullying (direct or indirect). 

Numerous studies have suggested that as victims, boys are more likely to be 

subjected to direct methods of bullying (Bonica et al., 2003; Carney & Merrell, 2001; 

Scheithauer et al., 2006) whereas girls were subjected to more indirect methods 

(Crick& Grotpeter, 1995; Frey et al., 2005). Additionally, as bullies, boys are more 

likely to us~ direct physical methods of bullying (Baldry, 2004; Rivers & Smith, 

1994) and girls are more likely to use indirect methods (Bonica et al.). 

Gender and Empathy 

Gender and empathy has also been the focus of recent research and although 

numerous reports, over a wide range ofages, have found that females generally 

express more empathy than males (Cohen & Strayer, 1996; Niec & Russ, 2002; 

Rushton et al., 1986), results have been varied. This variation is possibly due to the 

differences in definition and type of empathy measured. For example, using a 

combination of sympathy and affective empathy questions, Schultz et al. (2004) 

found no significant gender differences for empathy, whilst Strayer and Roberts 

(2004) found higher levels of empathy for girls when observation and questionnaires 

were used. 

Research has also attempted to explore gender differences in the different 

components of empathy but, once again, the results have been varied. Research by 
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Cohen and Strayer (19%) found that girls scored higher on empathy than boys but 

these differences were notpresent on cognitive scales, suggesting affective empathy 

was primarily responsible for gender differences. Likewise, Olweus and Endresen 

(1998) administered self-report questionnaires to 2286 Norwegian schoolchildren 

aged 13 to 16 years and found that girls scored higher than boys on Empathic 

Responsiveness and Empathic Distress measures, both of which are concerned with 

the affective component of empathy. However, using an adaptation of the IRI for 

Canadian primary school children, Litvack-Miller et al. (1997) found that girls had 

significantly higher scores on measures of Personal Distress, Empathic Concern and 

Perspective Taking, suggesting that both cognitive and affective empathy were 

higher for girls than boys. 

Summary 

Gender has been associated with both empathy and involvement in bullying 

and victimisation. Research has found that boys are more likely to be involved as 

bullies and bully/victims than girls but research has shown inconsistent results in 

regard to the role of victim. In addition, boys are more likely to use, and be the 

subject of, direct forms ofbullying whilst girls are more likely to be involved in 

indirect bullying. The research examining gender and empathy has also shown 

inconsistent results. However, research generally suggests that females have higher 

levels of empathy than males and this may be due to differences in the affective 

component of empathy. 

Conclusions 

Bullying and victimisation, and empathy have been the subject of much 

research in recent years, and as such, have undergone rapid development in 

definitional issues and subject knowledge. This review sought to present current 



Bullying and Empathy Relations 25 

knowledge and research issues in the areas of bullying and empathy, as well as 

examine the suggested relationship between them. fu addition, the influence of 

gender was also considered. 

Overall, the definition and measurement of bullying has broadened from a 

'physical' perspective to include verbal and indirect bullying behaviours. 

Classification of bullying roles has also become more specific with recent researeh 

tending to classify children in roles of bully, victim, bully/victim, and not involved. 

By including all four categories, future research can produce results which can be 

used in a whole-school approach to reduce bullying and its harmful effects. fu 

addition, the bullying experience is different for children in different roles, for 

example, bully/victims are at greater risk of a number of psychological and social 

problems, and therefore it is important to distinguish between the roles in future 

research. 

Most children will experience bullying either directly or indirectly during 

their school years. Reported prevalence rates vary greatly between studies, and in 

many cases the variation is likely to be a factor of methodological differences rather 

than real differences. With the development of specific definitions, measures which 

recognise indirect bullying, inclusion of the bully/victim role in classifications, and 

less variation in reporting time-frames, reported prevalence rates are beginning to 

gain some consistency. However, research that addresses all these inconsistencies is 

rare at present. fu order to gain useful, comparative data, researchers need to 

minimise methodological discrepancies in future studies. 

Bullying interventions have generally had low to moderate success in 

reducing bullying and victimisation. fucreasing children's ability to empathise is one 

strategy employed to decrease bullying behaviour. This would appear to be a sound 
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assumption based on research findings that aggressive behaviour is associated with 

lower empathy levels. Although research incorporating both cognitive and affective 

components of empathy has revealed that overall, empathy is negatively co-rrelated 

with aggression (Kaukiainen et al., 1999), early research separating these 

components has suggested that this difference may be attributed to affective but not 

cognitive empathy (Shechtman, 2002). This has important implications for the 

development of bullying interventions, particularly considering that bullying 

interventions primarily attempt to develop cognitive empathy skills, such as 

perspective taking, and these interventions have been relatively ineffective in 

reducing the proportion of students who bully others. 

Research regarding the empathy/aggression relationship is in its infancy and 

methodological concerns with the currently published studies limit confidence in the 

results and interpretations. Future research to explore the empathy/bullying 

relationship, with particular emphasis on separating cognitive and affective empathy 

influences, would better inform development of interventions. However, before this 

can occur~ an effective method of measuring~ and distinguishing betwee~ cognitive 

and affective empathy in children needs to be established. Self-report questionnaire 

measures are suggested to produce reliable data in empathy measurement however 

they have rarely been used with children and current adaptations of adult scales 

require validation in the research literature. 

In conclusion, given that interventions for aggression and bullying tend to 

focus on raising cognitive empathy, and have shown inconsistent results, the need to 

conduct methodologically sound research to examine the empathy/bullying 

relationship, including consideration of empathy type and bullying role, is required to 

enhance the potential effectiveness of bullying interventions, and consequently 
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reduce psychological and psychosomatic health issues. In addition, due to having a 

relationship with both empathy and aggression, it is important to include gender in 

research investigating these areas. 
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Abstract 

Research examining the bullying/empathy relationship, and the separate components 

of empathy is limited. This research investigated relations between bullying, 

empathy and gender, and validity of the Feeling and Thinking (F&T) measure. The 

sample comprised 241 children (130 boys and 111 girls) in Grades 4 to 6 from 3 

Perth schools. Self-report surveys, including questions from the Peer Relations 

Questionnaire to examine bullying and victimisation, and the F&T to examine 

empathy, were completed anonymously in class groups. Results indicated 

bully/victims had lower levels of empathy than victims and not involved students. 

This difference was apparent for affective but not cognitive empathy. Girls had 

higher levels {)fboth cognitive and affective empathy than boys. Factor analysis did 

not support the two-factor solution of the F&T, but validity of the F&T as an overall 

measure of empathy was supported by results consistent with previous research. 

Despite limitations, results suggest that bullying interventions may benefit from 

including affective empathy-raising strategies. Overall, developing a measure to 

clearly distinguish between affective and cognitive empathy, and further research to 

clarify and expand on these findings is required. 
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Bullying and Victimisation in Primary Schools: Relations between 

Bully Status, Empathy, and Gender 

Introduction 

Over the previous 15-20 years, increased research into bullying and 

victimisation has led to greater awareness of the adverse effects associated with 

bullying in schools. As this awareness has increased, schools have begun to 

implement programmes to reduce the prevalence of bullying and victimisation. 

Increasing children's ability to empathise has been one strategy employed as part of 

intervention programmes to decrease bullying behaviour. The inclusion of empathy­

raising strategies is based on consistent findings that aggressive behaviour is 

associated with low levels of empathy (Cohen & Strayer, 1996; Kaukiainen et al., 

1999; Schultz, Izard, & Bear, 2004; Strayer & Roberts, 2004) and the assumption 

that aggression underlies bullying behaviour. However, the dynamics of the 

bullying/empathy relationship have been relatively untested in research. 

Bullying and Victimisation 

In the past, bullying was primarily defined as direct physical and verbal 

attacks. Although some research still examines aggression based solely on direct 

methods (e.g., Hodges, Malone, & Perry, 1997), in recent years the definition of 

bullying has been broadened to include indirect or relational bullying. Direct 

bullying involves explicit aggression from the bully toward the victim (Sanders, 

2004), whereas indirect bullying harms others through damage to relationships 

(Bonica, Arnold, Fisher, Zeljo, & Yershova, 2003), such as exclusion and rumour 

spreading (Olweus, 1993; van der Wal, de Wit, & Hirasing, 2003). 

The most commonly cited definition of bullying in current literature states 

" ... a student is being bullied or victimized when he is exposed repeatedly and over 
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time to negative actions on the part of one or more other students" (Olweus, 1993, 

p.9). This definition involves. two main components, the repeated nature of the 

bullying, and the actions are negative. In this definition, the 'repetition' component 

excludes single negative events from being classed as bullying, and the 'negative 

actions' component allows for a wide variety of behaviours to be classed as bullying, 

including direct and indirect methods. More recent research has also tended to 

include the imbalance of power between the bully and victim within the definition 

(Rigby, 1996). 

Research has shown that involvement in bullying and victimisation is 

associated with increased psychological, psychosomatic and behavioural symptoms, 

for example, low self-esteem (Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Karatzias, Power, & 

Swanson, 2002); increased anxiety (Baldry, 2004); headaches and stomach aches 

(Williams, Chambers, Logan, & Robinson, 1996); depression (Crick & Grotpeter, 

1995; Yang, Kim, Kim, Shin, & Yoon, 2006); and suicidal ideation (Rigby, 1998b; 

van der Wal et al., 2003). These negative effects are apparent for both bullies and 

victims, and longitudinal research has suggested these symptoms can persist into 

adolescence and adulthood (Olweus, 1993; Rigby, 1998a). 

