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t :v::.^\.--- * •' ABSTRACT

Bullying was approached as a social phenomenon in the present study. The

central aim of this thesis was to uncover some of the factors that contribute to the attitudes

and behavioural choices of bystanders during bullying situations. With this type of

information, interventions can be tailored to change the behaviour of bystanders during

bullying situations, and thus the ethos of the larger group. Thus, acting to alter the

available sources of reinforcement for bullying behaviour and peer intervention attempts.

Six hundred and twenty-six students participated. Students were sampled from

grades 4 (n=140), 5 (n=l 13), 7 (n=205), and 8 (n=168). Students were measured for their

involvement in bullying and victimization, as well as for involvement in the following

bystander behaviours: encouraging, onlooking, defending, and seeking adult support. In

addition, students were measured for tolerance of deviance, pro-victim attitudes, social

anxiety and fear, and self-efficacy for peer intervention. Last, students were asked to

complete a series of qualitative measures, including a series of hypothetical vignettes and

open-ended questions. Analyses centered on the following areas: 1) rates of bullying,

victimization, and bystander behaviour; 2) the influence of age and gender on bystander

behaviour; 3) the characteristics associated with students who predominantly report

involvement with defending, seeking adult assistance, encouraging, and onlooking

behaviour; and 4) the influence of past involvement with bullying and victimization on

bystander behaviour. b .--'
-i . k

Rates of bullying, victimization, and bystander behaviour were comparable to

findings in the existing literature, where male students were more likely than female

students to report involvement in both bullying and victimization. Boys were more likely
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than girls to report participation in encouraging and onlooking behaviours, while being

less likely to report involvement in defending and seeking adult assistance. Partly

consistent with existing findings, older students were more likely to report involvement in

bullying, encouraging, and onlooking behaviour than younger students, who were more

likely to report victimization, defending, and seeking adult assistance.

Self-identified encouragers and onlookers reported a similar array of

characteristics, in that they tended express high levels of tolerance of deviance, while

expressing low levels of pro-victim attitudes and self-efficacy for peer intervention.

Likewise, self-identified defenders and seekers of adult assistance tended to report a

similar array of characteristics to each other, in that they tended to report low levels of

tolerance of deviance, while expressing high levels of pro-victim attitudes and self

efficacy for peer intervention. Additionally, self-identified bullies and self-identified

bully-victims tended to report increased involvement in encouraging and onlooking,

whereas self-identified victims tended to report increased involvement in defending

behaviour and seeking adult assistance.

Results are discussed in terms of implications for bullying prevention and

intervention. Specifically, evidence from the present study suggests that as bystanders,

students predominantly act to either support bullying acts or to support the victims of

these acts, or alternatively, to actively remain outside bullying situations. Thus,

encouraging students to make small changes in the way they express these sentiments

during bullying situations would act to alter the culture of the larger peer group and the

sources of reinforcement available for bullying acts as well as peer intervention attempts.
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

Bullying continues to receive increasing attention in both psychological research

and in general public awareness (McWhinnie, 2002; Olweus, 2003; Pepler, 2008;

Peterson and Rigby, 1999; Salmivalli, 2001; Seals & Young, 2003; Smith, Ananiadou &

Cowie, 2003). What was once deemed a "typical" aspect of childhood is now recognized

as a social problem worthy of investigation and intervention (Elinoff, Chafouleas &

Sassu, 2004; Meraviglia, Becker, Rosenbluth, Sanchez & Robertson, 2003). This can be

witnessed in the surge of academic inquiry on the subject (Smith et al., 2003), an increase

in school programming (Fox & Boulton, 2003), and highly-publicized media coverage.

Although there are competing definitions ofbullying in the literature, several

components of bullying are generally accepted. Bullying involves an imbalance ofpower

between the children who bully and the victimized, where aggression is repeatedly and

intentionally used to inflict harm or discomfort on those victimized (Ma, Stewin &.

Deveda, 2001; Olweus, 2003). Similarly, Marini, Fairbum & Zuber (2001) identify the

following three characteristics of bullying; 1) a repeated pattern of aggression; 2) an

intention to harm; and 3) a power differential between the victim and the victimizer.

Bullying can be described as comprised of different forms along a continuum

ranging from direct to indirect, where direct bullying involves acts of open aggression and

indirect bullying involves more secretive and covert maneuvers (Baldry, 2004; Marini et

al., 2001 ; Marini et al., 2004). Under empirical scrutiny, using factor analysis, clear

distinctions have been made between direct and indirect bullying (Marini, Dane, Bosacki
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& YLC-CURA, 2006). Unlike direct bullying that can be more easily identified, indirect

bullying is more difficult to detect, making it challenging to address. "Indirect bullying is

a covert social manipulation that may enable the aggressor to avoid detection and

retribution" (Marini et al., 2006; p.6). Direct bullying involves open acts of aggression

such as physical or verbal assaults, whereas indirect bullying includes such things as

spreading rumours or persuading peers to harm fellow students. Although indirect forms

of bullying are challenging for adults to identify, indirect bullying acts, by definition,

involve manipulation of the social group, and as such, students are more likely than adults

to be aware of indirect bullying acts and in a better position to address them.

Bullying can also be understood in terms of its function, specifically, whether it is

reactive or proactive in nature. Reactive bullying involves emotional and defensive

aggression in response to perceived provocation, whereas proactive bullying involves

planned, reward-driven, instrumental aggression (Little, Braumer, Jones, Nock & Hawley,

2003). Reactive aggression is more common than proactive aggression and children may

display both types (Merk, Orobio de Castro, Koops & Matthys, 2005). Nonetheless, in

spite of this relationship, there is evidence to suggest that reactive and proactive

aggression have different causes and consequences, thereby suggesting that similar

distinctions should be made when considering bullying behaviour (Marini & Dane, 2008).

Children who bully and who are victimized are at risk of a variety of psychosocial

difficulties. Children who bully tend to experience externalizing problems, including

aggression and delinquency (Khatri et al., 2000), whereas victimization tends to predict

internalizing difficulties, including somatic complaints, anxiety, low-self esteem, •

depression, and withdrawal behaviour (Baldry, 2004; Craig, 1998; Grills & Ollendick,

2002; Rigby, 2001).
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More recently, bully-victims or aggressive victims have been identified in the

literature as a substantial group with up to 33% of students reporting involvement in both

bullying and victimization (Marini et al., 2006; Unnever, 2005). Although children who

both bully and are victimized often share similar psychological outcomes with both

children who bully and children who are victimized, there is evidence that the pattern of

bullying behaviour they display is distinct from either children who bully or children who

are victimized. For example, in a large sample of students from grades 6 through 8,

Unnever (2005) found that the involvement of bully-victims in bullying situations,

whether as bullies or victims, was more likely to be physical in nature as compared to

either children only involved in bullying or children only experiencing victimization.

Likewise, children reporting involvement with bullying and victimization tended to report

fewer experiences with verbal bullying as either bullies or victims, as compared to

children reporting involvement in only bullying and victimization. Furthermore, Unnever

(2005) found that children reporting experience with both bullying and victimization

tended to display higher rates of reactive aggression and lower levels of proactive

aggression than either children only involved in bullying or only reporting victimization,

suggesting that these students' acts of aggression are often triggered by the circumstances

in which they find themselves. Specifically, the physical and reactive nature of the

aggression reported by children who both bully and are victimized indicates that their

behaviour is generally not associated with covert bullying acts; rather it is characterized

by reactive unplanned acts of direct physical aggression.

However, children who bully and/ or are victimized are not the only participants

in a bullying situation. There are also those who witness bullying situations as they

unfold. The present inquiry focuses on school bullying as a social phenomenon, where
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bystanders are considered integral figures in bullying situations. Bullying, like aggression

in general, occurs within a social context and needs to be conceptualized as such.

Bystanders are present during the majority of bullying incidents. They are often the

largest, and arguably, the most influential group present. Bystanders are in the position to

either perpetuate or discourage bullying in the short and long term (Craig & Pepler, 2003;

Hawkins, Pepler, & Craig, 2001; Pepler, 2005). Although peer interventions are generally

successfiil (Pepler, 2005), the influence of bystanders extends beyond their decision to

intervene or not. For instance, the mere presence of bystanders is likely to extend the

duration of bullying incidents (O'Connell, Pepler, & Craig, 1999).

The social nature of bullying can be understood in terms of Bandura's (1977)

Social Learning Theory, in that bystander behaviour acts as a powerfiil force in shaping

the likelihood of fiiture bullying. Specifically, the influence of bystanders extends beyond

their decision to intervene or not. This is witnessed in the variety ofways bystanders

respond to bullying when they witness it. The notions ofmodeling and reinforcement

present themselves as especially relevant to bullying situations. In terms of modeling,

children who bully can act as powerful models for fellow schoolmates. The likelihood of

modeling is increased under the following three conditions: when the model is a powerful

figure; when the model is rewarded rather than punished; and when the model shares

similar characteristics with the observer (Bandura, 1977). These conditions are clearly

applicable to bullying situations (O'Connell, Pepler & Craig, 1 999). Bystanders are likely

to view children who bully as powerful figures who suffer few negative consequences for

their aggressive actions (O'Connell, et al., 1999). For instamce, O'Connell et al. (1999)

report that teachers and peers intervene into bullying only 1 1% and 4% of the time.
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respectively. In this absence of negative consequence, bystanders are likely to perceive

bullying as advantageous.

In terms of bullying behaviour, reinforcement can be drawn from a number of

sources. First, students who bully are generally successfiil at persuading peers to join

them (Pepler, 2005), validating their own behaviour and actively modeling and creating

the context for bullying behaviour in their peers (O'Connell et al., 1999). Furthermore,

when peers join into bullying behaviour they are indicating their support of the bully,

thereby increasing the likelihood of such behaviour in peers. Second, peer intervention

efforts can be seen as supporting and reinforcing positive behaviour in victims and peers

(O'Connell et al., 1999). With support from peers, victims may be better able to avoid

continued victimization. Last, onlookers can play an important role in reinforcing

bullying behaviour either passively or actively (O'Connell et al., 1999). Bullying

behaviour is reinforced passively when attention is paid to it; while it is reinforced

actively when onlookers encourage the bullying acts by shouting or cheering. Although,

those providing an audience for bullying may not intend to indicate support of bullying,

their very presence is likely to communicate approval to the larger peer group.

Salmivalli (1999) advocates studying bullying using the participant role approach,

which "looks at bullying as a group phenomenon which is largely enabled and maintained

by members of a school class taking on different participant roles" (p.453). In addition to

children who bully and children who are victimized, Salmivalli (1999) proposes the

following four participant roles: assistant, reinforcer, defender, and outsider. Assistants

are characterized by their willingness, perhaps eagerness, to join into bullying acts.

Reinforcers, in confrast, reinforce bullying behaviour either passively or actively.

Defenders present themselves as actively opposed to bullying by trying to stop the
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bullying, by befriending and consoling students who are victimized, and /or by seeking

adult assistance. Outsiders report no involvement in bullying situations. Salmivalli,

Lappalainen, and Lagerspetz (1998) have demonstrated moderate stability of these roles

over a 2-year period (grades 6-8). Concerning rates of each participant role, several

studies indicate that between 5%-20% report involvement as reinforcers, 6-10% as

assistants, 17%-44% as defenders, and 9%-32% as outsiders (Salmivalli et al., 1996;

Salmivalli, 1999; Sutton & Smith, 1999). From video-taped playground observations,

O'Connell et al. (1999) found similar evidence to support this framework. In bullying

episodes where at least two peers were present, O'Connell et al. found that on average

bystanders spent 54% of their time passively reinforcing the bullying, 21% of their time

modeling the bullying (assisting), and 25% of their time actively intervening.

Consistent with Social Learning Theory, a modified version of Salmivalli 's (1999)

framework will be used when considering bystander behaviour in the present inquiry.

Bystander behaviour will be considered in terms of whether such behaviour demonstrates

support of children who bully or support of children who are victimized. Additionally,

distinctions will be made between direct or indirect types of behaviour. Modifications act

to sfreamline conceptualization of participant behaviour based on these dimensions and

are as follows.

Defending behaviour will be considered as being comprised of two types of

behaviour: directly intervening into bullying situations and the use of befinending

strategies. In short, direct interventions include behaviours that are public in nature and

involve becoming directly involved in the bullying situation, such as, protecting the

victim or telling the bully to stop ("defenders"). Befiiending behaviours include attempts

to offer support to students after they have been victimized; however, this behaviour
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would also likely known and observable in the larger peer group. Students who defend

the victims of bullying are putting themselves at some risk as their intentions and actions

are easily observable and open to opposition from students in support of bullying acts.

In contrast, indirect interventions include behaviours that are less obvious to peers

and are performed safely outside the bullying situation such as seeking adult assistance or

telling an adult ("seekers of adult support"). Although this behaviour also indicates an

anti-bullying attitude, there is a less potential risk attached to seeking adult support than to

defending behaviour; mainly, indirect interventions are safer than direct ones, and as they

are less visible to peers, they likely display a weaker influence on school and peer culture.