Bullying occurs in most school environments and research has found that 

49% of children experience some form of bullying at least once or twice per term 

(Charach, Pepler, & Ziegler, 1995). Australian research has found that 

approximately 1 in 4 children is involved in bullying others on a regular basis 

(Forero, McLellan, Rissel, & Bauman, 1999), whilst 1 in 6 children is the victim of 

bullying on a weekly basis (Rigby, 1997). 

Despite many schools adopting some form of anti-bullying campaign over the 

previous 10-15 years (Rigby, 2002), the prevalence of bullying and victimisation 
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remains high (Rigby, 2004). Although some intervention programmes have reported 

reductions in victimisation-ofup to 50% (Olweus, 1993; O'Moore & Minton, 2005), 

the majority of programmes have had considerably lower levels of success 

(Grossman et al., 1997). Following a review of bullying intervention research, Rigby 

(2004) concluded that there was no consistent evidence that interventions have had 

more than modest success in reducing victimisation and little or no effect in reducing 

the number of children who bully others. 

In research, the most common methods of measuring bullying and 

victimisation have been teacher reports, peer nominations, and student self-reports. 

Reviews examining the effectiveness of methods for measuring bullying and 

victimisation have suggested that although peer nominations and teacher reports 

offer objectivity which may be lacking in self-reports (Rigby, 1998a), they are also 

less likely to capture the true extent of indirect bullying as this is often hidden to all 

except those who are personally involved (Baldry, 2004). The majority of large­

scale surveys tend to rely on student self-report questionnaires (Smith, 2004) in 

which children usually answer questions about the type and frequency of bullying 

and victimisation they have been involved in. Although self..:.reports can lead to 

inaccurate data, due to students being reluctant to disclose their involvement~ Rigby 

(1996) suggested that by having the students complete the questionnaires 

anonymously, they are likely to give accurate information. 

Another development in recent bullying research involves the roles of 

students in bullying and victimisation. Earlier research tended to classify 

participants simply as bullies and victims, however researchers began to recognise 

that some children fit into both categories. Consequently, recent research has tended 

to include four common bully classifications; those who bully others (bullies), those 
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who are victimised (victims), those who bully others and are also victimised 

themselves (bully/victims), ·and those who are not bullies or victims (not-involved) 

(e.g., Camodeca, Goossens, Meerum Terwogt, & Schuengel, 2002; Perren & 

Alsaker, 2006; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002; Veenstra et al., 2005). 

Salmivalli and Nieminen (2002) suggested that it is important for researchers 

to distinguish between bullies, victims and bully/victims because bully/victims differ 

from both bullies and victims in several respects. For example, Smith, Talamelli, 

Cowie, Naylor, and Chauhan (2004} found that bully/victims were more likely to be 

victimised over an extended period of time than pure victims, and Veenstra et al. 

(2005) reported that bully/victims were more likely to be isolated by their peers than 

pure bullies. Based on these differences, treating bully/victims as either victims or 

bullies is likely to distort research findings and interpretations, and also likely to 

result in important information for the development of effective intervention 

strategies to be overlooked. 

Empathy 

Until recently~ empathy research has tended to use measures which examine 

either cognitive (perspective-taking), or affective (emotional arousal) empathy 

(Braaten & Rosen, 2000; Chlopan, McCain, Carbonel4 & Hagen, 1985). The 

cognitive component refers to an individual's ability to identify affective cues in 

others and take on the perspective of others (Shechtman, 2002), whereas affective 

empathy refers to the arousal of emotion in response to another person's affective 

state (Feshbach, 1997). More recent literature has suggested the need for 

consideration of both perspectives of empathy to be included to gain an accurate 

measure of empathy (Cohen & Strayer, 1996; Cotton, 2001; Eisenberg, Murphy, & 

Shepard, 1997; Kaukiainen et al., 1999). However, whilst recent research has tended 
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to include both components of empathy, distinction between them is rarely made and 

the difference between the two has rarely been investigated. However, one study by 

Shechtman (2002) did distinguish between the two components. Shechtman 

compared 25 aggressive boys to 27 non-aggressive boys and found that aggressive 

boys showed similar levels of cognitive empathy to non-aggressive boys but the 

latter group showed double the levels of affective empathy. 

In a review of research Miller and Eisenberg (1988) found that empathy 

training programmes, including bullying interventions, have been focused on 

enhancing cognitive problem-solving and perspective-taking skills rather than 

affective empathy. They reported that the results of these programmes have been 

inconsistent. Miller and Eisenberg suggested that {)ne reason for the inconsistent 

results may be that, in order to reduce aggressive or antisocial behaviour towards 

others, enhancement of the affective component of empathy is necessary. However, 

in order to examine this hypothesis in regard to bullying, a measure which examines 

both components of empathy, developed for administration to children, would be 

required. 

To date, measuring empathy in children has primarily been restricted to the 

use of picture/story measures (Litvack-Miller,. McDougall,. & Romney,. 1997). 

However, Eisenberg and Miller (1987) suggested that questionnaire methods allow 

for empathic responding to be measured over a broader range of situations and this is 

likely to improve the stability of empathy estimates. In reviews of empathy 

literature, Miller and Eisenberg (1988) and Eisenberg and Miller found that, unlike 

picture/story measures, questionnaire methods produced consistent results in regard 

to empathy's relationships with prosocial and aggressive behaviours. 

Of the available survey-type empathy measures, the majority are directed 
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toward measurement of the cognitive 11Spects of empathy (e.g., the Hogan Empathy 

Scale), although one popular measure, the Questionnaire Measure of Emotional 

Empathy (QMEE), examines the affective aspect of empathy (Chlopan et al., 19-85). 

Despite general consensus that empathy involves both cognitive and affective 

aspects, very few measures have included both components. However, in 1980, 

Davis (cited in Garton & Gringart, 2005) took a multidimensional approach to 

measuring empathy with the development of the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI). 

The IRI is a self-reporting 28 item questionnaire whi~h reflects both cognitive and 

affective components of empathy through examining Perspective Taking, Fantasy, 

Empathic Concern and Personal Distress. Although the IRI has become a popular 

measure of empathy in research (e.g., Cohen & Strayer, 1996; Giancola, 2003), the 

scale was developed for use with adults and is not appropriate for research with 

children (Garton & Gringart). 

Questionnaires that are suitable for use with children are limited. Although 

the Bryant Empathy Scale (Bryant, 1982) was designed for use with children and has 

been widely used in researeh, it primarily contains measures of affective empathy. 

However, Garton and Gringart (2005) have recently adapted the IRI into a paper and 

pencil self-report scale based on responses from 413 children aged 7 to 11 years. 

The resulting measure, the Feeling and Thinking (F&T) scale, is a 12 item scale, 

aimed at measuring both cognitive and affective empathy, though it has not yet been 

validated in the research literature. 

Gender 

Gender differences may also influence the relationship between empathy and 

bullying. One of the most consistent findings in research literature is that males are 

more aggressive than females (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Hanish et al., 2004; Schultz 
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et al., 2004) and bullying literature has tended to support these findings with boys 

more often involved as bullies than girls (Natvig, Albrektsen, & Qvarnstrom, 2001; 

Perren & Alsak:er, 2006}. However, research results have varied with some 

researchers finding that boys are involved in both bully and victim roles more often 

than girls (Kumpulainen, Rlisanen, & Henttonen, 1999; Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, 

Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1996; Sutton & Smith, 1999), while others 

have found no gender difference for victims (Charach et al., 1995; Eslea & Mukhtar, 

2000; Li, 2006; Scheithauer, Hayer, Petermann, & Jugert, 2006; Yang et al., 2006), 

and some have found that girls were more likely to be victims (Forero et al., 1999; 

Veenstra et al., 2005). Research has also found that boys are more likely to be 

bully/victims than girls (Forero et al.; Veenstra etal.; Yang et al.). 

In addition, numerous reports have suggested that males express less empathy 

than females (Hastings, Zabn-Waxler, Robinson, Usher, & Bridges, 2000; Koestner, 

Franz, & Weinberger, 1990; Niec & Russ, 2002; Strayer & Roberts, 2004). A small 

number of researchers have attempted to explore gender differences for the different 

components of empathy hut results have been varied. For example, research by 

Cohen and Strayer (1996) found that girls scored higher on empathy than boys 

however, differences were not present on cognitive scales, suggesting that affective 

empathy was primarily responsible for gender differences. Contrary to this, Litvack­

Miller et al. (1997) found that girls had significantly higher scores on measures of 

Personal Distress, Empathic Concern, and Perspective Taking, suggesting that both 

cognitive and affective empathy were higher for girls than boys. 

Summary 

In sum, despite the introduction of intervention programmes, most children 

will experience bullying either directly or indirectly during their school years. Given 
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that interventions for aggression (including bullying) tend to focus on raising 

cognitive empathy, and have shown inconsistent results (Miller & Eisenberg, 1988), 

the need to examine how empathy type differs in relation to bully status is required in 

order to enhance the potential effectiveness of bullying interventions, and 

consequently reduce psychological and psychosomatic health issues. However, in 

order to achieve this, an effective measure for examining cognitive and affective 

empathy in children is required. Additionally, due to having a relationship with both 

empathy and aggression, it is important to include gender in research investigating 

these areas. 

Research Questions 

The purpose {)f the present resear~h is twofold: first, to investigate the 

relations between bully status, empathy, and gender, and second; to investigate the 

validity of Garton and Gringart's (2005) newly developed F &T scale. Therefore, the 

following research questions were generated: 

1. Does a child's level of empathy differ on the basis of their role in bullying 

and/or their gender? 

2. Do cognitive and/or affective empathy levels differ on the basis of a child's 

role in bullying and/or their gender? 

3. Do the research findings provide support for the Feeling & Thinking scale as 

a valid measure of empathy? 

Method 

Participants 

The participant sample consisted of 242 students from grades four to six 

(aged from 8 to 11 years). The students attended one of three schools in the southern 

suburbs of Perth Metropolitan Area in Western Australia. One questionnaire was 



Bullying and Empathy Relations 47 

omitted from analysis due to multiple answers given on the F&T, resulting in the 

final sample being 241 students. The final sample consisted of 130 male students 

(54%) and 111 female students (46%). The schools were selected on the basis of 

their availability and willingness to participate, and participation for students was 

voluntary. 

Materials 

An information sheet outlining the research (Appendix A) and consent form 

(Appendix B) were distributed to parents of all grade four, five and six children in 

the three participating schools. School Principals and teachers were also provided 

with an information sheet (Appendix C). 

At data collection, children were provided with information and instructions 

regarding the completion of the questionnaire (Appendix D), and a current definition 

of bullying (Appendix E). Providing a definition and examples of bullying is 

recommended for research as past variations in bullying prevalence have been due, in 

part, to differences in perceptions of what constitutes bullying (Juvonen & Graham, 

2004; Smith, 2004). 

Bullying and victimisation was examined using a self-report questionnaire 

(Appendix F) containing six questions adapted from the Peer Relations 

Questionnaire (PRQ; Rigby & Slee, 1998). Four questions examined the general 

frequency of bullying and victimisation and two examined specific behaviours. For 

example, "Did any of the following things happen to you this year? ... " followed by 

statements such as "Getting teased or made fun of in a hurtful way". The children 

responded to the specific statements by circling ''Never", "Sometimes", or "Often". 

Permission to adapt and use these questions, and advice on question construction, 

was provided by Dr. Ken Rigby. The PRQ was normed in Australia using data from 
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over 30,000 children aged 8-18 years. The PRQ, and adaptations of it, have been 

used extensively in research (e.g., O'Moore & Minton, 2005; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 

2002). In addition, three questions to record students' gender, age and grade were 

included in the bullying questionnaire. 

Empathy was measured using the Feeling and Thinking (F&T) scale (Garton 

& Gringart, 2005) (Appendix G). The F&T is a self-reporting questionnaire for 

children, adapted from Davis's Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI). The 

questionnaire contains 12 empathy-related statements (e.g., "I often worry about 

people that are not as lucky as me, and feel sorry for them"), on which a child 

responds on a scale ranging from 1 (not like me at all) to 5 (very like me). The scale 

measures both cognitive and affective empathy and has a robust factor structure 

(Garton & Gringart). To date, this scale has not been used in research and therefore 

validity is yet to be established. 

Self-report measures were used as they have been shown to be effective and 

reliable in assessing both empathy and bullying (Chlopan et al., 1985; Rigby, 1998b). 

Although self-report measures can be susceptible to social desirability bias, when 

administered anonymously they provide accurate and consistent results (Rigby, 

1996) and are the most effective method of measuring indirect bullying (Griffin & 

Gross, 2004). In addition, Eisenberg and Miller (1987) suggested that self-report 

questionnaires have the benefit of being able to measure over a broader range of 

situations and behaviours. 

Procedure 

Students who had returned consent forms were identified and, following the 

procedure suggested by Rigby (1996), the questionnaires were administered in the 

students regular classrooms; no names were required on the questionnaires; and 
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students were assured that the information provided could not be traced back to 

them. Students were given verbal and written instructions regarding the completion 

of the questionnaire, and a verbal and written definition of bullying. 

The bullying and empathy questionnaires were presented together. These 

were completed under the supervision of the student researcher and assistance was 

provided to the participants as required. 

The research was conducted in Term 2 of the school year to ensure the 

children had sufficient time to establish social patterns for the new school year. 

Additionally, this allowed for a defined time-period of answering which could be 

easily recalled by the participants. Such a restricted time-period is recommended in 

current literature as it is easier for children to remember what has happened in the 

current school year rather than 'the previous 12 months' (Olweus, 1993; Unnever, 

2005). In turn, this is likely to result in more reliable responses. 

Bully Status Classification 

Students were given a classification of either bully, victim, bully/victim or 

not involved, based on reported frequency of involvement in bullying. In recent 

research, a frequency cut-off point of'onc.e a week' is commonly used to avoid 

exaggerating the frequency of bullying and victimisation (Olweus, 1993). However, 

a high number of incongruent answers were apparent in the present study, for 

example, a large number of students indicated they had "often" been the target of 

specific behaviours however they reported "never" being bullied. These 

inconsistencies were primarily due to the format of the questionnaire in which the 

statements examining specific behaviours were continued over to a new page and the 

frequency question of "How often has one or more of the above things happened to 

you this year? ... " was then presented with only the final section of the specific 
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questions 'above' it. This explanation was supported by the large number of 

participant queries regarding the frequency question. Similarly, Scheithauer et al. 

(2006) found a large number of incongruent responses in their research and 

suggested that the recommended cut-off point excludes many bullies and victims by 

not taking the responses to specific questions into consideration. Therefore, they 

included responses of 'often' to specific behaviours as automatic classification in the 

bully or victim status. As the additional classification did not result in highly inflated 

bully (12.1%) and victim (11.1 %) prevalence rates in Scheithauer et al.'s research, it 

was incorporated into the current research. In addition, due to the relatively short 

reporting time-frame, if a student answered "sometimes" to three or more specific 

behaviours, this was also considered sufficient for bully or victim classification. 

This classification system remains consistent with bullying definitions as it still 

emphasises the repetitive nature of bullying and excludes singular events. 

Using the adapted classification system, for a student to be classified as a 

victim they must have indicated that they were the target of bullying activities "about 

once a week" or more Dften on Question 6. Additionally~ those who responded to at 

least one statement with "often'~, and/or at. least three statements with "sometimes" 

from Question 5 were also classified as victims. For a student to be classified as a 

bully they must have indicated that they took part in bullying activities "about once a 

week" or more often on Question 9. Additionally, bully classification was given to 

students who responded to at least three statements from Question 8 with 

"sometimes", and/or at least one statement with "often". For a student to be 

classified as a bully/victim they must have qualified for classification as both bully 

and victim on the above criteria. All remaining children were classified as not 

involved. 
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Results 

All analyses were p~rformed using SPSS Version 14 for Windows. 

Data Screening 

Prior to analysis, data were screened to examine data entry accuracy, missing 

values, and normality. Screening of overall empathy by groups (bully status and 

gender) revealed minimal skewness and kurtosis deviations for the eight cells, and 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilks statistics revealed that assumptions of 

normality were met. One univariate outlier was detected, however this was 

considered to reflect a true difference and was retained in the data set. 

Normality testing for multivariate analysis revealed some skewness and 

kurtosis deviations for cognitive and affective empathy scores. However, 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilks statistics were non-significant for all but 

one cell (cognitive empathy of not involved females). Two outliers were detected on 

cognitive empathy scores however, as one was high and one was low, and two 

outliers in a sample of this size can be reasonably expected, the data were retained 

with no transformation. No multivariate outliers were detected based on .a critical 

Mahalanobis distance of 13.8. Overall, the severity ofthe deviations from normality 

were deemed to be low and, as the F test is robust to moderate violations of the 

assumption of normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001 ), data were not transformed. 

The assumption of linearity among dependent measures was met based on 

scatterplot analysis. Whilst cell sizes were adequate for Analysis ofVariance 

calculations, the assumption of equality of n across cells was not met. However, as 

the present research is nonexperimental, artificially equalising cell sizes would 

distort the differences and diminish generalisability (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics indicated that 10% of students were classified as bullies 

(n = 25), 35% as victims (n = 85), 17% as bully/victims (n = 40), and 38% as not 

involved (n = 91). 

Analysis 

A two-way contingency table analysis revealed that gender and bully status 

were significantly related, Pearson X2 (3, N = 241) = 8.82,p = .032. Girls were 1.4 

times more likely to be classified as not involved than boys. Boys were more likely 

to be bullies (1.5), victims (1.65), and bully/victims (1.5) than girls. Table 1 shows 

the frequencies and percentages of boys and girls in each bully status group. 

In order to determine whether overall empathy varied as a function of bully 

status and gender, a 4 x 2 between-subjects Analysis ofV ariance (ANOV A) was 

conducted. Levene's statistic revealed that the assumption of homogeneity of 

variance was met. A main effect of gender was found, F (1, 233) = 18.64,p = .000, 

with overall empathy being higher on average for females (M= 42.91, SD = 6.72) 

than males (M = 38.29~ SD = 7.41 ). A main effect of bully status was also fo~ F 

(3, 233) = 6.03,p = .000. No interaction was found. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons 

were conducted to investigate the bully status difference on overall empathy levels. 

Tuk:ey HSD tests revealed that bully/victims had significantly lower overall empathy 

(M= 35.85, SD = 7.81) than victims (M= 41.41, SD = 7.50) and not involved 

students (M = 41.68, SD = 7.11) but did not differ significantly from bullies (M = 

39.76, SD = 4.94). 