As such, students tending to participate in indirect peer interventions likely display

distinct psychological profiles than students tending to directly intervene. For example,

those intervening directly are conceivably less worried for their safety or social status,

while being more confident in their ability to help than those opting for indirect

interventions. *. ii .. - - ,, .

Joiners and those actively involved in reinforcing bullying behaviour will be

considered collectively as one group. These groups are similar in their effects on

bullying, that is, they share the characteristic of reinforcing bullying behaviour. In short,

both students joining into and students actively reinforcing bullying behaviour act to

increase the likelihood of bullying, and they do so overtly, making their intentions easily

identifiable by peers. This is important when one considers the effects of individual

behaviour on peer culture and vice versa. These types of behaviour openly encourage a

school and peer culture where bullying is generally accepted. For this reason, they will be

considered together as one group labeled "encouragers".
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"Onlookers" include students who passively reinforce bullying by providing an

audience for it. The motivations for onlooking behaviour are unclear, and although

providing an audience for bullying serves to passively reinforce it, many students may be

unaware of the effects of their presence. Specifically, they are not consciously rewarding

bullying behaviour. In fact, many ofthese students may actually be opposed to bullying,

as most students report anti-bullying sentiments (Rigby & Slee, 1991). Furthermore,

some students may be motivated to watch bullying for entertainment while others may do

so out of fear or fi-om feeling unprepared to intervene effectively and safely. It is the lack

of clarity concerning the motivations and intentions for onlooking behaviour that

distinguishes it fi-om encouraging behaviour.

It is important to note that bystander behaviour can be conceptualized in two ways.

First, individual students can be categorized as displaying predominantly one bystander

behaviour in most bullying situations (i.e., encouragers, defenders, etc.) This is a usefiil

classification, as students who act in a certain way during the majority of bullying

situations influence peer culture in a way that is consistent with that behaviour, regardless

of occasional participation in other types of bystander behaviour. In short, students likely

gain a reputation among their peers for certain types of bystander behaviour.

Alternatively, bystander behaviour can be conceptualized as being comprised of

various continuous variables that all occur to varying degrees in most individuals (i.e.,

encouraging, defending, etc.) This is probably a more accurate representation of

bystander behaviour, as human behaviour varies across situation and context and

bystander behaviour is no exception. For example, it is conceivable that students that

provide an audience for bullying in one situation may encourage it in another. The

present inquiry will consider bystander behaviour in both ways. Mainly, categorical
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analyses of bystander behaviour will be denoted with the suffix -er (ie., encourager,

onlooker, defender, seeker of adult support), whereas analyses of bystander behaviour as

continuums will be denoted with the suffix -ing (ie., encouraging, onlooking, defending,

seeking adult support). Using this framework, bystander behaviour can be described

along two dimensions: type ofbehaviour (direct/ indirect) and target ofbehaviour (bully/

victim).

Table 1

Bystander Behaviours

Target
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bullying act to encourage victims to confront their victimizers. Specifically, the

victimized would likely find it easier to confi-ont their victimizer when they are

reasonably confident that their peers will support their efforts. Concerning bystanders,

when students defend the victims of bullying, they are modeling such behaviour for their

peers, as well as indicating that they are a potential source of support should other

students choose to intervene in future. In short, as outlined in Figure 1 , bystander

behaviour can be conceptualized along a continuum ranging fi-om support ofbullying to

support of the victimized.

Figure 1

Bystander Behaviour as a Continuum Ranging From Support ofBullying to Support ofthe
Victimized
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formalized peer interventions. To date, few inquiries have systematically examined the

determinants of bystander attitudes and behavioural choices. As such, the current inquiry

endeavours to identify factors contributing to the adoption of bystander behaviour during

bullying situations.

ilV
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Chapter Two

LITERATURE REVIEW

The Importance ofResearch into School Bullying

Rates ofBullying and Victimization

Although the manifestation and form of bullying may be culturally (Yoneyama &

Naito, 2003) and methodologically (Marini & Dane, 2008) influenced, bullying is

prevalent internationally (Carney, Hazier, & Higgins, 2002; Craig & Pepler, 2003; Elsea

et al., 2003; Ma et al., 2001; Meraviglia et al., 2003; O'Connell et al., 1999; Smith &

Brain, 2000). Studies from various countries indicate that between 8 and 46% of students

report being regularly victimized, while between 5 and 30% report regular participation in

bullying behaviour (Borg, 1999; Boulton & Underwood, 1992; Olweus, 1991; Salmivalli,

1999; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Sutton and Smith, 1999; Whitney & Smith, 1993). The

rather large range in prevalence rates between studies can be largely attributed to

methodological differences. Bullying has been defined and measured in a variety of

ways, and as such, prevalence rates vary accordingly. Although estimates of bullying

prevalence are dependent on how bullying and victimization are measured, there is

considerable agreement that approximately 5-10% of students are likely to report

persistent bullying of others and 10-15% of students are likely to report persistent

victimization (Nasel, Overpeck, Pilla, Ruan, Simons-Morton & Scheldt, 2001; Rigby,

2001). Likewise, there is a recently-identified group of children who are involved in both

bullying and victimization who comprise between 10% and 15% of students (Craig, 1998;

Marini et al., 2006, Olweus, 2001 ; Schwartz, Proctor & Chein, 2001). For example, in a
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large Dutch sample of students ranging from 9 to 1 1 years of age, 16% reported being

victimized at least several times a month and 5.5% reported participating in bullying

behaviour this often (Fekkes, Pijpers & Verloove-Vanhorick, 2005). Likewise, Seals and

Young (2003) found that 24% of American students in grades 7 and 8 reported

involvement in bullying as either bullies or victims. Among Australian students aged 6 to

16 years of age, on average, 10% and 11% of students were described as "picked on a lot"

by their female and male peers, respectively (Rigby and Slee, 1991). A similar pattern

has been identified in Canada. According to the World Health Organization's 2002

Health and Behaviour of School-Aged Children Survey (HBSC), bullying is widespread

in Canadian schools (Craig & Pepler, 2003). The HBSC revealed that 54% and 32% of

Canadian boys and girls, respectively, reported bullying others at least once in the

previous six weeks (Craig & Pepler, 2003). Furthermore, 34% and 27% of Canadian boys

and girls, respectively, reported being the victim of bullying at least once in the previous

six weeks (Craig & Pepler, 2003). Furthermore, the HBSC revealed that a smaller, but

sizable proportion of students reported experience with bullying and victimization on a

more frequent basis, where 10% of boys and 7% of girls reported bullying others at least

twice in the previous 5 days and 17% of boys and 18% of girls reported victimization this

often (Craig & Pepler, 2003). Similarly, in a study using remote video and audio

recording of Toronto elementary students, Atlas and Pepler (1998) found that bullying

acts occurred at a rate of twice an hour in the classroom. These estimates of bullying and

victimization suggest that while rates may vary, active involvement in bullying and

victimization is widespread among school-aged children.
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Negative Outcomes Associated with School Bullying

There is an abundance of research indicating that school bullying is related to

negative outcomes for perpetrators, victims, and those who witness bullying incidents.

Craig and Pepler (2003) argue that "children who bully others and those who are

victimized are at risk for a wide range of psychosocial problems" (p.577). Both bullying

and victimization tend to predict negative short and long-term consequences for health

and well-being (Baldry, 2004; Cowie, 1998; Fox & Boulton, 2003; Ma et al., 2001

;

Meraviglia et al., 2003; Rigby, 1998). For example, in a study of454 students in grades 7

and 8, Seals & Young (2003) found that both children who bully and those who are

victimized tended to report higher levels of depression than students reporting no

involvement. There are numerous negative correlates ofbullying and victimization

identified in the literature. Both children who bully and those who are victimized are /

more likely to be rejected by their peers (Khatri, Kupersmidt & Patterson, 2000), to suffer

depression (Seals & Young, 2003), and to be at greater risk for suicide (Evans, Marte,

Betts, Silliman, 2000).

Bullying tends to predict a host of externalizing difficulties, including, aggression

and delinquency, psychiatric disorders such as conduct and anxiety disorder, peer

relations difficulties, and poor academic performance (Coie, Dodge & Kupersmidt, 2000;

Khatri et al., 2000; Haynie, et al., 2001; Loeber, Green, Lahey & Kalb, 2000; Nansel et

al., 2001 ; Olweus, 2001). Moreover, aggression in childhood and adolescence has been

linked to numerous negative psycho-social outcomes in adulthood, including, criminal

convictions, unemployment, smoking and substance abuse, spousal abuse, and depression

&. anxiety (Farrington, 1993; Moffitt, Caspi, Harrington & Milne, 2002; Riby, 2001).
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Victimization tends to predict a variety of internalizing difficulties, including

somatic complaints, anxiety, depression, low self-esteem, withdrawal behaviour, and

increased risk or suicide (Baldry, 2004; Craig, 1998; Grills & Ollendick, 2002; Rigby,

2001). The victims of bullying are especially prone to poor mental health outcomes when

they have few sources of support (Rigby, 2000; Stevens, VanOost & Bourdeauhuij, 2000).

Bully-victim status has also been implicated in a variety of psychosocial negative

outcomes that may be compounded by involvement in both bullying and victimization.

For instance, in a study of students in grades 6 through 8, Unnever (2005) found that

children who bullied and were victimized reported fewer fiiendships than either children

who reported only bullying or victimization behaviour. Bully-victims tend to share

characteristics with both children who bully and children who are victimized. Like

children who bully, bully-victims tend to experience externalizing difficulties (Haynie et

al., 2001; Pellegrini, Bartini, & Brooks, 1999; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002). However,

like the victimized, bully-victims tend to experience internalizing problems and

difficulties with peers (Kumpalainen, Rasanen, & Henttonen, 1999; Pellegrini et al.,

1999).

Bystanders too, arguably, suffer ill effects as a result of their involvement in

bullying situations (Elinoff et al., 2004; Craig & Pepler, 2003; O'Connell et al., 1999).

Craig and Pepler (2003) report that 83% of Canadian children between the ages of 5 and

14 describe witnessing bullying as either "a bit" or "quite unpleasant". Furthermore,

aggressive incidents disrupt learning and school activities by diverting teachers' time and

attention away fi"om other students, thereby affecting the quality of learning opportunities

and the overall culture of the classroom and school (Nucci, 2006). Carney et al. (2002)

argue that "peer abuse is problematic and often traumatic for students, parents, teachers.
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school counselors, and administration" (p.92). In short, bullying is a problem for

everyone involved. These findings speak to the need to address school bullying using the

most effective means possible.

Bullying as an Enduring Behavioural Pattern

Bullying has been documented across the lifespan, occurring in diverse settings

such as the workplace, the family, the school, etc. The literature suggests that bullying

behaviour reaches its peak around middle childhood (Meraviglia et al., 2003). As the

nature of bullying tends to change with development, it is likely that childhood bullying

behaviour is connected with social, emotional, and psychological patterns of relating to

others that persist into adulthood (Craig & Pepler, 2003). Adolescent and childhood

bullying may be more subtle and relational in nature, making it more difficult to detect

and measure (Cowie, 1998; Elsea & Rees, 2001). O'Connell et al. (1999) argue that

bullying behaviour tends to shift in nature fi-om physical to verbal to relational with age

and development. Framing bullying in a social context, Craig and Pepler (2003) define

bullying as "the assertion of interpersonal power through aggression, it is a relationship

problem that underlies many problems related to interpersonal violence across the

lifespan" (p.577). School bullying behaviour is likely to translate into aggressive

relationship tendencies in adulthood, such as workplace bullying and domestic violence

(Craig & Pepler, 2003; Smith, Singer, Hoel & Cooper, 2003). Craig and Pepler (2003)

argue that "the lessons learned in bullying within peer relationships generalize to other

developmentally significant relationships" (p.578). This makes it especially important to

identify bullying behaviour as early as possible, thus preventing this behaviour from

becoming an entrenched pattern of relating to others in adulthood.
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School as the Optimal Intervention Site '

Childhood bullying most frequently occurs within a school context, although this

is not always the case (Elinoff et al., 2004; Craig & Pepler, 2003). This is especially

distressing, as safe learning environments are essential to students' successftil academic

and social development. In addition, students report that within the school setting,

bullying is most likely to occur during times or in areas with little supervision (Craig &

Pepler, 2003; Kanesuna & Smith, 2002; Meraviglia et al., 2003). Rigby (1998) describes

bullying as happening in the playground, the hallways, the classroom, during breaks,

when teachers aren't looking, and outside the school building. Fekkes et al. (2005) found

that students reported that bullying takes place most often in the school yard or classroom.

Schools, by their very nature, are in an optimal position to address bullying on multiple

levels. They are staffed with a variety of service professionals who contribute to the

development of the vast majority of children. Moreover, a large proportion of children's

lives are spent in the school setting (Newman-Carlson & Home, 2004). Beyond issues of

supervision, schools need to be actively involved in addressing bullying. Furthermore, as

children attend school throughout their development, schools and school professionals

have the unique opportunity to positively influence the developmental frajectories of those

involved in bullying incidents.