In order to examine the influence of different empathy types, cognitive and 

affective empathy scores were calculated using SPSS by summing the numbered 

responses (1-5) to the questions identified as belonging to the respective Cognitive 
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Empathy and Affective Empathy factors of the F&T. A 4 x 2 (Bully Status x 

Gender) Multivariate Analysis ofVariance (MANOVA) was then conducted on 

cognitive and affective empathy scores. Homogeneity of the variance-covariance 

matrices was violated based on significant Box's Mtest atp<.OOl. Bartlett's test of 

sphericity was significant and the dependent variables were found to be moderately 

correlated (.508). Levene's test of equality of error variances was significant for 

affective empathy. Due to assumption violations and unequal cell sizes, findings 

were interpreted at a more conservative a level of .025. Using Pillai's Trace 

criterion, the combined DV s were significantly affected by both gender, F (2, 232) = 

lO.OO,p = .000, and bully status, F (6, 466) = 4.11,p = .000, but not by their 

interaction F (6, 466) = 10.00, p = .996. Using the Bonferroni method, univariate F­

tests for each dependent variable were interpreted at the .012 ex. level. Results 

indicated that only affective empathy contributed to the multivariate effect of bully 

status F (3, 233) = 6.74,p = .000, and both affective and cognitive empathy 

contributed to the multivariate effect of gender: Affective F (1, 233) = 10.18,p = 

.002; cognitive F (1~ 233) = 18. 76~ p = .000. Means indicated that both affective and 

cognitive empathy were higher on averag~ for females than males. Table 2 displays 

the means and standard errors for affective and cognitive empathy by gender. 

Post hoc analysis to the univariate F -test for affective empathy was conducted 

and interpreted at the .003 ex. level (.012 divided by 4). Pairwise comparisons 

revealed that bully/victims had significantly lower affective empathy scores than 

victims and not involved students. Table 3 displays the means and standard errors 

for affective and cognitive empathy by bully status. 

Factor analysis on the empathy measure was conducted to determine whether 

the two-factor solution found by Garton and Gringart (2005) translated to the current 
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data. The suitability for factoring was supported with a considerable number of 

correlations exceeding .3 on the correlation matrix, all variables being above the 

accepted MSA level of .5 on the anti-image correlation matrix, a significant Barlett's 

Test of Sphericity, and the KMO measure being greater than .6. 

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was used to identifY the number of 

components underlying the F&T scale. PCA revealed three factors based on 

eigenvalue-greater-than-one criterion which accounted for 49.25% of the variance. 

However the scree plot suggested the F&T scale had one underlying factor. Based 

on eigenvalue-greater-than-one criterion, three factors were extracted using Principal 

Axis Factor analysis with Varimax rotation. The rotated solution provided further 

support for one factor underlying the F&T scale with only one factor fulfilling the 

eigenvalue-greater-than-one criterion. Likewise, the scree plot suggested a one­

factor solution. This factor accounted for 15.10% of the variance. 

Discussion 

The results indicated that overall empathy did differ on the basis of a child's 

role in bullying, .and their gender. Additionally, both cognitive and affective 

empathy differed based on gender howev~r, only affective empathy differed on the 

basis of a child's role in bullying. In regard to the validity of the F&T scale, results 

failed to find a two factor solution as found by Garton and Gringart (2005), however 

in measuring empathy as a complete concept, the current results were consistent with 

well documented findings of gender patterns for empathy. 

Firstly, examining the prevalence rates enables the current research to be put 

into context through comparison to previous research results. Although there has 

been great variation in previous research prevalence rates, compared to recent 

research that has included similar definitions of bullying, bully status classifications 
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and methods of measurement, the rate of bullies (10%) was comparable, however the 

prevalence rates of victims .(35%) and bully/victims (17%) were considerably higher 

in the current research. For example, Perren and Alsak:er (2006} reported 11% of 

students were classified as bullies, 6% as victims, and 10% as bully/victims, whilst 

Camodeca et al. (2002) classified 9. 7% of children as bullies, 8.5% as victims, and 

7.6% as bully/victims. The variation in victim and bully/victim prevalence rates 

between the current research and recent research may have been due to the use of a 

less stringent classification system whereby more students became eligible for 

classification in 'involved' roles. However, bully prevalence was not comparatively 

higher, as would be expected if the alternate classification system were wholly 

responsible for the differences. 

In response to the research question examining whether empathy differed on 

the basis of a child's role in bullying, the results revealed that bully/victims had 

lower empathy than both victims and not involved students. This is consistent with 

preliminary expectations based on research revealing that aggressive behaviour is 

associated with lower levels of empathy (e.g.~ Cohen & Strayer~ 1996; Giancola, 

2003; Schultz et al., 2004). However, bas~d on this, bullies were also expected to 

have lower levels of empathy than victims and not involved students,. and this 

difference failed to reach significance in the current study. The lack of a significant 

finding may have been partly due to categorisation methods which did not limit 

classification to those involved on a high frequency. Due to this, the differentiation 

between bully status classifications may have been lowered, and consequently, the 

empathy level differences between groups. 

When examfuing cognitive and affective empathy levels in relation to bully 

status, the results revealed there were no significant differences in cognitive empathy 
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levels based on a child's bully status. This is consistent with related research by 

Shechtman (2002) in which. aggressive and non-aggressive boys did not differ on 

levels of cognitive empathy. However, in Schechtman's research, aggressive boys 

had half the levels of affective empathy than non-aggressive boys, and this was 

somewhat replicated in the current study whereby bully/victims had lower affective 

empathy than victims and not involved students. Though, once again, bullies were 

not significantly different to victims and not involved students, therefore the current 

research provided only partial support for the notion that aggressive behaviour is 

associated with lower affective empathy. However, in addition to the lowered 

distinction between the bully status groups due to classification method variations, 

the apparent inability of the F &T scale to effectively distinguish between cognitive 

and affective empathy may have also contributed to the lack of significant results. 

Additionally, stringent alpha levels were applied to the interpretation of the results 

due to assumption violations, and based on results which neared significance, future 

research addressing the above-mentioned limitations may reveal alternate results. 

Results of analyses examining the influence of gender were consistent with 

previous research revealing that boys wen~ more likely to be involved as bullies and 

bully/victims than girls (e.g., Forero et al., 1999; Veenstra et al.,. 2005). Although 

results have varied in regard to the gender distribution for victims, the current 

research found that boys were also more likely to be victims. In regard to empathy, 

the current results were consistent with previous research which has found that girls 

have higher empathy levels than boys (e.g., Niec & Russ, 2002; Strayer & Roberts, 

2004). This higher level of empathy for girls was found to exist on both cognitive 

and affective empathy. This is contrary to Cohen and Strayer's (1996) results which 

revealed there was no difference between girls and boys on their cognitive empathy 
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levels. However, considering that cognitive and affective empathy may not have 

been effectively separated lJSing the F&T, the current results may be a reflection of 

the higher overall empathy of girls rather than each of the components. 

No significant interactions between gender and bully status were found for 

overall empathy or the two components of empathy. This suggests that male and 

female patterns of empathy do not differ, however levels of empathy do differ, with 

girls, on average, more empathic than boys regardless of bully status. 

To date, no published studies have used the F&T scale with children and 

therefore the present research provides important information regarding the validity 

of the measure. Two findings support the validity of the F &T scale as an overall 

measure of empathy. Firstly, the gender difference pattern of girls having higher 

empathy scores than males is consistent with previous research and expectations. 

Secondly, the comparative levels of empathy for students classified as bullies and 

bully/victims from those classified as victims or not-involved was partially consistent 

with previous aggression research. Bully/victims were significantly lower in 

empathy than victims and not involved students, and bullies had lower empathy but 

this did not reach significant levels. 

Although some support for the validity of the F&T for measuring empathy in 

children was found, there was no clear support for the ability of the scale to 

effectively distinguish between cognitive and affective empathy. Despite the scale 

clearly including both components of empathy in the statements, it was developed 

primarily to measure empathy as an overall concept. Apart from complexities such 

as the correlation between the cognitive and affective empathy questions, and factor 

analysis revealing one underlying factor, two statements on the factor labelled 

'affective empathy' appeared to have undertones of cognitive empathy. The 
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statements of 'Sometimes I feel like I don't know how to help when people around 

me are upset' and 'When people around me are nervous or worried, I get a bit scared 

and worried too' may have inhibited the effective separation of the two components 

of empathy. Litvack-Miller et al. (1997) reported similar findings with their adapted 

version of the IRI in which they found their perspective taking factor included items 

that were not as clearly cognitive as those in the original IRI. 

Limitations and Future Research 

Although the present research was an important introduction to the relations 

between bullying and empathy, there are several limitations which need to be 

addressed in future research. Firstly, a measure which clearly distinguishes between 

cognitive and affective empathy is required to darify and expand upon the current 

research. Additionally, the current research relied solely on self-report measures. 

Although self-report measures are commonly used in isolation in bullying and 

empathy research, it has been suggested that multi-method measurement to also 

include peer-nominations, teacher ratings and observation allows for more valid 

results to appear (Pellegrini & Long~ 2002; Smith~ 2004 ). 

Another limitation ofthe current r~search is the small number of schools 

from which the participants were drawn, additionally,. the participating schools were 

chosen for their convenience and were therefore in similar areas. Research has found 

that bullying occurs more frequently in some schools than others, for example, 

Olweus (1993) found that children attending some schools had a four to five times 

greater risk of being bullied. Therefore, future research needs to involve a larger 

number of schools with diverse locations, in order to improve the generalisability and 

validity of results. 

Also, by not using the ~once per week or more' cut-off for bully status 
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categorisation, the bully status categories were not limited to extreme bullying 

frequencies. By including ~tudents who reported being bullies or victims on a 

moderate level, the effects may have been somewhat reduced. Additionally, despite 

being a popular occurrence in bullying research, categorising the participants may 

have altered effect sizes and statistical significance, as differences between responses 

are lost after categorisation. For example: one child may have reported that they 

bullied others once a week whilst another may have indicated they bullied on a daily 

basis. Once these children are categorised as 'bully', the frequency is no longer 

considered and this may have important elements to inform research and clarify the 

relationship between bullying and empathy. Future research may benefit from 

obtaining a clear numerical value of how often the participant bullies, or is 

victimised, and evaluating this on a continuum. 

As the combination of bullying and empathy is a relatively new area of 

research, and therefore limited in scope, there are numerous possibilities to extend 

the current research to further understand the relationship between bullying and 

empathy. One such suggestion would be for future research to examine the influence 

of age, as both bullying and empathy has "een suggested to vary with age. For 

example, numerous researchers have suggested that bullying decreases as age 

increases (Kumpulainen et al., 1999; Olweus, 1993; Rivers & Smith, 1994; Rushton, 

Fulker, Neale, Nias, & Eysenck, 1986; Scheithauer et al., 2006) and some have 

suggested that empathic responsiveness increases with age (Cohen & Strayer, 1996; 

Rushton et al., 1986; Zahn-Waxler, Radke-Yarrow, Wagner, & Chapman, 1992). 

Therefore, the inclusion of 'age' in future research is likely to aid in the development 

of a comprehensive l.mderstanding of the bullying and empathy relationship. 

Future research to examine whether empathy level and type is related to 
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whether bullying is performed in groups or individually would also be informative, 

as those who bully as part of a group may be yielding to social pressure, whereas 

those who bully alone may differ on cognitive and/or affective empathy levels. 

Likewise, the inclusion of the type of bullying (direct or indirect) would be beneficial 

in describing the bullying/empathy relationship as preference for one or the other 

may also be related to empathy level and type. 

In conclusion, the present research sought to investigate the bullying/empathy 

relationship by examining whether empathy level and type varied on the basis of 

bully status and gender. Additionally, the research sought to examine the validity of 

the F&T scale. The results revealed that empathy level did vary as a result of both 

bully status and gender, with girls having higher levels of empathy than boys and 

bully/victims having lower empathy levels than victims and not involved students. 

In regard to empathy type, it was found that girls were higher than boys on cognitive 

and affective empathy and that only affective empathy varied based on bully status 

with bully/victims scoring lower than victims and not involved students. The 

validity of the F&T scale as an overall measure of empathy gained some support 

however, the ability ofthe scale to effectiyely distinguish between cognitive and 

affective empathy was not supported. Despite limitations in the ability to measure 

cognitive and affective empathy separately, the present research provided some 

support for the suggestion that bullying intervention programmes may benefit from 

including affective empathy raising strategies. However, as this is a relatively new 

area of research, extensions to the current research and addressing the identified 

limitations would clarify the role of empathy in bullying and enable bullying 

interventions to be enhanced in future years. 
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Table 1 

Frequencies of Bully Status as a Function of Gender 

Bully Status 

Gender Bully Victim BullyNictim Not Involved 

Male 

Number(%) 15 (60%) 53 (62%) 24 (60%) 38 (42%) 

Female 

Nurilber (%) 10(40%) 32(38%) 16 (40%) 53 (58%) 

Total 25 85 40 91 
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Table2 

Means and Standard Errors on the Dependent Variables for Males and Females 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

Affective Empathy 

M SE 

20.19 

22.14 

.40 

.47 

Cognitive Empathy 

M SE 

17.50 

20.04 

.38 

.45 
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Table 3 

Means and Standard Errors on the Dependent Variables for the Bully Status Groups 

Affective Empathy Cognitive Empathy 

Bully Status M SE M SE 

Bully 20.57 .83 19.60 .79 

Victim 22.59 .45 19.30 .43 

BullyNictim 19.32 .65 17.06 .63 

Not Involved 22.19 .43 19.10 .41 
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Appendix A 

Participant Information Letter 

Bullying and Victimisation in Primary Schools: The 

Relationships between Bully Status, Empathy and Gender 

My name is Teresa Sapienza and I am a fourth year Psychology student at Edith 

Cowan University. The research project outlined below is being undertaken as part 

of the requirements of an Honours degree at Edith Cowan University and has been 

approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee. 

Your child's class is invited to participate in research examining bullying and 

victimization, and the relationship with empathy and gender. The aim of the research 

is to provide a better understanding of these relationships, which may be useful in 

developing more effective bullying intervention programmes for schools. 

In this research your child will be asked to complete a short questionnaire which will 

take approximately 15-20 minutes. There will be a small number of questions asking 

about the children's experiences with bullying and victimization, which will be 

answered on a scale (e.g. Never, Sometimes or Often). The remainder of the 

questionnaire assesses empathy and contains statements about the way people think 

and feel in certain situations. These are also answered on a scale. 

Although the questionnaire is about a sensitive issue for some children, the questions 

are not anticipated to cause distress as they do not require the children to describe 

details about their experiences with bullying/vlctimisation. In addition, the 

questionnaires will not require the children to identity themselves. 

At the conclusion of the study~ a report of the results will be available upon request 

but at no point will your child's answers be identifiable. Your child's participation in 

this research is voluntary, and you or your child are free to withdraw consent at any 
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time prior to the children completing the questionnaire. 

If you have any questions about this research please contact me or my supervisor on 

the details listed below. Alternatively, if you would like to speak to an independent 

person, you may contact Kim Gifkins, Research Ethics Officer, Edith Cowan 

University, 100 Joondalup Drive, JOONDALUP WA 6027; Telephone: 6304 2170; 

Email: research.ethics@ecu.edu.au. 

Attached is a consent form for your child to participate. I would greatly appreciate 

you allowing your child to participate in this research by completing and returning 

the consent form to school with your child by Wednesday lOth May, 2006. 

Thank:you. 

Teresa Sapienza 

Researcher 

Telephone: 0409 109 900 

sapienza@bigpond.net.au 

Professor Alison Garton 

Supervisor 

Telephone: 6304 5110 

a.garton@ecu.edu.au 

Please keep this information 'letter for your own reference. 
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AppendixB 

Informed Consent Form 

Bullying and Victimisation in Primary Schools: The 

Relationships between Bully Status, Empathy and Gender 

Teresa Sapienza 

I, (the parent/guardian of the participant) have 

read the information provided with this consent form and any questions I have asked 

have been answered to my satisfaction. 

I agree to allow my child, ----------,----- (name) to participate in the 

activities associated with this research and understand that I, or my child, can 

withdraw consent at any time. 

I agree that the research data gathered in this study may be published providing my 

child is not identified in any way. 

Signed: 

Date: 
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AppendixC 

Principal and Teacher Information Letter 

Bullying and Victimisation in Primary Schools: The 

Relationships between Bully Status, Empathy and Gender 

Dear Principal and Teachers, 

My name is Teresa Sapienza and I am a fourth year Psychology student at Edith 

Cowan University. The research project outlined below is being undertaken as part 

of the requirements of an Honours degree at Edith Cowan University and has been 

approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee. 

Your school/class is invited to participate in research examining bullying and 

victimization, and the relationship with empathy and gender. The aim of the research 

is to provide a better understanding of these relationships, which may be useful in 

developing more effective bullying intervention programmes for schools. 

In this research, children in grades 4 to 6 will be asked to complete a short 

questionnaire which is answered on scales {e.g. Never, Sometimes or Often). There 

will be a small number of questions concerning the children's experiences with 

bullying and victimization and the remainder of the questionnaire assesses empathy. 

Although the questionnaire is about a sensitive issue for some children, the questions 

are not anticipated to ~ause distress as they do not require the children to describe 

details about their bullying/victimisation experiences. Additionally~ the 

questionnaires do not require the children to identify themselves. Although no 

individual child can be identified, the school and class will be recorded to enable the 

Principal/Teacher to be advised if a questionnaire indicates a classroom contains a 

child who may be at risk. This would enable immediate intervention or monitoring 

at a classroom level to occur. 
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The questionnaires will be administered by me, in the classroom setting. It is 

estimated that each class will take approximately 30 minutes to complete the 

questionnaires, including instruction time. The questionnaires will need to be 

administered in Term 2, approximately in weeks 3 to 5. 

At the conclusion of the study, a report of the results will be available, however 

schools will be combined in the analysis and no separate data such as level of 

bullying or empathy at a particular school will be available. 

Participation in this research is voluntary, and you can withdraw consent at any time. 

If you have any questions please contact me or my supervisor on the details listed 

below. Alternatively, if you would like to speak to an independent person, you may 

contact Kim Gifkins, Research Ethics Officer, Edith Cowan University, 100 

Joondalup Drive, JOONDALUP WA 6027; Telephone: 6304 2170; Email: 

research.ethics@ecu.edu.au. 

I would greatly appreciate your school/class being involved in this research by 

completing the attached c~nsent form. 

Thankyou. 