The Importance ofResearch into Bullying as a Social Phenomenon

Bullying research to date has focused mainly on individual children while

describing bullying as dyadic in nature (Hawkins et al., 2001; McWhinnie, 2002; Sutton

& Smith, 1999). Although the knowledge this type of inquiry produces is inarguably

valuable in designing and implementing targeted approaches to bullying intervention,

these approaches overlook some characteristics that are unique to the social components
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of bullying (McWhinnie, 2002; O'Connell et al., 1999). As such, there has been an .
•

increasing trend in the literature to conceptualize bullying as a social phenomenon.

Exploring the social nature of bullying enables a richer understanding of the phenomenon

generally. Specifically, bullying is influenced not only by the actions of bullies and

victims, but by group processes as well. One could argue that group-level expectations

influence both those directly involved in bullying situations and in those who witness

them.

For instance, when bullying began to be recognized as an issue of concern, social

skills training emerged as a social central mode of intervention, especially for victims

(Pepler, 2005). Although some successes were evidenced, these attempts were unable to

satisfactorily and consistently engender lasting changes in patterns of school bullying.

Pepler (2005) argues that this is a result of the peer group remaining relatively unchanged

in spite of changes in the behaviour of victims. In short, bullying likely serves group

functions that remain relatively stable in the face of individual changes in behaviour and

attitude. Role expectations on a group level make it difficult to alter one's status and

behaviour within the peer group (Salmivalli, 1999; Sutton & Smith, 1999), where the

behaviour of the group acts to facilitate bullying and victimization. For instance. Fox and

Boulton (2003) invesfigated social skills training in children aged 9 to 13 years. t

Participants were peer-rated for social skills deficits, peer victimization, and fiiendship,

while levels of depression, anxiety, and self-esteem were self-reported. Although y

increases in global self-esteem were witnessed in victims' self reports, peer nominations

remained stable. Specifically, peer nominations of victimization, social skills deficits, and

peer acceptance remained consistent over time. Importantly, peer perceptions of

victimized students did not change regardless of changes in victims' self-perception.
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Although this study followed-up students at three intervals over an academic year, it is

still possible that more long-term gains will present themselves. Nonetheless, it seems

that changes in the dynamics of the group are at least equally important as targeted

approaches that address the children who bully and are victimized directly. Fox and

Boulton frame this finding as a methodological short-coming, suggesting that self-report

measures of victimization would reveal additional gains from the training. It can be

argued, however, that peer nomination is the most appropriate measure, as being a victim

of bullying, by definition, is dependent on the behaviour of others. . -; * s .

Rates by which Students Witness Bullying . ;

Findings from the International Bystander project (2005) headed by Rigby and

Johnson confirm that a large proportion of students report regularly witnessing bullying

behaviour. The project involved students in Isreal, Italy, England, and Australia and

included audio-video slide shows depicting physical, verbal, and sexual bullying

situations. As part of the study, students were then asked to indicate on a 4-point scale

how often they had witnessed such acts. Rates of witnessed bullying were similarly high

across countries. For example, halfof Israeli students reported witnessing verbal and

physical bullying on at least a weekly basis, whereas one third reported witnessing sexual

bullying acts (Rolider & Ochayon, 2005). In Australia, 22% and 40% of primary and

secondary school students reported witnessing verbal bullying on most days, whereas

10% and 19% reported of witnessing physical bullying on most days, respectively (Rigby

& Johnson, 2005). In England, McLaughlin, Arnold, and Boyd (2005) found that 33% of

students reported witnessing physical bullying on at least a weekly basis, whereas 60.4%

reported witnessing verbal bullying that often. Using remote audio and video recording.

Atlas and Pepler (1998) found that in Toronto classrooms bullying occurs, on average.
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twice an hour and bystanders are present 85% of the time. These studies suggest that a

large portion of students consider witnessing bullying a common occurrence and part of

their school life.

The Influence ofBystanders over Bullying

As bystanders are present during the vast majority ofbullying incidents (Atlas &

Pepler, 1998; Cowie, 1998; O'Connell, et al., 1999), they are in the position to either

perpetuate or discourage bullying (Craig & Pepler, 2003; Hawkins et al., 2001; Pepler,

2005). Peer influence can act in positive or negative ways, and as such, bystanders can

use their influence to increase or decrease the incidence of bullying. For instance, a

variety of studies indicate that 5 to 20% of students report involvement in bullying as

reinforcers, 6 to 10 % as assistants, 17 to 44% as defenders, and 9 to 32% as outsiders

(Salmivalli et al., 1996; Salmivalli, 1999; Sutton & Smith, 1999).

Craig and Pepler (2003) argue that a universal approach to bullying is needed, one

that addresses the whole peer group and empowers bystanders to intervene. School

bullying is a form of aggression rooted within the contexts of the peer group, the

classroom, and the school (Pepler, 2005; Salmivalli, 1999; Sutton & Smith, 1999).

Salmivalli ( 1 999) argues that "these problems (bullying) should be handled within the

social group in which they have arisen" (p.455). Likewise, "assessments and

interventions to support children in bullying and/ or victimization should be systemic,

encompassing individual children, their peer groups, family, and school or community

setting" (Craig & Pepler, 2003, p.577).

The mere presence of bystanders is likely to increase the duration of bullying

incidents (O'Connell et al., 1999). For example, using observational data, O'Connell et

al. (1999) found that among students aged 5 through 12, the number of bystanders
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positively predicted the duration of bullying incidents. In a similar observational study,

Hawkins et al. (2001) found that among students in grades 1 through 6, peers were present

during over 85% of bullying episodes and actively intervened during only 19% of these.

Peer interventions aimed directly at children who bully tended to be aggressive, whereas

interventions aimed directly at the victimized or the bully-victim dyad tended to be non-

aggressive. Importantly, half of these peer interventions were successfiil in stopping the

bullying situation. Peers tend to intervene in bullying more often than adults and their

interventions tend to be more effective (Hawkins, et al., 2001; Pepler, 2005). Similarly, in

their study of an intervention campaign against bullying, Peterson and Slee (1999) found

that student efforts were more positively received by students than adult-initiated efforts.

However, peers are still generally reluctant to get involved in bullying situations (Atlas &

Pepler, 1998). '.-lyi:. :;-«>5^

Most students report an opposition to bullying (Rigby & Slee, 1991) and an

intention to help the victims of bullying (Craig & Pepler, 2003; O'Connell, et al., 1999;

Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1996). However, most

students fail to act when bullying arises in real-life contexts (Salmivalli et al., 1996).

Students typically underestimate their involvement in bullying (Kanetsuna & Smith,

2002; Salmivalli et al., 1996) and their attitudes and beliefs do not consistently correspond

to their actual behaviour (Hawkins et al., 2001; Pepler, 2005; Salmivalli, 2001). For

instance, O'Connell, et al. (1999) found that although 41% of students reported an

intention to intervene on behalfof victims, observational data revealed that bystanders

spent only 25% of their time intervening in real-life bullying situations. Likewise,

Salmivalli et al. (1996) found that 6"^ grade Finnish students tended to describe

themselves as defenders or outsiders, yet peers did not necessarily confirm these reports.





In a study of students aged 7-1 1 years, Tapper and Boulton (2005) used wireless

microphones and hidden cameras to examine how victims and peers respond to bullying

acts. Tapper and Boulton found that while victims tend to retaliate or withdraw, peers are

likely to lend their support to bullying. This was especially the case for indirect and

relational acts (Tapper & Boulton, 2005). Several potential explanations for the

discrepancy between students' intentions to intervene and their real-life behaviour have

been suggested in the literature, including they believe their efforts will be unsuccessful,

they lack the necessary skill and/ or knowledge to intervene, they fear for their personal

safety and/ or social status, or lastly, they secretly approve of bullying.

Lessonsfrom Formalized Peer Interventions ri v >-#,*>%

Bullying interventions utilizing formalized peer supports have met with moderate

successes (Menesini, Codecasa, Benelli & Cowie, 2003; Smith et al., 2003; Lines, 2005).

Formalized peer intervention, including peer counseling, mediation, and befriending have

been evaluated extensively in the literature. For instance, in a qualitative investigation of

a peer-support intervention with 9 UK primary and secondary schools, Cowie (1998)

found that both peer-helpers and involved teachers reported gains for themselves and for

the school community in general. Peer-helpers reported gains in skill, confidence,

communication, and teamwork. Furthermore, both peer-helpers and involved teachers

believed that their contributions were reducing bullying rates in their schools. In a similar

study of secondary students, Naylor and Cowie (1999) not only confirmed these findings,

they found that users of the program reported benefits as well. It appears that formalized

peer intervention programs are at least as beneficial to peer-helpers as they are to the

victims of bullying and school conflict. In this vein, Casella (2000) argues that although
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"peer intervention is designed to resolve conflicts in schools; it is the mediators

themselves who benefit most fi-om the programs - not the disputants (p. 324).

Although the effectiveness of formalized peer intervention programs is generally

supported in the literature, there are a few contradictions. It is especially important that

programs are adequately maintained and supervised over time. For instance, Stevens et

al. (2000) found that the effectiveness of peer interventions diminished over time, likely

reflecting a lack of appropriate program maintenance. In addition, peer interventions may

not be appropriate in all instances. For example, in an all-boys school with high levels of

bullying, Cowie & Olafsson (2000) found that a peer-support program neither decreased

bullying rates, nor did it increase the likelihood of peer intervention. However, caution

must be exercised in generalizing these results. The program's ineffectiveness is likely

accounted for by two factors: 1) boys have consistently demonstrated considerable

reluctance to participate in formalized peer intervention (Cowie, Naylor, Talamelli,

Chauhan, & Smith, 2002); and 2) schools with abnormally high levels of bullying may be

especially resistant to change, suggesting that targeted approaches would be more

appropriate in these situations.

Importantly, peer interventions (befriending, peer-counseling, mediation, etc.),

like more targeted approaches, tend to happen after bullying has already occurred. As

such, they do little to address bullying in the moment. Furthermore, like targeted

approaches, such interventions tend to focus almost solely on children who bully and

those who are victimized and the larger peer group may have limited knowledge of these

programs in their schools. In short, these programs are likely ineffective in influencing

how bystanders respond to bullying situations when they arise.
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Few bullying interventions have emphasized bystander training as a means of

reducing bullying (Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, & Voeten, 2005; Rigby & Johnson, 2005).

Only recently have intervention attempts begun to consider the dynamics of the peer

group. For instance, Salmivalli et al. (2005) used a multilevel, longitudinal design with

adjacent cohorts to evaluate the effectiveness of a teacher-implemented bullying program

among grade 4 and 5 students. After receiving training and a program manual, teachers

implemented a program in their classrooms that emphasized the group processes involved

in bullying. Salmivalli et al. (2005) found the program effective in reducing bullying,

victimization, and the frequency by which students witnessed bullying. The authors also

found positive shifts in participant role; however, the effects of intervention on participant

role were weak and inconsistent. .',.

Factors Influencing Bystander Behaviour ', — .»

.

The determinants of bystanders' attitude toward and responses to bullying

situations can be conceptualized as being cognitive, social, or emotional in nature. This is

not to suggest that these factors are mutually exclusive; rather, they are interconnected

constructs. Specifically, individual cognitive and emotional tendencies are likely

moderated by social factors. For instance, school environments where bullying is openly

tolerated will likely discourage peer intervention even in those generally inclined to

provide help. Likewise, anti-bullying environments may engender peer intervention

efforts in those generally reluctant to act. In short, individual and social factors likely

interact in their effects on bystander behaviour. Therefore, although these factors will be

discussed separately, it is important to note that they are interconnected.
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Cognitive Influences f

Attitudes Toward Bullying and Victimization. Tolerance for bullying is likely to

vary on an individual basis in addition to the influences of peer and school-culture.

Tolerance toward bullying and anti-victim beliefs have been documented as wide-spread

phenomena. For instance, in a qualitative inquiry, Terasajo and Salmivalli (2003) found

such attitudes prevalent among students in schools with high bullying rates (4*-6*

grades). Interviews with these students revealed that it was not uncommon for bullying to

be framed as a "game", a harmless act, and/ or falling upon deserving victims.

Disturbingly, in a sample of students aged 6 to 16 years, Rigby and Slee (1991) found that

these types of attitudes tend to increase with age. Of interest to the present inquiry is the

relationship between bystander and these types of attitudes, beliefs, and cognitions. High

levels of tolerance for bullying are likely to predict a tendency toward encouraging

bullying, while low levels of tolerance are likely to predict peer intervention efforts.

Findings from the International Bystander Project suggest that this is in fact the case. For

instance, in England and Australia students who reported an intention to intervene into

bullying situations also reported greater sympathy toward the victims of bullying as

measured with the pro-victim scale (McLaughlin et al., 2005; Rigby & Johnson, 2005).

Normative Beliefs Legitimizing Antisocial Behaviour/ Tolerance ofDeviance.

Consistent with the social information processing model of aggression (Crick & Dodge,

1994), research indicates that children who bully and children who both bully and are

victimized tend to display cognitive biases that act to legitimize or sanction antisocial

behaviour (Marini et al., 2006). Likewise, Jessor, Van Den Bos, Vanderryn, Costa, and

Turbin (1995) investigated the relationship between problem behaviour and Attitudinal

Intolerance of Deviance. Attitudinal Intolerance of Deviance can be conceptualized as,
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"A commitment to conventional values and disapproval of norm-violative activities, and

serves as a direct personal control against involvement in such activities" (p.8). Among

students in grades 7 through 9, Jessor et al. (1995) found that Attitudinal Intolerance of

Deviance serves as a protective factor against risks associated with problem behaviour.

Specifically, students who expressed a low level of tolerance for deviance or anti-social

behaviour were less likely to participate in anti-social or problem behaviour. A similar

construct, self-serving cognitive distortion describes the degree to which one legitimizes

anti-social behaviour (Liau, Barriga, & Gibbs, 1998). There has been considerable

research confirming a relationship between such beliefs and participation in anti-social

acts and delinquency (Barriga &Gibbs, 1 996; Barriga, Landau, Stinson, & Liau, 2000;

Liau et al., 1998). Barriga et al. (2000) describe cognitive distortions as "inaccurate ways

of attending to or conferring meaning on experience" (p.37). Self-serving distortions act

as justification for behaviour and they facilitate aggressive behaviour. They "help to

protect the self ft-om blame or a negative self-concept and thereby disinhibit aggression or

other anti-social behaviour" (Barriga et al., 2000, p.36).

Among school children in grades 5 to 8, Bombay (2002) found that self-serving

cognitive distortions are related to bullying behaviour. This relationship was consistent

across gender and development. Surprisingly, Bombay also found a small, but significant

relationship between reports of victimization and self-serving cognitive distortions. It is

likely that self-serving cognitive distortions not only predict bullying behaviour directly,

but are also associated with joining into bullying situations or actively reinforcing them.

These behaviours differ fi-om bullying only in that they perpetuate bullying rather than

initiate it. As such, students actively reinforcing or joining into bullying situations will
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likely share many characteristics with those who bully, including cognitive and

behavioural patterns.

Self-Efficacy Beliefs. It seems unlikely that peers will intervene into bullying if

they think their efforts will be unsuccessful. It has been demonstrated that students are

generally uncomfortable with bullying (O'Connell et al., 1999); yet they are unlikely to

intervene in real-life situations (Salmivalli et al., 1996). It is conceivable that peers do not

know how to intervene appropriately and/ or they do not believe their interventions efforts

will be successful (O'Connell et al., 1999). These types of beliefs are undoubtedly linked

to other variables, such as overall school culture/ tolerance of bullying, peer group

activity, available resources and support, etc. Nonetheless, perception about one's beliefs

about the ability to successfully intervene will likely present itself as an individual

characteristic. Specifically, strong feelings of self-efficacy concerning peer intervendon

will likely engender real-life intervenfion attempts, while low levels of self-efficacy will

likely predict onlooking behaviour. ;.

In their 2005 study, Rigby and Johnson investigated the relationship between self-

efficacy and students' reported intention to intervene into bullying situations. No

relationship was identified; however the authors measured self-efficacy as a generalized

construct, rather than for peer intervention specifically. It is likely that a general sense of

self-efficacy does not necessarily translate into self-efficacy for peer intervention. In

contrast, before and after a teacher-implemented intervention, Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, and

Voeten (2005) asked elementary students two questions specific to self-efficacy for peer

intervention and found an increase in students' confidence following intervention.

Developmental Age. Inquiries concerning the influence of age on bullying

behaviour have produced mixed results. A variety of studies have indicated a general
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decline in bullying and victimization with age (Rigby & Slee, 1991 ; Seals & Young,

2003); however, other studies indicate no such declines (Ortega & Lera, 2000; Whitney &

Smith, 1993). In one study, Rigby and Slee (1991) found a small decline in reported

bullying behaviour with age. This finding was confirmed by Seals' and Young's (2003)

study showing a decrease in bullying involvement between grades 7 and 8, with no

difference in type of bullying behaviour between grades. However earlier studies indicate

no declines in self-reported rates of bullying behaviour with age (Ortega & Lera, 2000;

Whitney & Smith, 1993). Concerning victimization, Eslea & Rees (2000) found that

adults recalled the highest levels of victimization between the ages of 1 1 and 13 with a

steady decline thereafter, indicating a decline in victimization with age. Consistent with

this finding, Salmivalli et al. (1996) found declines in peer-reported victimization rates

between students in grades 6 and 8 (1 1 .7% and 5.4%). In contrast, in a study of students

in grades 3, 4, 5, and 6, Perry, Kusel, and Perry (1988) found no declines in peer-reported

victimization with age. Interestingly, in a study of students in grades 4 through 6,

Salmivalli (2002) found that self-reported declines in victimization were not confirmed by

peer or teacher reports. Specifically, when students considered a comprehensive

definition of bullying, a greater number of younger students than older students reported

experiences of victimization that were not confirmed by their peers or teachers. There is

also evidence that rather than declining in rate, the nature of bullying shifts over

development. O'Connell et al. (1999) argue that with age, the nature of bullying shifts

from overt physical bullying to more covert and relational forms of bullying. These shifts

may make it difficult to accurately measure bullying behaviour among older children and

adolescents.
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Findings concerning development and bystander behaviour are also limited.

Rigby and Slee (1991) found that among Australian students aged 6 through 16 years,

peers' attitudes towards the victims of bullying became less sympathetic with age,

suggesting that older students may be less likely to intervene on behalf of the victims of

bullying and more likely to join into bullying situations. This finding is mirrored in the

results of the international bystander project. For example, among Australian students,

elementary school students were more likely than secondary school students to report that

they would support the victims of bullying or that they would tell a teacher (Rigby &

Johnson, 2005). In contrast, older Australian students were more likely than their younger

counterparts to report that they would ignore bullying situations or lend their support to

the bullying acts. Among English students, McLaughlin et al. (2005) found that younger

students were more likely than their older counterparts to report that they would tell a

teacher about bullying situations, whereas older students were more likely report that they

would openly support the victims of bullying or ignore it. Nonetheless, there is some

evidence that bystander behaviour is stable over age/development. For instance,

Salmivalli et al. (1998) found moderate stability in participant role over time, especially

among boys. Gender also plays a role in the relationship between age and bystander

behaviour. For instance, O'Connell et al. (1999) found that older boys (grades 4-6) are

more likely to join into bullying behaviour than younger boys (grades 1-3) or girls

(gradesl-6). h, >
. -,

Social Influences _^.

Past Involvement in Bullying Situations. One plausible determinant ofbystander

behaviour is past involvement in bullying situations. For instance, it seems likely that

students reporting previous bullying behaviour would be less likely to report intentions to
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intervene as bystanders. For example, among Italian students aged 12-16 years, Baldry

(2005) found that self-reported bullies were more likely than peers to report intentions to

support the bully or to ignore bullying when they witnessed it, and they were less likely to

report intentions to directly intervene or to tell a teacher. Self-reported victims were less

likely to report direct interventions and more likely to report telling a teacher about

bullying situations than their peers. Presumably, victims were less likely to report

intentions to directly intervene due to fear of retaliation, future victimization, or loss of

social status. Among Israeli students, where self-reported bullies were less likely to

report intentions to tell a teacher about bullying and more likely to report intentions to

support bullying (Roldier and Ochayon, 2005). ^.l c»M'«;fing

Popularity. Just as rejection is associated with victimization (Mouttapa, Valente,

Gallaher, Rohrbach, & Ungar, 2004), popularity may play a crucial role in students'

willingness and/ or ability to intervene on behalf of bullied students. O'Connell et al.

(1999) argue that "children with high social status might be relatively immune from the

peer pressures that maintain the bully's power differential and dominance" (p.440). It

seems likely that social status within the group is essential for intervention efforts to be

effective. For example, in students aged 12 to 13 years, Salmivalli et al. (1996) found that

on average peers rated defenders as the most accepted and least rejected. In short,

defenders tended to be popular among their peers. It is unclear which direction this

relationship takes. Popularity may be essential is promoting the effectiveness of peer

intervention, or alternatively, defenders may be more popular with their peers as a result

of their efforts. For instance, among 9- and 10-year-olds, Warden and McKinnon (2003)

found that pro-social children were most popular among their peers and displayed more

empathy than either children who bully or children who are victimized. In contrast, males
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tending to reinforce bullying behaviour were more likely to be popular, while males

tending to join into bullying situations tended to be of average social standing.

Peer Networks. The role of the immediate peer group may not only play a role in

bullying behaviour (Pepler, 2005), it may also play a role in bystander behaviour. Peer

group membership is a good predictor of individual behaviour and attitudes, and

consequently aggressive behaviour. The direction of this relationship is unclear, and as

such, it cannot be determined the degree to which individuals choose friends with similar

values and behaviour and the degree to which individual behaviour is influenced by the

peer group. Restructuring peer groups may prove useful in addressing bullying at

multiple levels; however, caution must be exercised, as children's agency in choosing

their friends must be respected (Cowie, 1999). Regardless, peer group membership

proves useful in predicting bullying behaviour. For instance, Mouttapa, Valente, -c-

Gallaher, Rohrbach and Unger (2004) found that friends' participation in aggressive acts

predicted bullying behaviour, while victimization was negatively related to an aggressive

peer group.

Furthermore, there is evidence that bystander role can be predicted by peer group

membership. For instance, among Finnish grade 8 students, Salmivalli et al. (1998) found

that especially among girls, current peer networks were a better predictor of bullying

behaviour than behaviour displayed 2 years prior. In addition, bullies, assistants, and

reinforcers tended to belong to the same peer groups, while victims, defenders and

outsiders tended to form separate peer groups characterized by smaller numbers. Not

surprisingly, victims tended to be excluded from all peer groups. Interestingly, among

girls, it was not uncommon for bullies and victims to belong to the same peer group.

More recently, the International Bystander Project indicates that students reporting an
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intention to intervene on behalfof the victimization also tend to report that their friends

would expect them to do so (McLaughlin et al., 2005; Rigby & Johnson, 2005.

Diffusion ofResponsibility. The notion of diffusion of responsibility emerged in

the 1960s after the Kitty Genovese incident. It was reported that despite 38 witnesses to

her murder, no one intervened on her behalf, called the police, or reported the crime

(Darley & Latane, 1968). From this incident, the concept of diffusion of responsibility

began to receive attention. Diffusion of responsibility describes situations where

bystanders perceive themselves as having less responsibility to help if others are also

present (Darley & Latane, 1968). In these situations, bystanders are less likely to

intervene on behalfof others (Darley & Latane, 1968). Findings indicate that when in an

emergency, bystanders are less likely to offer help when they are aware that others are

also present (Darley & Latane, 1968; Latane & Darley, 1968). Although there has been

little empirical research investigating the relationship between bullying and diffusion of

responsibility, it is likely that this concept can help explain and describe the behaviour of

bystanders in bullying situations. Further evidence can be found in bystanders' own

beliefs and attitudes concerning their own behaviour. For instance, bystanders

consistently underestimate their roles in bullying situations (Salmivalli, et al., 1996), and

often fail to intervene despite intentions to do so. One possible explanation for this

discrepancy is the notion of diffusion of responsibility. . >

Gender. While the picture is rather complex, generally, research has supported the

notion that boys tend to be more involved in bullying behaviour than girls (Baldry, 2004;

Seals & Young, 2003). For instance, Siann, Callaghan, Glissov, Lockhart, and Rawson

(1994) found that male high school students reported greater involvement with bullying

and victimization than their female counterparts. The greatest differences in reported
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bullying behaviour between girls and boys have been found using self-report measures,

whereas observational measures have tended to reveal smaller gaps in prevalence rates

(Craig & Pepler, 2003; Pepler, 2005). Furthermore, reports of victimization are mixed,

with most evidence suggesting that boys and girls report comparable rates (Craig &

Pepler, 2003). Furthermore, girls tend to be more involved in relational and emotional

forms of bullying (Elinoff et al., 2004; O'Connell et al., 1999) making their involvement

more difficult to measure. Additional gender patterns make the phenomenon more

complex. For instance. Seals and Young (2003) found that children who bully are more

likely to target same-sex peers. Since school bullying generally arises from within the

peer group, this is not surprising.

Similarly, research suggests that gender plays a role in bystander behaviour.