Teresa Sapienza 

Resear.cher 

Telephone: 0409 109 900 

sapienza@bigpond.net.au 

Professor Alison Garton 

Supervisor 

Telephone: 6304 5110 

a.garton@ecu.edu.au 

Please keep this information letter for your own reference. 
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AppendixD 

Participant Information and Instructions 

CONFIDENTIAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

Dear Student, 

My name is Teresa Sapienza, I am a psychology student at Edith Cowan 
University. 

I wilt be using this questionnaire to find out about how students treat each 
other at school and how they think and feet about some situations. 

The -questionnair-e will ask you some questions about bullying and th-en 
some questions about how you think and feel. 

No-one at your school will see your answers, and your name will not be 
on the questionnaire so we cannot tell who you are. 

This is not a test and there are no right or wrong answers. 

Please answer all the questions as honestly as you can. 

If you have any questions please raise your hand and I will come and see 
you. 

Teresa Sapienza 
Researcher 
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AppendixE 

Bullying Definition 

What is Bullying? 

There are lots of different ways that children can bully others or be bullied~ Bullyin~ is when 

these things happen again and again to someone who can't stop it from happening: 

1. Being ignored, left out 

on purpose, or not allowed 2. Being called 

3. Being hit, pushed, kicked or 

having things thrown at them. 

4. Being made fun of or 

teased in a hurtful way 

5. Having lies or nasty stories told about them so 

other students won't like them. 

6. Being made afraid of 

getting hurt 

We don't call it bullying when two students who are AS STRONG AS each other get 

into a fight, or when teasing is done in a friendly and playful way. 
(Adapted from the Friendly Schools & Families Bullying Project Questionnaire) 

Bullying can make people feel bad, lonely or afraid and it can help to talk to someone 

about it. You can talk to someone at school, a family member, or you can call Kids 

Help-Line on 1800 55 1800 
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AppendixF 

Bullying & Victimisation Questionnaire 

School: __________ _ Number: 

Questionnaire 

1. Are you a boy or a girl? (Please circle your answer) 

Boy Girl 

2. How old are you? 

3. What grade are you in? 

4. Have you been bullied by a student or group of students from school 
this year? (Please circle one answer) 

No 

Yes, only once 

Yes, a few times 

Yes, lots oftimes 

5. Did any of these things happen to you this year? Either by one student 
or a group of students? (Please circle one answer for each statement) 

Being teased or made fun of in a hurtful way Never Sometimes Often 

Being called nasty names Never Sometimes Often 

Being ignored or left out of things Never Sometimes Often 

Being threatened you would be hurt Never Sometimes Often 

Getting hit, kicked, pushed or having things 
thrown at you Never Sometimes Often 

Having lies or hurtful stories spread about you Never Sometimes Often 

Getting nasty messages on your computer 
or mobile phone Never Sometimes Often 
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Having your things taken from you or broken Never Sometimes Often 

Were you bullied in a different way? 

How often has this happened this year? Sometimes Often 

6. How often has one or more of the things tisted above happened to you 
this year? (Please circle one answer) 

Never 

Once every few weeks 

About once a week 

One or two days a week 

Most days 

Every day 

7. Have you bullied another student from school this year? Either by 
yourself or as part of a group? (Please circle one answer) 

No 

Yes, only once 

Yes, a few times 

Yes, lots of times 

8. Did you do any of these things to another student this year? Either by 
yourself or as part of a group? (Please circle one answer for each 
statement) 

Teased or made fun of someone in a 
hurtful way 

Called someone nasty names 

Ignored or left someone out of games 
and activities 

Threatened to hurt someone else 

Never Sometimes Often 

Never Sometimes Often 

Never Sometimes Often 

Never Sometimes Often 



Bullying and Empathy Relations 80 

Hit, kicked, pushed or threw something at 
someone else Never Sometimes Often 

Told or spread lies or hurtful stories about 
someone else Never Sometimes Often 

Sent nasty messages to another student using 
the computer or mobile phone Never Sometimes Often 

Taken or broken things belonging to 
another student Never Sometimes Often 

Have you bullied another student in a different way? 

How often has this happened this year? Sometimes Often 

9. How often bave you been involved in one or more of the things listed 
above this year? (Please circle one answer) 

Never 

Once every few weeks 

About once a week 

One or two days a week 

Most days 

Everyday 

Please turn to Part 2. 
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AppendixG 

Feeling and Thinking Scale 

PART2 

The following questions are about how you think and feet. 
not about what you would do. 

Please put up your hand Jf you need some help. 

(Please circle the answer that best describes how you think or feel for each statement) 

1. I often worry about people that are not as lucky as me, and feel sorry for them. 

A 8 c D E 
Not like me at all Hardly ever like Occasionally Fairly like me Very like me 

me like me 

2. Emergency situations make me feel worried and upset 

A 8 c D E 
Not like me at all Hardly ever like Occasionally Fairly like me Very like me 

me like me 

3. When I am arguing with my friends about what we are going to do, I think carefully 
about what they are saying before I decide whose idea is best. 

A B c D E 
Not like me at all Hardly ever like Occasionally Fairly like me Very like me 

me like me 

4. I want to help people who get treated badly. 

A 8 c D E 
Not like me at all Hardly ever like Occasionally Fairly like me Very like me 

me like me 

5. Sometimes r feer like r don't know how to help when people around me are upset. 

A 8 c D E 
Not like me at all Hardly ever like Occasionally Fairly like me Very like me 

me like me 
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6. I sometimes try to understand my friends better by pretending I am them. 

A B c D E 
Not like me at all Hardly ever like Occasionally Fairly like me Very like me 

me like me 

7. When people around me are nervous or worried, I get a bit scared and worried too. 

A B c D E 
Not like me at all Hardly ever like Occasionally Fairly like me Very like me 

me like me 

8. I often get upset or distressed by things I see happen. 

A a c D E 
Not like me at all Hardly ever like Occasionally Fairly like me Very like me 

me like me 

9. I think people can have different opinions about the same thing. 

A B c D E 
Not like me at all Hardly ever like Occasionally Fairly like me Very like me 

me like me 

10. I am quite a gentle and kind person. 

A B c D E 
Not like me at all Hardly ever like Occasionally Fairly like me Very like me 

me like me 

11. When I'm angry or upset at someone, I usually try to imagine what he or she is 
thinking or feeling. 

A B c D E 
Not like me at all Hardly ever like Occasionally Fairly like me Very like me 

me like me 

12. r get very worried and upset when I see someone who needs help fn an emergency. 

A B c D E 
Not like me at all Hardly ever like Occasionally Fairly like me Very like me 

me like me 
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Appendix I 

Raw Data Key 

Participant identification nwnber 

1 = Samson Primary School 
2 = East Hamilton Hill Primary School 
3 = Christ the King School 

1 =Male, 2 =Female 

Participant's age 

Participant's year of schooling 

1 = Bully, 2 = Victim, 3 = BullyNictim, 4 =Not Involved 

Questions 1-12 ofthe F&T scale 
( aff refers to a question loading on the affective empathy factor, 
cog refers to a question loading on the cognitive empathy factor) 
1 =Not like me at all 
2 = Hardly ever like me 
3 = Occasionally like me 
4 =Fairly like me 
5 =Very like me 

Summed scores on all F&T responses to denote Overall Empathy 
Possible range of scores = 12 to 60 

Summed scores on all Affective F&T questions 
(Questions 1, 2, 4, 8, 10, and 12) 

Summed scores on all Cognitive F &T questions 
(Questions 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, and 11) 
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AppendixJ 

Statistical Analysis Output 

Normality testing - ANOVA 

Tests of Nonnality- Males 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov(a) 
Bully Status Statistic 

Overall bully .252 
Empathy victim .105 

bully/victim .110 
not involved .100 

. . 
* Th1s IS a lower bound of the true SJgmficance . 
a Lilliefors Significance Correction 

df Sig. 
15 .. 011 

53 .200(*) 

24 .200(") 

38 .200(") 

Statistic 
.883 

.991 

.960 

.985 

Tests.of Nonnality- Females 

Kolmqg_orov-Smirnov(a) 

Bully Status Statistic 
Overall bully .160 
Empathy victim .144 

bully/victim .157 
not involved .121 

. . * Th1s 1s a lower bound of the true s1gn1ficance . 
a Lilliefors Significance Correction 

Normality testing- MANOVA 

df Sig. 
10 .200(*) 

32 .088 
16 .200(*) 

53 .051 

Statistic 
.930 
.956 

.933 

.947 

Tests of Nonnality- Males - Cognitive 

Kofmo_g_orov-Smirnov(a} 
Bully Status Statistic 

Cognitive bully .252 
Empathy victim .096 

bully/victim .114 
not involved .112 . . 

* Th1s 1s a lower bound of the true significance . 
a Lilliefors Significance Correction 

df Sig. 
15 .011 

53 .200(*) 

24 .200(*) 

38 .200(') 

Statistic 
.909 

.979 

.971 

.983 

Sh~ro-Wilk 

df 
15 

53 
24 

38 

Shapiro-Wilk 

df 
10 

32 
16 

53 

Shtmiro-Wilk 

df 
15 

53 
24 
38 

Tests of Nonnality- Females - Cognitive 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov(a) 
Bully Status Statistic 

Cognitive bully .129 
Empathy victim .169 

bully/victim .126 
not involved .143 

* Th1s IS a lower bound of the true s1gn1ficance. 
a Ulliefors Significance Correction 

df Sig. 

10 .200(*) 

32 .020 

16 .200(*) 

53 .008 

Sh~ro-Wilk 

Statistic df 
.928 10 

.961 32 

.954 16 

.946 53 

Sig. 
.052 

.963 

.431 

.882 

S!g_, 
.449 

.210 

.268 

.019 

Sig. 