There are numerous examples in the literature demonstrating that girls are more likely to

intervene than boys, who are more likely than girls to join into bullying behaviour

(Hawkins et al., 2001; O'Connell et al., 1999). For instance, Rigby and Slee (1991) found

that among Australian students aged 6 to 16, girls tended to be more sympathetic toward

victims than boys. Likewise, in an investigation of the stability of bystander role in

Finland over a 2-year period (grades 6-8), Salmivalli et al. (1998) found that the role of

bully showed the most stability among boys, while girls displayed more consistency in

defending the victims of bullying. In another study, Salmivalli et al. (1996) found that

among 6* grade Finnish students, boys most often adopted the roles of bully, reinforcer,

or assistant, while girls most often adopted the roles of defender or outsider. Similar

patterns of reported behaviour emerged in the International Bystander Project. After

watching an audio-video presentation depicting verbal, physical, and sexual bullying acts,

students were asked to indicate how they might respond to such situations in real-life.
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Generally girls were found more likely to report support for the victimized than boys, who

were more likely to report support for bullying. For example, in Italy, Baldry (2005)

found that among students aged 1 2 to 1 6 years, girls were more likely than boys to report

their intention to directly intervene into bullying situations or to tell a teacher. Italian

boys, in contrast, were more likely to report their support of the bullying or that they

generally ignore bullying situations. Similar patterns of behaviour were found among

Australian students, where girls were more likely than boys to report that they would tell a

teacher about bullying and boys were more likely to report that they would ignore

bullying situations (Rigby and Johnson, 2005). In England, girls were more likely than

boys to report that they would tell a teacher about bullying behaviour and boys were more

likely to report that they would support bullying acts (McLaughlin et al., 2005).

These findings are mirrored in formalized peer interventions efforts. For instance,

Salmivalli (2001) found that after a week-long bullying campaign, pro-victim attitudes

increased in girls but not in boys (13 to 15 years old). Likewise, girls showed a decrease

in pro-bully attitudes. Interestingly, boys reported a decrease in bullying behaviour after

the campaign, but peers did not confirm this trend. Furthermore, in formalized peer

intervenfions, boys are generally under-represented (Cowie, 1998; 2000; Cowie & A

Olafsson, 2000; Cowie et al., 2002; Naylor & Cowie, 1999; Salmivalli, 2001).

Consistently across formalized peer-based bullying interventions, boys tend to be

reluctant to join such efforts and when they do, they often withdraw their participation

(Cowie, 1 998; 2000; Cowie & Olafsson, 2000).

Emotional Influences

Social Anxiety and Fear. As discussed, bystanders often do not intervene in spite

of reporting general opposifion to bullying and a willingness to help (O'Connell et al.,
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1999; Hawkins et al., 2001 ; Pepler, 2005; Salmivalli, 2001; Stevens et al., 2001). One

possible explanation for this discrepancy involves fear and anxiety on the part of

bystanders. Rigby (1998) argues that students who intervene on behalf of their peers are

at a real risk of being victimized themselves. Likewise, in a bi-national study, Kanetsuna

and Smith (2002) found that both British and Japanese students believed that most

bystanders tried not to involve themselves "because of the fear of getting attacked or of

becoming the new target of bullying" (p.6). Furthermore, socially anxious children are

more likely to display deficits in social skills, peer interactions, perceived competence,

and global self-esteem (Ginsburg, LaGrecca, & Silverman, 1998), all of which present

themselves as obstacles to intervention attempts and may put these students at risk for

victimization. Socially anxious children may wish to intervene into bullying situations,

but find themselves unable to do so. In fact, fear may be involved in other types of . .:

bystander behaviour as well. For instance, fear may motivate some students to join into

bullying as an attempt to avoid victimization and maintain social status.

Major Research Focus

Framing bullying as a dynamic social event has implications for research,

intervention, and prevention. Such efforts need to address the issue at the group level.

The behaviour ofbystanders may be less resistant to change than either that of children

who bully or children who are victimized (Salmivalli, 1999; 2001). Although it may be

easier to alter the behavioural patterns ofbystanders, these changes may also engender

positive behavioural change in children who bully and children who are victimized by

removing perceived social support for bullying acts. Where students perceive the social

climate to be one that generally disapproves of bullying behaviour, it seems logical that

children inclined to bullying would be more reluctant to act out their intentions and
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children who are victimized would be more likely challenge their victimizer realistically

expecting support from peers. In short, directly targeting the behaviour of children who

bully and children who are victimized has proven only somewhat effective in addressing

bullying. It seems reasonable that efforts to alter the response of peers in bullying

situations will act to supplement targeted intervention attempts and increase their

effectiveness. From a Social Learning Perspective (Bandura, 1 977), changes in the

behaviour of bystanders alters the reinforcement available to bullies, victims, and

bystanders for their behaviour. In the case of children who bully, peers who encourage or

provide an audience for their bullying behaviour serve to reinforce this behaviour and

make it more likely to occur again. For the victimized, those who defend the victims of

bulljang act to foster attempts in victims to confront their victimizers, as peers are likely

come to their defense. Specifically, the victimized would likely find it easier to confront

their victimizer when they are reasonably confident that their peers will support their

efforts. Concerning bystanders, when students defend the victims of bullying, they are

modeling such behaviour for their peers, as well as indicating that they are a potential

source of support should other students choose to intervene in fiiture. Ideally, preventions

and interventions should aim to increase the frequency and effectiveness of peer

intervention, while discouraging students from acting in ways that increase the likelihood

of fiiture bullying incidents (encouraging and onlooking).

However, it is unrealistic to expect that all students will be able and willing to

intervene directly into bullying. For many, there is a real risk in doing so. In fact, it may

be an unwise choice for some students. For instance, students who experience

victimization on a regular basis likely have inadequate resources available for safe and

effective peer intervention. It may even be difficult for many students, under most
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circumstances, to seek adult assistance when they encounter bullying situations for fear of

being labeled a "tattletale" and/ or eliciting retaliation. Thus, when considering bystander

behaviour on a continuum ranging from support ofbullying to support of the victimized,

it may be reasonable to encourage small shifts in bystander behaviour in the direction of

support for victims (Please see Figure 2).

Figure 2

Encouraging Small Shifts in Bystander Behaviourfrom Support ofBullying to Support of
the Victimized
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preventions that include attempts to change the behaviour of bystanders as bullying

unfolds, thus acknowledging the influence of the larger peer group. To date, few inquiries

have systematically examined the determinants ofbystander attitudes and behavioural

choices. The current inquiry aims to contribute to knowledge in this area in hopes of

informing improved intervention and prevention efforts.

Specific Research Questions and Hypotheses

1

.

With reference to existing findings in the literature, at what rate do students report

involvement in bullying, victimization, witnessed bullying, defending, seeking

adult support, encouraging, and onlooking behaviours? Specifically, at what rate

do students lend their support to children who bully and at what rate do they lend

their support to the victimized? This information is important, because it provides

clues as to what types of reinforcement are available to students to participate in

bullying behaviour and how bystander behaviour can be altered to change the

types of reinforcement available.

2. How does age influence the adoption of encouraging, onlooking, defending, and

seeking adult support during bullying situations? As discussed in the literature

review, students tend to become less sympathetic toward victims with age (Rigby

& Slee, 1991). Likewise, findings suggest that older students are more likely to

lend their support for bullying and less likely to intervene (Rigby & Johnson,

2005; McLaughlin et al., 2005). Therefore, in this study, it is expected that older

students will be more likely than their younger counterparts to report involvement

in encouraging and onlooking behaviour, while younger students will be more

likely to report direct interventions and seeking adult assistance.
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3. How does gender influence the adoption of encouraging, onlooking, defending,

and seeking adult support behaviour during bullying situations? The findings

suggest that boys are more involved than girls in bullying (Baldry, 2004; Siann et

al., 1994; Seals «& Young, 2003), as well as more likely to join into bullying

situations when they see them (Hawkins et al., 2001; O'Connell et al., 1999). In

contrast, findings indicate that girls are more likely than boys to report

intervention attempts (Hawkins et al., 2001; O'Connell et al., 1999). Therefore, in

this study, it is expected that girls will be more likely than boys to report

defending behaviour and seeking adult assistance, while boys will be more likely

to report encouraging and onlooking behaviour. '• < i. ,\,

4. Does reported involvement in bullying situations as bullies, victims, or bully-

victims impact how students respond to bullying situations as bystanders? As

discussed in the literature review, as bystanders, self-reported victims are more

likely to report intentions to tell an adult about bullying, whereas self-reported

bullies have been found more likely to report that they would support bullying or

ignore bullying when they see it (Baldry, 2005; Roldier & Ochayon, 2005).

Consistent with Baldry's (2005) finding, it is expected that self-identified victims

will be less likely than peers to report direct interventions as bystanders, as they

would be at greater risk for physical harm or loss of social status. Therefore, in

the current study, it is expected that that self-identified bullies will be more likely

than peers to report encouraging and onlooking behaviour, while self-identified

victims will be more likely to report telling a teacher and less likely to report

direct interventions. Due to a lack of investigation in the existing literature, no
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predictions will be made concerning self-reported bully-victim status and

bystander behaviour.

5. What characteristics are associated with students that predominantly report

involvement with encouraging, onlooking, defending, and seeking adult support

when they witness bullying situations? An array of factors will be considered,

including tolerance of deviance, attitudes toward bullying and victimization, self-

eflficacy beliefs concerning peer intervention, and social anxiety and fear.

As children who bully have been shown to display increased levels of

normative beliefs legitimizing antisocial behaviour (Marini et al., 2006), it is

expected that that encouragers will report a similar pattern of behaviour. As both

groups display open support for bullying acts, it is expected that both groups will

believe antisocial acts to be less wrong than peers. Likewise, it is expected that

encouragers will display low levels of sympathy toward victims, as by definition

they are offering open support for bullying, which seems incompatible with

sympathy for the victimized. No predictions will be made concerning the

relationships between encouragers and self-efficacy for peer intervention and

social anxiety and fear.

It is difficult to make predictions concerning the characteristics of onlookers.

Those who provide an audience for bullying are the largest and least understood

group involved in bullying situations. It is unclear whether these students watch

bullying because they support it or because they are afi-aid to intervene. Matters

are further complicated when one considers that although the majority of students

report that they would intervene into bullying situations, most do not follow

through with these intentions in real-life situations (O'Connell et al., 1999;;
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Hawkins et al., 2001; Kanetsuna & Smith, 2002; Salmivalli et al., 1996;

Salmivalli, 2001). Therefore, no predictions will be made concerning the

characteristics of students who report that they generally provide an audience for

bullying situations they witness.

Defenders are expected to display increased levels of self-efficacy for peer

intervention and sympathy for victims, as intervention attempts by definition

indicate a desire to intervene on behalf of the victimized and a belief that one's

attempts will be successful. Likewise, defenders are expected to display low

levels of tolerance of deviance and social anxiety and fear.

Students tending to seek adult assistance are expected to display low levels of

Tolerance for deviance and self-efficacy for peer intervention and, while

displaying increased levels of sympathy for victims and social anxiety and fear.
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Chapter Three

METHOD

Participants

Six hundred and twenty six students in grades 4 (n=140), 5 (n=l 13), 7 (=205), and

8 (n=168) participated in the study. Participants were recruited from 12 schools in a large

school board in Eastern Ontario. Approximately one half of those students in grades 7

and 8 attended elementary schools serving grades 4 through 8. In contrast, approximately

one half of students in grades 7 and 8 attended high school serving grades 7 through 12.

In total, 458 students attended elementary school, while 168 attended high school.

Although cultural information was not collected directly, the vast majority of participants

were Caucasian. Boys and girls were fairly evenly represented with 336 girls (54%) and

288 boys (46%) participating in the study.

Measures

Demographic Information

Students were asked to record their gender, age, and grade. Participants recorded

their teachers' names and the date. School name was recorded by the researcher. Please

see Appendix Bl for the complete demographic information form.

School Life Questionnaire

Students were asked to complete a short self-report questionnaire outlining their

experiences with bullying and victimization behaviour (Marini, 1998; Marini et al., 2006).

The School Life Questionnaire is comprised of three sections of 12 items describing

bullying behaviour. Eight of these 12 items were selected for the present study that
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sampled both direct (pushing and shoving) and indirect (excluding others) bullying

behaviour, as confirmed through prior factor analyses (Marini, personal communication,

2005; Marini, et al., 2006). The same eight bullying behaviours appeared in each section

with the exception of verb-tense changes. Students were asked how often, during the

last school year, they had been the perpetrator of bullying (eight items), had been the

victim of bullying (eight items), and had witnessed bullying (eight items). Students

responded on a 5-point scale ranging fi-om never to everyday, with higher scores

indicating more involvement in the behaviour described. Please see Appendix B2 for the

complete scale. In the current study, the victimization, bullying, and witnessed bullying

scales displayed alpha reliability estimates of .83, .83, and .89, respectively. However, as

outlined in Appendix CI, factor analyses distinguished between direct and indirect

bullying behaviours for the bullying and victimization scale only, whereas the witnessed

bullying scale yielded just one factor. This is not surprising as it is more difficult to

witness indirect types of bullying. Specifically, as direct bullying is more easily

identified, it is more likely than indirect bullying to be witnessed by others.

Two factors with eigenvalues over 1 were identified for the bullying and

victimization scales. For both scales, the first factor was comprised of four items that

focused on direct bullying behaviours and included items such as "pushed and shoved"

and "teased and ridiculed". This factor displayed good reliability for both the bullying

[(alpha=.85; Explained Variance (EV)=37.65%] and victimization scales (alpha=.80;

EV=3 1 .07%). The second factor focused on indirect bullying behaviours, consisting of

four items, including "spread rumours and untrue stories" and "excluded someone from

joining an activity". This factor displayed adequate reliability for both the bullying

(alpha=.58; EV=21.83%) and victimization scale (alpha=.69; EV=27.16% ).
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Bystander Behaviour Scales

Two self-report measures were used to measure bystander behaviour. For the first

list, students were asked to consider direct bullying situations, while for the second they

were asked to consider indirect bullying situations. Both sections contained roughly

identical lists describing four types ofbystander behaviour. Slight differences between

the lists were centered on the nature of bullying being different in direct and indirect

situations. For example, students join into direct bullying situations by joining the

bullying in hitting or verbally harassing a victim, while joining into indirect situations

may involve such acts as spreading a rumour or passing along a hurtfiil note. Items were

based on descriptions selected fi-om Salmivalli et al.'s (1996) Participant Role ,'

Questionnaire. For each item, students were asked to indicate how often during the last

school year they had behaved in the manner described during bullying situations (5-pt

scale: never - always). Higher scores indicated more involvement in the behaviour

described. Please see Appendix B3 for a complete listing of the complete bystander

scales.

Encouraging (e.g., joined the bullying), onlooking (e.g., watched the bullying

happen), seeking adult assistance (e.g., told a teacher), and defending (e.g., protected the

victim) behaviour were each represented with descriptions on each list based on factor

analyses described below. Lists were combined in the calculation of scores for each

bystander behaviour.

As the items on the bystander behaviour scale were designed to represent four

types of response to bullying situations, four factors were forced in factor analyses of this

scale. Please refer to Appendix C2 for complete factor analyses results.
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Defending. The first factor contained 14* items mainly centered on direct peer

intervention. Specifically, items tended to describe either direct interventions (e.g.,

protected the victim, told the bully to stop) or befiiending efforts (e.g.,tried to cheer the

victim up later, befiiended the victim). The defending scale revealed good reliability

(alpha=.91;E.V.=20.44%)

Seeking Adult Support. Seeking adult assistance in direct and indirect bullying

situations loaded on a single factor containing 4 items (e.g.,: told a teacher, asked an adult

to help)^. The seeking adult support scale displayed good reliability (alpha=.90;

E.V.=8.32%)

Encouraging. Eleven items comprised a factor mainly centered on encouraging

behaviour, including items such as "joined the bully" and "cheered on the bully". The

encouraging scale displayed good reliability (alpha=.86; E.V=1 5.0%).

' One item designed to measure onlooking behaviour (Made sure to see the bullying) unexpectedly loaded

on the defending factor when students considered indirect bullying situations. However, during

administration sessions, many students expressed confusion concerning this item. Students were unsure as

to how to interpret this item, which likely explains these results. As such, this item will be omitted from

further analyses.

^ It had been expected that befriending behaviours would prove distinct from direct peer interventions,

however, this was not the case. Rather, items designed to measure both direct and indirect peer

interventions loaded on a single factor with the exception of items describing telling a teacher or adult about

bullying situations.

' One item designed to measure onlooking behaviour (Made sure to see the bullying) unexpectedly loaded

on the encouraging factor when students considered direct bullying situations. As discussed, students

displayed difficulty with the wording of this item, and as such, it will be omitted from further analysis.

Another onlooking item, "talked and gossiped about the bullying" during indirect bullying episodes loaded

on the encouraging factor. However, this item when considered in terms of indirect and covert bullying acts

could easily be considered as active reinforcement of bullying, and as such, it was retained as joining

behaviour. Likewise, the item, "Yelled at or hit the bully" proved problematic as it loaded on the

encouraging factor when students considered either direct or indirect bullying situations. Students appeared

to have perceived the physicality of these items as equivalent to bullying, in spite of their reference to

defending behaviour. It is suspected that some students equated the aggression described with the

aggression associated with bullying behaviour. For this reason, this item will not be used in subsequent

analysis. The item, "encouraged the bullying by talking about" loaded slightly stronger on the onlooking

factor then on the joining factor, however it was retained on the joining scale.
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Onlooking. Seven items comprised the last factor describing onlooking behaviour

including such items as "watched students be victimized" and "watched the bullying

happen". The onlooking scale displayed good reliability (alpha=.86; E.V.=10.99%).

Attitudinal Intolerance ofDeviance/ Tolerance ofDeviance

This measure consisted of 1 1 questions adapted from the Attitudinal hitolerance of

Deviance Questionnaire (Jessor et al., 1995) designed to measure the degree to which

individuals view antisocial behaviour as normative. Specifically, it is intended to measure

general attitudes about right and wrong. Adaptations made to the scale centered on

making language more appropriate to a youth population. Participants were asked to

indicate the degree to which they considered each item to be wrong. Participants i.

responded to 1 1 items on a 4-point scale ranging from not wrong to very wrong, with

higher scores indicating that the behaviours described are deemed more wrong. ,• u. >

Therefore, students scoring high on this scale report less tolerance of deviance, while

students with lower scores report greater tolerance of antisocial behaviour or normative

beliefs legitimizing antisocial behaviour. A sample item is "to cheat on a test". In the

current study, the attitudinal intolerance of deviance scale produced an alpha reliability

coefficient of .87. Please refer to Appendix B4 for the complete scale.

The Pro-victim Scale
'

-.

Attitudes toward victimization and bullying were measured with Rigby and Slee's

(1991) scale designed to measure students' feelings and beliefs concerning victimization.

Participants were asked to endorse 12 items on a 4-point scale ranging from strongly

agree to sfrongly disagree, with higher scores indicating more pro-victim attitudes. Factor

analysis identified three factors with eigenvalues over 1, including rejection of weak

children (e.g., I wouldn't be fiiends with kids who let themselves be pushed around;
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alpha=.58 ; EV=15.23% ), approval of bullying (e.g., It's ok to call some kids nasty

names; alpha=.64; EV=1 7. 1 6% ), and support for victims (e.g., I like it when someone

stands up for kids who are being bullied; alpha=.49; EV=14.37% ). Please refer to

Apendix C3 for complete factor analysis results. Overall, the pro-victim scale produced

an alpha reliability coefficient of .75. The complete scale can be found in Appendix B5.

Self-Efficacy Concerning Peer Intervention .; - , . . i. \\

Consistent with the approach used by Salmivalli et al., (2005) in their intervention

evaluation, students were asked to indicate the degree to which they endorsed the

following two items: 1) It is not my business to do anything about bullying and 2) I can

affect whether there is bullying in my class. Eight items were added designed to measure

the degree to which students feel they are willing and able to intervene during bullying

situations, as well as the degree to which they feel confident that such attempts would be

successful. A sample item is as follows: "Students who try to stop bullying are usually

successful". Participants were asked to rate all 10 items on a 4-point scale ranging fi-om

strongly agree to strongly disagree, with higher scores indicating higher levels of

intervention self-efficacy. The efficacy scale displayed weak reliability with an alpha -J

reliability estimate of .53. Four weak factors with eigenalues over 1 were identified as

described in Appendix C4. The first factor included the following items: "I would know

what to do to help someone being bullied", "If I tell my teacher about bullying, s/he will

be able to help", "Students who try to stop bullying are usually successful", and "My i .

friends support me when I try to stop bullying" (alpha=.62; E.V. =18.2%). The second

factor included the following 2 items: "If I try to help a classmate being bullied, the bully

will turn on me" and "Students who try to stop bullying are usually bullied next

(alpha=.58; E.V. =14.50%); and the third factor was comprised of the following items: "It
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is not my business to do anything about bullying" and "It makes no difference whether

students intervene into bullying (alpha=.48; E.V.=13.71%). The last factor contained the

remaining items: "I can affect whether there is bullying in my class" and "Bullying has

been discussed in my class" (alpha=.18; E.V. =11.34%).

Social Anxiety and Fear

The Social Anxiety and Fear Scale was designed to measure the degree to which

social situations cause feelings of anxiety, and how these feelings impact on a student's

willingness to engage in social situations (Ginsburg et al., 1998). As confirmed through

factor analysis (eigenvalues>l), this tool is comprised of three subscales, including fear of

negative evaluation (I worry about what other children say about me; alpha=.91

;

EV=27.29%), social avoidance and distress- new (I get nervous when I talk to new kids;

alpha=.84; EV=19.00%), and social avoidance and distress- general (I'm quiet when I'm

with a group of kids; alpha=.76; EV=13.68%). Please see Appendix C5 for a detailed

description of factor loadings. Fear of negative evaluation refers to the degree of worry

about being negatively perceived by peers. Social Avoidance and Distress- New refers to

the degree of anxiety experienced in new social situations, whereas Social Avoidance and

Distress- General refers to the degree of anxiety experienced in social situations in

general. Students were asked to report the fi-equency of such feelings using a 5-point

scale ranging fi-om never to always. In the current study, over 18 items, Ginsburg's scale

displayed strong reliability with an overall alpha reliability estimate of .92. Please refer to

Appendix B7 for the complete scale.

Vignettes

Students were presented with eight vignettes describing bullying situations

witnessed by a bystander. Participants were asked to describe how and why the bystander
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in each vignette would respond to the bullying situation described. The difference

between would and should was emphasized to students, and it was explicitly explained

that the researcher was interested in students' opinions about what happens in real-life

situations as opposed to their opinions about the "right thing to do". The first three

vignettes described situations where a bystander witnesses a bullying act; however, in

each vignette, the relationship between the bystander and the child who is bullying and/ or

the child being victimized varied. In the first vignette, the bystander is a fiiend of the

child who is bullying and in the second the bystander is a fiiend of the child being

victimized. In contrast, the third vignette describes a situation where the bystander knows

neither the child bullying nor the child being victimized. The fourth and fifth vignettes

describe situations in which the bystander is among many onlookers (...Stephanie and all

of her fiiends saw and heard everything that happened. . .) and in which the bystander is

the only witness (.. .Sandy knew she was the only one to hear these comments. . .),

respectively. The last three vignettes described the following three types of bullying

behaviour: 1) bullying with a social-display component (Elliot sees Dan running down the

hall yelling and cheering about how he's going to beat up Tim. . .); 2) bullying that has an

instrumental fixnction (...Edward watches Allen steal something of George's...); and 3)

bullying that is indirect and social in nature (. . . Suzy tells Michelle that they shouldn't let

Jennifer play. . .) Refer to Appendix B8 for a complete list of vignettes.

Open-ended Questions ',.

Students answered a list of 1 1 open-ended questions concerning their ideas and

experiences with bullying situations and the role of bystanders. Three sample questions

are as follows: "What does bullying mean to you?" and "Does telling a teacher/ an adult
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about bullying help? Why or why not?" Refer to Appendix B9 for a complete list of

open-ended questions.

Procedures

The purposes of the study were explained and described to participants. It was

emphasized that participation was entirely voluntary and that students could terminate

their participation at any time. In addition, it was stressed that all information provided

for the purposes of the study would be kept confidential and would not be used to evaluate

students academically. Parental consent was secured a week prior to data collection,

while assent was secured from the participants immediately prior to data collection

(Please see Appendix A). As part of the consent and assent process, parents and students

were asked to indicate whether they would like to be provided with a summary of results

upon completion of the study.

A battery ofmeasurement instruments was administered to students in their

classroom environment. In the case of high school students (grades 7 and 8 only), data

collection took place within a cafeteria equipped with long tables and an overhead screen.

Data collection required a single 1 -hour session, where students were asked to complete a

series of self-report, paper and pencil questionnaires. Participants were provided with

both written and oral instructions/ explanation. Overheads were used to facilitate

instruction, provide examples, and answer questions. In cases where literacy presented

itself as an issue, assistance was provided. A letter of appreciation was given to students

when participation was complete.
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Chapter Four

RESULTS

Quantitative Analyses

Treatment ofMissing Data

Missing data are a common problem in empirical research and occur in almost all

studies. For virtually any large data set, it is unlikely that information will be complete in

all cases. Specifically, it is not uncommon that some information is either missing or in

an unusable form when using attitudes and behaviour measures (Kim & Curry, 1977).

Likewise, missing data was an issue with the current data set.

Fifty-two cases (8%) did not respond to over 50% of either the bystander scales

and/ or over 50% of the quantitative scales as a whole. These cases were removed fi^om

the data set. The decision to delete these cases was based on the following rationale.