.132 

A87 

.691 

.824 

Slg_. 
.432 

.297 

.550 

.019 
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Tests of Nonnality- Males- Affective 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov(a) 

Bully Status Statistic 
Affective bully .190 
Empathy victim .079 

bully/victim .189 
not involved .106 

* Th1s 1s a lower bound of the true s1gmticance. 
a Lilliefors Significance Correction 

df Sig. 

15 .148 
53 .200(*) 

24 .026 

38 .200(*) 

Statistic 

.908 

.970 

.927 

.968 

Shapiro-Wilk 

df 

15 

53 
24 

38 

Tests of Nonnality- Females- Affective 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov(a) 

Bully Status Statistic df Sig. 
Affective bully .289 10 .018 
Empathy victim .141 32 .104 

bully/victim .121 16 .200(*) 
not involved .098 53 .200(*} 

* Th1s IS a lower bound of the true s1gmticance. 
a Lilliefors Significance Correction 

Linearity- MANOVA 
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Cognitive Empathy 

Descriptive Statistics 

Gender 

Statistic 

.860 

.937 

.980 

.966 

Cumulative 
Frequencv Percent Valid Percent Percent 

Valid male 130 53.9 53.9 53.9-
female 111 46.1 46.1 100.0 
Total 241 100.0 100.0 

Shapiro-Wilk 

df 

10 

32 

16 

53 

Sig. 

.127 

.208 

.083 

.337 

Sig. 

.076 

.061 

.964 

.134 
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Bull t tySta us 

Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 

Valid bully 25 10.4 10.4 10.4 
victim 85 35.3 35.3 45.6 
bully/victim 40 16.6 16.6 622 
not involved 91 37.8 37.8 100.0 
Total 241 100.0 100.0 

Pearson Chi-Square 
Bll Stat *G d C UIY us en er ross tab If u a 1on 

Gender Total 

male female 
Bully Status Bully Count 15 10 25 

Expected Count 13.5 11.5 25.0 
%within Bully 

60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 
Status 
% within Gender 11.5% 9.0% 10.4% 
%of Total 6.2% 4.1% 10.4% 

Victim Count 53 32 85 
Expected Count 45.9 39.1 85.0 
% within Bully 

62.4% 37.6% 100.0% Status 
% within Gender 40.8% 28.8% 35.3% 
% ofTotal 22.0% 13.3% 35.3% 

bully/victim Count 24 16 40 
Expected Count 21.6 18.4 40.0 
% within Bully 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 
Status 
% within Gender 18.5% 14.4% 16.6% 
%of Total 10.0% 6.6% 16.6% 

not involved Count 38 53 91 
Expected Count 49.1 41.9 91.0 
%within Bully 

41.8% 58.2% 100.0% 
Status 
%within Gender 29.2% 47.7% 37.8% 
%ofTota~ 15.8% 22.0% 37.8% 

Total Count 130 111 241 
Expected Count 130.0 111.0 241.0 
% within Bully 

53.9% 46.1% 100.0% 
Status 
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% ofTotal 53.9% 46.1% 100.0% 

1 ;quare es Ch"-8 T ts 
Asymp.Sig. 

Value df (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 8.818(a) 3 .(}32 
Likelihood Ratio 8.844 3 .031 
Linear-by-Linear 6.764 1 .009 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 241 

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.51. 
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ANOVA 
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances{a) 

D d t V . bl 0 II E th epen en ana e: vera mpa lY 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.799 7 233 .088 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error vanance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 
a Design: lntercept+GENDER+STATUS+GENDER *STATUS 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Partial Non cent. 
Type Ill Sum Mean Eta Paramet 

Source of Squares df Square F Sig. Squared er 
Corrected 2243.867(b) 7 320.552 Model 
Intercept 278701.191 1 278701.191 
GENDER 885.456 1 
STATUS 859.019 3 
GENDER 19.622 3 *STATUS 
Error 11070.805 233 
Total 407037.000 241 
Corrected 13314.672 240 Total 
Dependent Vanable: Overall Empathy 
a Computed using alpha = .05 

885.456 

286.340 

6.541 

47.514 

b R Squared= .169 (Adjusted R Squared= .144) 

Estimated Marginal Means 
1. Gender 

I 0 II th Dependent Variab e: vera Empa ny 

6.746 .000 

5865.642 .000 

18.636 .000 

6.026 .001 

.138 .937 

95% Confidence Interval 

Gender Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
ma1e 37.679 .675 36.349 39.010 
female 42.181 .795 40.615 43.746 

2. Bully Status 
D d V . bl 0 II E th epen ent ana e: vera mpa ny 

95% Confidence Interval 

Bully Status Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
bully 40.167 "1.407 37.395 42:939 
victim 41.881 .772 40.361 43.401 
bully/victim 36.385 1.112 34.194 38.577 
not involved 41.287 .733 39.844 42.730 

3. Gender* BuHy Status 
D d tV . bl 0 II E ath epen en ana e: vera mpl lY 

.169 47.225 

.962 5865.642 

.074 18.636 

.072 18.079 

.002 .413 

Bully 95% Confidence Interval 

Gender Status Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
male bully 38.133 1.780 34.627 41.640 

victim 39.981 .947 38.116 41.847 
bully/victim 33.708 1.407 30.936 36.480 
not 38.895 1.118 36.692 41.098 
involved 

female bully 42.200 2.180 37.905 46.495 
victim 43.781 1.219 41.381 46.182 
bully/victim 39.063 1.723 35.667 42.458 
not 43.679 .947 41.814 45.545 
involved 

Observe 
d 

Power( a) 

1.000 

1.000 

.990 

.957 

.075 
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Post Hoc Comparisons 
Descriptive Statistics 

D d t V . bl 0 II E th epen en ana e: vera mpa lY 

Bully status Mean Std. Deviation N 
bully 39.7600 4.94368 25 
victim 41.4118 7.49650 85 
bully/victim 35.8500 7.80713 40 
not involved 41.6813 7.11474 91 
Total 40.4191 7.44834 241 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a) 
D d tV . bl Ov II E th epen en ana e: era mpa lY 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

2.576 3 237 .055 
Tests the null hypothesiS that the error vanance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 
a Design: Jntercept+STATUS 

Tests of Between-subjects Effects 
D d v . bl 0 ItEm fu epen ent ana e: vera 1P81 ~y 

Type Ill Sum of Mean 
Source Squares Of SQuare F Sig. 
Corrected 1074.666(b) 3 358.222 6.936 .000 Model I 

Intercept 287015.406 1 287015.406 5557.403 .000 
STATUS 1074.666 3 358.222 6.936 .000 
Error 12240.006 237 51.646 
Total 407037.000 241 
Corrected 13314.672 240 Total 

a Computed us1ng alpha = .05 
b R Squared = .081 {Adjusted R Squared = .069) 

Post Hoc Tests 
Bully Status 

D d V . bl 0 liE epen ent ana e: vera h mpat1y 

(I) Bully (J) Bully 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
Difference std. 

Partial 
Eta 

Square Noncent. Observed 
d Parameter Power( a) 

.081 20.808 .978 

.959 5557.403 1.000 

.081 20.808 .978 

95% Confidence Interval 

lower Upper 
Status Status (1-J) Error Sig. Bound Bound 

TukeyHSD bully Victim -1.6518 1.63506 .744 -5.8822 2.5787 
bully/victim 3.9100 1.83220 .145 -.8305 8.6505 

not involved -1.9213 1.62276 .638 -6.1200 2.2773 

victim bully 1.6518 1.63506 .744 -2.5787 5.8822 

bully/victim 5.5618(*) 1.37795 .000 1.9965 9.1270 

not involved -.2696 1.08403 .995 -3.0743 2.5352 
bully/victim bully -3.9100 1.83220 .145 -8.6505 .8305 

victim -5.5618(j 1.37795 .000 -9.1270 -1.9965 

nof involved -5.8313(*) 1.36333 .000 -9.3587 -2.3039 

not involved bully 1.9213 1.62276 .638 -2.2773 6.1200 

victim .2696 1.08403 .995 -2.5352 3.0743 
bully/victim 5.8313(*) 1.36333 .000 2.3039 9.3587 

Scheffe bully victim -1.6518 1.63506 .796 -6.2556 2.9520 
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bully/victim 3.9100 1.83220 .210 -1.2489 
not involved -1.9213 1.62276 .705 -6.4905 

victim bully 1.6518 1.63506 .796 -2.9520 
bully/victim 5.5618(*) 1;37795 .001 1.6819 
not involved -.2696 1.08403 .996 -3.3218 

bully/victim bully -3.9100 1.83220 .210 -9.0689 
victim -5.5618(*) 1.37795 .001 -9.4416 
not involved -5.8313(*) 1.36333 .001 -9.6700 

not involved bully 1.9213 1.62276 .705 -2.6479 
victim .2696 1.08403 .996 -2.7827 
bully/victim 5.8313(*) 1.36333 .001 1.9926 

Based on observed means. 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Homogeneous Subsets 
0 liE th vera mpa 1y 

Subset 

Bully Status N 1 2 
Tukey bully/victim 40 35.8500 
HSD(a,b,c) Bully 25 39.7600 

Victim 85 41.4118 
not involved 91 41.6813 
Sig. 1.000 .579 

Scheffe(a,b, bully/victim 40 35.8500 
c) Bully 25 39.7600 39.7600 

Victim 85 41.4118 
not involved 91 41.6813 
Sig. .083 .653 

Means for groups m homogeneous subsets are displayed. Based on Type Ill Sum of Squares The 
error term is Mean Square(Error) = 51.646. 
a Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 45.582. 
b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels 
are not guaranteed. 
c Alpha~ .05. 