Since the present inquiry centers on bystander behaviour, data collected from students

who did not complete the majority of the bystander scales would offer little to the

analyses. Furthermore, fi-om a relatively large sample, little is lost in the deletion of these

cases, as they represented just 8% of participants (Tabachnich & Fiddell, 2001). In

addition, and more importantly, t-test comparisons between included and omitted cases

revealed no significant differences on the majority ofmeasured variables [tolerance of

deviance (t=-1.72 (597)p=.40), pro-victim attitudes (t=-.85 (598)p=.40), social anxiety and

fear (t=.51 (56i )p=.61), efficacy for peer intervention(t=-.78 (494)p=.44), reported bullying

(t=1.86 (582)P=06), reported victimization (t=.96 (580)P=-34), witnessed bullying(t=1.58

(574)P=-12), and bystander behaviour (t=.77 - 1 .75 (495-489) p=.07-.45]. This suggests that
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missing data were generally random and case deletion presents itself as a reasonable

option (Tabachnich & Fiddell, 2001). The only exception was age (t=2.4 1(624), p=.02),

where younger students' data were more likely to be discarded due to a pronounced lack

ofresponse. This is not surprising considering the questionnaire was rather lengthy and

may have posed more challenges for younger students than older ones.

There was very little missing data over and above the deleted cases with missing

data across items ranging from under 1% to 6%. One exception was noted, where 9.09%

of the data for the last item of the quantitative scales was missing. For items on the

continuous variables, missing data over emd above the deleted cases was conservatively

addressed with mean replacement prior to analyses (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). No data

was missing for categorical data.

Five hundred and seventy-four cases remained with 310 girls (54%) and 262 boys

(46%) in grades 4 (n=l 18), 5 (n=106), 7 (n=188), and 8 (n=162). Four hundred and

twenty-two of these participants attended elementary school, while 152 attended high

school.

Descriptive Statistics

Rates ofReported Bullying, Victimization, and Witnessed Bullying.

As outlined in Table 2, average reported rates ofbullying, victimization, and

witnessed bullying were modest. Maximum possible scores on each of these scales were

32. Concerning victimization, a mean of 7.71 indicates that on average students reported

being the victim of each bullying description slightly less than "a few times a year", but

more than "never". Concerning bullying behaviour, a mean of 4.61 indicates that on

average students reported performing each bullying a few times a year. Similarly, with a
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a month", respectively. Last, averaged across items, 14.06% of students reported

witnessing bullying "everyday" over the last year, while 17.38% and 20.30% of students

reported witnessing bullying "a few times a week" and "a few times a month",

respectively. Frequencies of responses for all items are outlined in Appendix C6. hi

summary, on average, 24.32% of students reported that they had been the victim of

bullying behaviour a few times a month or more over the last school year, whereas

12.76% of students reported being the perpetrator ofbullying this often. Concerning

reports of witnessed bullying, on average, 51.75% of students reported that they had

observed bullying at least a few times a month over the last year. Examination of these

frequencies indicates a discrepancy between the frequency by which students report

witnessing bullying situation and by which they report direct involvement in bullying and

victimization.
, ,

Rates ofReported Bystander Behaviour. Concerning reports of bystander

behaviour, estimates were again modest. On average, students reported being involved in

defending and onlooking behaviours more than "rarely", but less than "sometimes". On

average, students had fewer reports ofjoining behaviour, reporting joining into direct and

indirect situations less than "rarely", but more often than "never". Likewise, on average,

students reported involvement in supporting peers through seeking adult help more than

"rarely", but less than "sometimes". Descriptive statistics for these variables are outlined

in Table 3.



fV^

bnn roirib



M
Table 3

Descriptive Statisticsfor Student Reports ofBystander Behaviour

N M SD

Defending
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rated items slightly worse than "wrong". Likewise, students generally expressed pro-

victim attitudes, with a mean of 19.81 from a maximum possible score of 24. On average,

students had low levels of social anxiety, producing a mean of 25.85 from a maximum

possible score of 72. Averaged over items, students reported experiences of Social

Anxiety less than "sometimes", but more than "almost never". Concerning self-efficacy

for peer intervention, a mean of 18.26 from a maximum possible score of 30 indicates that

students generally feel moderately confident in their ability to intervene on behalf of

peers.

Table 4

Descriptive Statisticsfor Student Reports of Tolerance ofDeviance, Pro-Victim Attitudes,

Social Anxiety, and Self-Efficacyfor Peer Intervention

N M SD

age
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Relationships between Bullying, Victimization, and Bystander Behaviours

As outlined in Table 5, student reports of bullying, victimization, and bystander

behaviour were inter-correlated, suggesting a fluidity of behaviour within individuals

across situations.

Tables

Correlations between bullying, victimization, witnessed bullying, and bystander

behaviour

Variable 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

1 . victimization
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positively associated with encouraging behaviour accounting for 48% of the variance.

Not surprisingly, defending behaviour was associated with seeking adult support (12%

shared variance). Of note, bullying, encouraging, and onlooking behaviour negatively

predicted seeking adult support (r^ =.05; r^=.03; r^=.08) while onlooking behaviour

negatively predicted defending behaviour (r^ =.01).

The Influences ofAge and Gender on Reports ofBullying and Victimization

A 2X2 MANOVA was performed with grade level (4/5 and 7/8) and gender as the

independent variables and reports of bullying, victimization, and witnessed bullying as

dependent variables. Pillai's Trace Criterion'* showed significant main effects of grade

level (F(3.566) =25.68, p=.00) and gender (F(3,566) =9.37, p=.00). No interaction effects

were noted (F(3,566) =2,06, p=.15). Further univariate analyses revealed a significant main

effect of grade level on reports of bullying behaviour (F( 1,568) =16.67, p=.00) ),

victimization (F(i,568) =5.10, p=.02), and witnessed bullying (F(i,568) =23.42, p=.00 A

significant main effect of gender was found for reports of bullying behaviour (F( 1,568)

=23.92, p=.00) and victimization (F( 1,568) =9.44, p=.00), but not for witnessed bullying

(F(i,568) =1.64, p=.20). An examination ofmeans indicated that older students were

significantly more likely to report that they had participated in or witnessed bullying

behaviour than their younger counterparts. Younger students reported significantly higher

levels of victimization than their older counterparts. Concerning gender, males tended to

report significantly more involvement with both bullying and victimization than their

female counterparts. Please refer to Appendix C8 for a summary table of means.

* Pillai's Trace is part ofMANOVA where canonical roots are calculated. Each significant root is a

dimension on which the vector of group means if differentiated. It is the sum of explained variances on the

discriminant variates, which are the variables computed based on the canonical coefficients for a given root.

It is often considered one of the more robust methods ofMANOVA test and was chosen for this reason.
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The Influences ofAge and Gender on Reports ofBystander Behaviour

A 2X2 MANOVA was performed with grade level (4/5 and 7/8) and gender as the

independent variables and bystander behaviour scales (encouraging, onlooking,

defending, and seeking adult support) as dependent variables. Pillai's Trace Criterion

showed significant main effects of grade level (F(4,565) =48.34, p=.00) and gender (F(4,565)

=2.7
1 , p=.03) on bystander behaviour. No interaction effects were noted (F(4,565) =2.24,

p=.06). Further univariate analyses revealed a significant main effect of grade level on

encouraging (F(i,568) =22.67, p=.00), onlooking (F(i,568) =55.06, p=.00), seeking adult

support (F(i,568) =131 .83, p=.00), and defending behaviour (F(i,568) =5.89, p=.02). Gender

displayed a main effect on seeking adult support (F(i,568) =4.04, p=.03), but not defending

(F(i,568) =.03, p=.87), onlooking (F(i,568) =2.29, p=.13), or encouraging behaviour (F(i,568)

=3.32, p=.07). An examination ofmeans indicated that older students were significantly

more likely to report participation in encouraging and onlooking behaviours and

significantly less likely to report defending and seeking adult assistance than their

younger counterparts. Girls were significantly more likely than boys to report that they

told an adult when they encountered bullying. Please refer to Appendix C9 for a complete

summary of descriptive statistics by grade level and gender.

Determining Bully, Victim, and Bully-Victim Status

Participants were classified as self-identified bullies, victims, or bully-victims on

the basis of their self-reported involvement in bullying and victimization using a

classification system previously established in the literature (Craig, 1998; Marini et al.,

2006). Those students who scored at least one standard deviation above the mean on the

bullying scale, but less than one standard deviation above the mean on the victimization

scale were classified as self-identified bullies. Participants who scored at least one
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standard deviation above the mean on the victimization scale, but less than one standard

deviation above the mean on the bullying scale were classified as self-identified victims.

Those students who scored at least one standard deviation above the mean on both the

bullying and victimization scales were classified as self-identified bully-victims. The

uninvolved group consisted of students who scored less than one standard deviation above

the mean on both the bullying and victimization scales. Based on this system, 7.3% of

participants were classified as self-identified bullies, 9.4% as self-identified victims, and

6.1% as self-identified bully-victims. Approximately 77% of the participants were

classified as generally uninvolved. This grouping scheme was chosen for several reasons.

Many studies have assessed bullying and victimization using single indicators (i.e., how

often do you bully others?) and then categorize students based on how frequently (i.e., a

few times a month) they report involvement with these indicators (Fekkes et al., 2004;

Solberg & Olweus, 2003; Unnever, 2005). However, in the present study, bullying and

victimization were measured using continuous variables, and as such, it is not possible to

categorize students in this manner. For example, a hypothetical student might report that

s/he is "pushed and shoved" daily and never experiences the other 7 bullying items. This

student, averaged across the 8 items representing different bullying acts, appears to

experience very little victimization (between none and a few experiences a year).

However, this student would certainly be considered a victim having experienced pushing

and shoving daily. It is mainly for this reason that categorization was based on scores at

least 1 standard deviation above the mean. The second reason involves framing bullying

as a social phenomenon. From this perspective, it makes conceptual sense to consider

students' bullying behaviour in relation to the behaviour of peers and the peer group, that
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is, those students who report the greatest levels of involvement in bullying and

victimization in relation to their peers.

Determining Defender, Seeker ofAdult Support, Encourager and Onlooker Status

The current study adopted a strategy similar to that used by Salmivalli and

colleagues in a series of studies, where students were classified as belonging to a

participant role if their standardized score was above the mean and higher than their score

for any other participant role (Salmivalli, 1999; Salmivalli et al., 1998; Salmivalli et al.,

1996). Although these studies standardized scores based on class, in a comparison of

classification methods using 193 children aged 7-10 years, Sutton and Smith (1999) found

no differences in rates of participant role between scores standardized by class and scores

standardized by the entire sample. Sutton and Smith (1999) argue that standardizing by

sample minimizes the influence of extreme scores on categorization reducing false

negatives. Thus, a similar strategy was adopted and scores were standardized in relation

to the sample; however, stricter classification criteria were used, where classification

depended on scores being at least 1 standard deviation above the mean.

Participants were classified as self-identified encouragers, onlookers, defenders,

seekers of adult support, or outsiders on the basis of their self-reported involvement with

each bystander behaviour. Classification into each class ofbystander role depended on

the following criteria: 1) a score of at least 1 standard above the mean for that category

and 2) the corresponding standard z-score for that category was greater than those for the

other bystander categories. Specifically, students scoring one standard deviation above

the mean on the defending scale who did not score higher on any other bystander scale

were classified as self-identified defenders. Students scoring one standard deviation

above the mean on the seeking adult assistance scale who did not score higher on any
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other bystander scale were classified as self-identified "seekers of adult support".

Students scoring one standard deviation above the mean on the onlooking scale who did

not score higher on any other bystander scale were classified as self-identified

"onlookers". Those participants scoring below one standard deviation below the mean on

all bystander behaviour scales were classified as "outsiders". In the present study, 12.5%

of the participants were classified as self-identified encouragers, 1 1.3% as self-identified

onlookers, 12.7% as self-identified defenders, 10.8% as self-identified seekers of adult

support, and 52.6% as outsiders. ,.'.•-

The Influence ofBully, Victim, and Bully-Victim Status on Bystander Behaviour

A MANOVA analysis was performed with bullying role (bully, victim,

bully/victim, and uninvolved) as the independent variable and the bystander behaviour

scales (encouraging, onlooking, defending, and seeking adult support) as the dependent

variables. Pillai's Trace criterion produced significant effects of bullying status on

bystander behaviour (F( 12,1707) =14.53, p=.00). Further univariate analyses revealed

significant effects of bullying status on encouraging (F(3,570) =48.52, p=.00), onlooking

(F(3,570)=25.64, p=.00), seeking adult assistance (F(3,570) =13.92, p=.00), and defending

behaviour (F(3,570) =6.42, p=.00). Games-Howell^ post hoc comparisons revealed several

relationships between the variables. Please refer to Appendix CIO for a complete

summary of descriptive statistics by bystander role.

Self-Identified Bullies. Self-identified bullies were found significantly more likely

to report participation in encouraging behaviour and significantly less likely to report

' Games-Howell post hoc testing involves comparisons where different critical values are used for each pair

wise comparison. Critical values are determined by variances and the number of observations in each

group. It is one of the more robust tests available. It is appropriate for use in situations when n varies

between groups, when there are heterogeneous variances, and/ or when normality cannot be assumed.