MANOVA 
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices(a) 
Box's M 58.156 

F 2.657 
df1 21 

df2 25132.407 
Sig. .000 

9.0689 
2.6479 
6.2556 
9.4416 
2.7827 
1.2489 

-1.6819 
-1.9926 
6.4905 
3.3218 

9.6700 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal 
across groups. 
a Design: lntercept+STATUS+GENDER+STATUS *GENDER 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity( a) 
Likelihood Ratio .000 
Approx. Chi-Square 

df 

Sig. 

69.785 

2 
.000 

Tests the null hypothesis that the residual covariance matrix is proportional to an identity matrix. 
a Design: lntercept+STATUS+GENDER+STATUS *GENDER 
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Bullying and Empathy Relations 98 

Estimates- Gender 

Dependent I Gender 
95% Confidence Interval 

Variable Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Affective male 20.189 .397 19.407 20.971 
Empathy female 22.144 .467 21.224 23.064 
Cognitive male 17.490 .381 16.740 18.240 
Empathy Female 20.037 .448 19.154 20.919 

E ti t s maes- UIY us 8 II Stat 

Dependent 
t Bully Status 

95% Confidence Interval 
Variable Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Affective Bully 20.567 .827 18.938 22.196 
Empathy Victim 22.587 .453 21.693 23.480 

bully/victim 19.323 .654 18.035 20.611 
not involved 22.190 .431 21.342 23.039 

Cognitive Bully 19.600 .793 18.037 21.163 
Empathy Victim 19.295 .435 18.438 20.151 

bullyMctim 17.063 .627 15.827 18.298 
not involved 19.097 .413 18.283 19.910 

Post hoc comparisons - Bully Status 

Pairwise Cof1lparisons 
95% Confidence 

Interval for 
Mean Difference__@}_ 

Dependent (I) Bully (J) Bully Differenc Std. Lower Upper 
Variable Status Status e (L-J) Error Sig.(a) Bound Bound 
Affective bully victim -2.020(*) .943 .033 -3.878 -.162 
Empathy bully/victim 1.244 1.054 .239 -.833 3.320 

Not involved -1.624 .932 .083 -3.460 .213 
victim bully 2.020(*) .943 .033 .162 3.878 

bully/victim 3.264(*) .796 .000 1.696 4.831 
not involved .396 .625 .527 -.836 1.628 

bully/victim bully -1.244 1.054 .239 -3.320 .833 
victim -3.264(*) .796 .000 -4.831 -1.696 
not involved -2.868(*) .783 .000 -4.410 -1.325 

not involved bully .1.624 .932 .083 -.213 3.460 
victim -.396 .625 .527 -1.628 .836 
bully/victim 2.868(*) .783 .000 1.325 4A10 

Cognitive bully victim .305 .905 .736 -1.477 2.088 
Empathy 

bully/victim 2.537(*) 1.011 .013 .545 4.530 
not involved .503 .894 .574 -1.258 2.265 

victim bully -.305 .905 .736 -2.088 1.477 
bully/victim 2.232(*) .763 .004 .728 3.736 
not involved .198 .600 .742 -.984 1.380 

bully/victim bully -2.537(*) 1.011 .013 -4.530 -.545 
victim -2.232(*) .763 .004 -3.736 -.728 
not involved -2.034(*) .751 .007 -3.513 -.555 

not involved bully -.503 .894 .574 -2.265 1.258 
victim -.198 .600 .742 -1.380 .984 
bul!ylvictfm 2.034(*) .751 .007 .555 3.513 

Based on estimated marginal means 
" The mean difference is significant at the .05 leveL 
a Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments). 
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Principal Components Analysis 

Communalities 

lnUial Extraction 
Empathy 01 -Affective 1.000 .399 
Empathy 02- Affective 1.000 .426 
Empathy Q3 - Cognitive 1.000 .710 
Empathy Q4 -Affective 1.000 .568 
Empathy Q5 - Cognitive 1.000 .437 
Empathy 06 - Cognitive 1.000 .477 
Empathy 07 - Cognitive 1.000 .475 
Empathy 08 -Affective 1.000 .618 
Empathy Q9 - Cognitive 1.000 .512 
Empathy Q10- Affective 1.000 .367 
Empathy Q11 - Cognitive 1.000 .318 
Empathy Q12- Affective 1.000 .604 

Extraction Method: Pnnc1pal Component Analysis. 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of ~uared Loadil}g_s 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total %of Variance Cumulative % 
1 3.495 29.122 29.122 3.495 29.122 29.122 
2 1.278 10.650 39.771 1.278 10.650 39.771 
3 1.137 9.479 49.250 1.137 9.479 49.250 
4 .960 8.002 57.252 
5 .885 7.376 64.628 
6 .800 6.667 71.295 
7 .760 6.333 77.628 
8 .702 5.848 83.475 
9 .614 5.117 88.593 
10 .529 4.406 92.999 
11 .440 3.670 96.669 
12 .400 3.331 100.000 

Extraction Method: Pnnc1pal Component Analys1s. 

Scree Plot 
4.0r------------------, 

3.5 

3.0 
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2.0 
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(ij 
> .5 c: 
(]) 

,!;!> 
0.0 w 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Component Number 
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Component Matrix(a) 

Component 

1 2 
Empathy Q12 -Affective .718 
Empathy Q2 -Affective .615 
Empathy Q8 -Affective .603 
Empathy Q1 -Affective .592 
Empathy Q7 -Cognitive .590 
Empathy Q5- Cognitive .559 
Empathy Q4 -Affective .558 
Empathy Q11 -Cognitive .511 
Empathy Q1 0 -Affective .418 
Empathy Q9- Cognitive .327 
Empathy Q6 - Cognitive .383 
Empathy Q3- Cognitive .475 

Extract1on Method: Pnnc1pal Component Analysis. 
a 3 components extracted. 

Principal Axis Factoring 

Communalities 

-.214 

-.197 

-.274 

-.343 

.506 

.195 

.407 

.570 

-.450 

Initial Extraction 
Empathy Q1 -Affective .284 .285 
Empathy Q2 -Affective .308 .328 
Empathy Q3- Cognitive .247 .679 
Empathy Q4 -Affective .273 .488 
Empathy Q5- Cognitive .249 .293 
Empathy Q6- Cognitive .170 .177 
Empathy Q7 - Cognitive .290 .337 
Empathy Q8 -Affective .339 .439 
Empathy Q9- Cognitive .142 .190 
Empathy Q1 0-Affective .188 .184 
Empathy Q11 -Cognitive .209 .217 
Empathy Q12 -Affective .425 .515 

Extraction Method: Pnnctpal Ax1s Factonng. 

3 

-.297 

-.464 

.199 
-.227 

-.139 

-.164 

.283 

.357 

.692 

0 ana nee T taiV Ex I. d cp1ame 
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Factor Initial Eigenvalues Loadings 
%of Cumulative o/ouf Cumulative 

Total Variance % Total Variance % 
1 3.495 29.122 29.122 2.&72 23.936 23.936 

2 1.278 10.650 39.771 .672 5.602 29.538 

3 1.137 9.479 49.250 .587 4.888 34.427 

4 .960 8.002 57.252 

5 .885 7.376 64.628 

6 .800 6.667 71.295 

7 .760 6.333 77.628 

8 .702 5.848 83.475 

9 .614 5.117 88.593 

10 .529 4.406 92.999 

11 .440 3.670 96.669 

12 .400 3.331 100.000 

Extraction Method: Pnnc1pal Ax1s Factonng. 

Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
%of Cumulative 

Total Variance % 

1.812 15.09& 15.096 

1.272 10.597 25.693 

1.048 8.734 34.427 
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Scree Plot 
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Factor Number 

Factor Matrix(a) 

Factor 
1 2 3 

Empathy Q12 -Affective .681 
Empathy Q8 -Affective .558 -.303 
Empathy 02 -Affective .550 
Empathy 07-Cognitive- .526 
Empathy 04 -Affective .523 .462 
Empathy 01 -Affective .521 
Empathy Q5 - Cognitive .492 
Empathy 011 - Cognitive .435 
Empathy 010 -Affective .356 
Empathy 06 - Cognitive .324 
Empathy 03 - Cognitive .481 .667 
Empathy 09 - Cognitive .321 

Extractton Method: Pnnc1pal Ax1s Factonng. 
a Attempted to extract 3 factors. More than 25 iterations required. (Convergence=.005). Extraction 
was terminated. 

Rotated Factor Matrix(a) 

Factor 
1 2 3 

Empathy 08 -Affective .645 
Empathy 012- Affective .613 .362 
Empathy 07 - Cognitive .550 
Empathy 02 -Affective .453 .304 
Empathy Q5 - Cognitive .434 .312 
Empathy 04 -Affective .673 
Empathy 09 - Cognitive .422 
Empathy 010 -Affective .389 
Empathy 01 -Affective .300 .345 
Empathy Q11 -Cognitive .315 .340 
Empathy 03 - Cognitive .793 
Empathy 06- Cognitive .326 

Extraction Method: Pnnc1pal Ax1s Factonng. Rotation Method: Vanmax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
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