Games-Howell was chosen for these reasons.
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seeking adult assistance than either students classified as victims or uninvolved.

Likewise, self-identified bullies were significantly less likely to report defending

behaviour than students self-identified victims, while being significantly more likely to

report onlooking behaviour than those classified as generally uninvolved

Self-Identified Victims. Self-identified victims were significantly less likely than

self-identified bullies or bully-victims to report encouraging behaviour. Likewise, they

were significantly less likely than self-identified bully-victims to report onlooking

behaviour. Self-identified victims were significantly more likely than self-identified

bullies or the uninvolved to report direct intervention attempts, while they were found

significantly more likely to report seeking adult assistance than self-identified bullies and

bully-victims.

Self-Identified Bully-Victims. Self-identified bully-victims reported similar

bystander behaviour to self-identified bullies. Self-identified bully-victims tended to be

significantly more likely to report encouraging and onlooking behaviour than either self-

identified victims or the uninvolved. In contrast, self-identified bully-victims reported

significantly fewer attempts to seek adult assistance than self-identified victims, but did

not differ significantly fi-om peers in fi-equency of reported direct intervention attempts.

Students Classified as Uninvolved. Students who reported that they were

generally uninvolved in bullying as either bullies or victims were significantly less likely

to report encouraging and onlooking behaviour than self-identified bullies or bully-

victims. In contrast, they were significantly less likely to report direct interventions than

self-identified victims and significantly more likely to report seeking adult assistance than

self-identified bullies.





76

The Influence ofTolerance ofDeviance, Pro-victim Attitudes, Social Anxiety and Fear,

and Self-Efficacyfor Peer Intervention on Bullying Role

A MANOVA analysis was performed using bullying role (bully, victim, bully-

victim & the uninvolved) as the independent variable and tolerance of deviance, pro-

victim attitudes, social anxiety and fear, and self-efficacy for peer intervention as the

dependent variables. Pillai's Trace Criterion produced significant main effects of bullying

role on the dependent variables (F(i2,i707)=16.36, p=.00). Further univariate analyses

revealed main effects ofbullying role on tolerance of deviance (F(3,570)=45.65, p=.00),

pro-victim attitudes (F(3,570)=16.60, p=.00), social anxiety and fear (F(3,570)= 19.36, p=.00),

and self-efficacy for peer intervention (F(3,570)=9.55, p=.00). Games-Howell post hoc

comparisons revealed several relationships between bullying role and the dependent

variables. Please refer to Appendix CI 1 for a complete summary of descriptive statistics

by bullying role.

Self-Identified Bullies. Self-identified bullies tended to report significantly greater

levels of tolerance for deviance and lower levels of pro-victim attitudes than did self-

identified victims or the uninvolved. They also tended to report significantly lower levels

of social anxiety and fear than either self-identified victims or bully-victims. Last, self-

identified bullies tended to report significantly lower levels of self-efficacy for peer

intervention than those classified as generally uninvolved.

Self-Identified Victims. Self-identified victims tended to report significantly lower

levels of tolerance of deviance than either self-identified bullies or bully-victims, while

expressing significantly greater pro-victim attitudes than only self-identified bullies. Self-

identified victims also tended to report significantly greater levels of social anxiety and

fear than self-identified bullies and students classified as uninvolved.
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Self-Identified Bully-Victims. Self-identified bully-victims displayed a similar

pattern of results to self-identified bullies, in that they tended to report significantly

greater levels of tolerance for deviance than either self-identified victims or those

classified as uninvolved. They were also similar in their tendency to report significantly

lower levels of self-efficacy for peer intervention than those classified as generally

uninvolved. However, self-idenfified bully-vicfims resembled self-identified victims in

their levels of social anxiety and fear, tending to display significantly higher levels than

either self-idenfified bullies or those classified as generally uninvolved. Self-identified

bullies did not differ from any other group in levels of pro-victim attitudes.

Students Classified as Uninvolved. Students classified as generally uninvolved in

bullying situations as either bullies or victims reported significantly less tolerance of

deviance than either self-identified bullies and bully-victims. In contrast, those classified

as generally uninvolved reported significantly lower levels of social anxiety and fear than

self-identified victims and self-identified bully-victims, while reporting significantly

greater levels of self-efficacy for peer intervention than self-identified bullies and self-

identified bully-victims. Students classified as uninvolved reported significantly greater

levels of pro-victim attitudes than self-identified bullies.

The Influence ofAttitudinal Tolerance ofDeviance, Pro-victim Attitudes, Social Anxiety

and Fear, and Self-Efficacyfor Peer Intervention on Bystander Role

A MANOVA analyses was performed using bystander role as the independent

variable (encourager, onlooker, defender, seeker of adult support, and outsider), while

considering tolerance of deviance, pro-victim attitude, social anxiety, and self-efficacy for

peer intervention as dependant variables. Pillai's Trace Criterion produced significant

main effects of bystander role on the dependent variables (F(i6^276)= 10.02, p=.00).
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Further univarate analyses revealed main effects ofbystander role on tolerance of

deviance (F(4,569)=29.46,p=.00), pro-victim attitudes (F(4,569)=21.01,p=.00), self-efficacy

for peer intervention (F(4,569)= 14.03, p=.00), and social anxiety and fear (F(4,569)=3.42,

p=.01). Games-Howell post hoc comparisons revealed several relationships between

bystander role and the dependent variables. Please refer to Appendix C12 for a complete

summary of descriptive statistics by bystander role.

Self-Identified Defenders. Self-identified defenders tended to report significantly

greater levels of pro-victim attitudes and self-efficacy for peer intervention, while

reporting lower levels of tolerance of deviance than self-identified as encouragers,

onlookers, and outsiders. Self-identified defenders did not differ significantly fi-om peers

in reported levels of social anxiety and fear.

Self-Identified Seekers ofAdult Support. Self-identified seekers of adult support

tended to report significantly greater pro-victim attitudes and self-efficacy for peer

intervention than either self-identified encouragers or onlookers, while reporting

significantly less tolerance of deviance than these groups. Self-identified seekers of adult

support reported significantly greater levels of social anxiety and fear than students

classified as outsiders.

Self-Identified Encouragers. Self-identified encouragers reported significantly

lower levels ofpro-victim attitudes than self-identified defenders, seekers of adult

assistance, onlookers and outsiders, while reporting significantly higher levels of

tolerance for deviance and significantly lower levels of self-efficacy for peer intervention

than self-identified defenders, seekers of adult assistance and outsiders. Self-identified

encouragers did not differ significantly fi"om peers in reported levels of social anxiety and

fear.
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Self-Identified Onlookers. Students classified as onlookers expressed significantly

higher levels of tolerance of deviance than self-identified defenders, seekers of adult

assistance and outsiders, while expressing significantly lower levels ofpro-victim

attitudes than self-identified defenders and seekers of adult support. Self-identified

onlookers tended to report significantly lower levels of self-efficacy for peer intervention

than either self-identified defenders or seekers of adult assistance. Self-identified

onlookers did not differ significantly from peers in reported levels of social anxiety and

Students Classified as Outsiders. Students reporting little involvement in any

bystander role tended to report significantly greater levels of pro-victim attitudes than

self-identified encouragers, but significantly fewer than self-identified defenders.

Students classified as outsiders reported significantly lower levels of tolerance of

deviance than self-identified encouragers and onlookers, but significantly higher than self-

r

identified defenders. Likewise, students classified as outsiders reported significantly

greater levels of self-efficacy for peer intervention than self-identified encouragers, but

significantly lower levels than self-identified defenders. Interestingly, students classified

as outsiders reported significantly lower levels of social anxiety and fear than self-

identified seekers of adult assistance.

Qualitative Analyses

A Note on Incomplete Responses

For the qualitative portion of the analyses, incomplete responses were considered

on an item by item basis, and as such, results are reported as valid percentages.

Responses that represented less than 1% of the valid responses were generally described

as "other". For both the vignettes and the open-ended questions, a relatively large number
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of students did nofcomplete these sections or completed them only in part. For example,

from 626 participants, incomplete response rates ranged from 16.7-37.5% across the 8

vignettes presented. In addition, a large portion of students did not answer open-ended

questions, with incomplete response rates ranging from 38.1% to 53.4% across the 11

items. There are several potential reasons for the lack of response to many of these items.

The questionnaire in its entirety was rather lengthy and required some sustained effort and

concentration. As a result, many students likely ended their participation before the

questionnaire was complete, leaving the qualitative questions incomplete as they appeared

last. Age may also have played a role, with younger students requiring more time and

concentration than their older counterparts to complete the entire questionnaire. Although

there was no time limit imposed directly, the constraints of a school environment and

schedule necessitated some restriction. Some of the missing data can be explained by a

lack of time. Evidence to support this idea can be found in declining response rates

between each progressive item.

Vignettes

When considering situations where students suggested that the bystanders

described in vignettes would intervene into bullying situations, direct and indirect

interventions will be considered. Direct interventions included responses such as "protect

the victim" and "tell the bully to stop". Indirect interventions included responses that

described befriending the victimized or seeking adult assistance.

Relationship to Bully or Victim. Students were asked to consider how bystanders

would react to bullying situations that varied according to the bystanders' relationship to

the child bullying and the child being victimized. Referring to Table 6, several patterns

warrant note.
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Table 6

Frequencies ofResponsesfor Vignettes Describing Bullying Situations Where the

Bystander Knows the Child Bullying, the Bystander Knows the Child Being Victimized, or

the Bystander Knows Neither the Child Bullying nor the Child Being Victimized.

1. 2. 3.

Bully Known Victim Known Neither Known
Directly Intervene
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the victimized (16.1%), whereas approximately 46.6% of reporting students believed that

direct interventions were likely when the bystander knew the child bullying. When the

bystander had no relationship with either the child bullying or child being victimized,

approximately 35.5% of students believed a direct peer intervention was likely. In

contrast, the majority of students predicted that bystanders would indirectly intervene into

bullying situations where the child being victimized was known to them (60.9%). A

breakdown of indirect intervention behaviour reveals that students seemed more likely to

predict befriending interventions when the bystander knew the victimized (21 .2%).

Telling an adult was a common option for both situations where the bystander knew the

victimized (26.1%) and situations where the bystander knew neither the child bullying nor

the victimized (21 .7%). Not surprisingly, students seemed more likely to predict that

bystanders would walk away or do nothing when the bystander knew neither the child

bullying nor the victimized (21 .4%), than when the bystander knew the child bullying

(4.3%) or the victimized (3.6%). Approximately 8% of students thought that bystanders

would join into bullying situations when the bystander knew the child bullying, whereas

only 3.5% of students thought this would happen when the bystander knew neither the

child bullying nor the victimized.

Diffusion ofResponsibility. Students were asked to consider how bystanders

would react to 2 bullying situations that varied according to number of bystanders present.

However, as outlined in Table 7, students tended to provide similar responses for both

vignettes in this section. Importantly, the vast majority of students predicted that

bystanders would attempt either a direct or indirect peer intervention whether one (85.6%)

or many bystanders were present (86%).
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Table?

Frequencies ofResponsesfor Vignettes Describing Bullying Situations Where Many
Bystanders are Present and One Bystander is Present.

4. 5.

Many Bystanders One Bystander

37.0%

35.4%

15.5%

16.2%

-
• 3.7%

13.2%

! 10.2%

1.2%

4. Stephanie and her friends were eating lunch and overheard Sarah dare Lindsay to take another student's

lunch and throw it in the garbage. Stephanie and all of her friends saw and heard everything that happened.

What would Stephanie do and why?

5. In gym class, Sandy overheard Diane making fiin of Heather by calling her "lazy, fat, and stupid",

because she missed the winning goal for her team. Sandy knew she was the only one to hear these

comments. What would Sandy do and why?

Bullying Type: Instrumental, Display, or Relational. Students were asked to

consider how bystanders would react to bullying situations that varied according to the

type of bullying situation described. Referring to Table 8, several patterns of response

warrant note.

Directly Intervene
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Table 8

Frequencies ofResponsesfor Vignettes Describing Bullying Situations with an

Instrumental, Social Display, or Relational Focus.

6. 7. 8.

Display Instrumental Relational

37.6% 38.9%

''-'' ^!'' -' 38.3% "' ^'•''' 27.6%

33.2% 2.3%

4.3% 25.3%

0.8%

"'"
13.0% •'

'
'''

14.4%

5.6% 2.5%

1.8%

0.5% 10.4%

1.0%
'

1.5%

2.2% : 4.7%

6. Elliot sees Dan running down the hall yelling and cheering about how he's going to beat up Tim. Many
of Elliot's classmates are cheering too and some join Dan in his pursuit of Tim. Dan and a small group of

students find Tim and beat him up. A large crowd forms and some students are cheering. What would

Elliot do and why?

7. Everyday while waiting at the bus stop, Edward watches Allen steal something of George's. Sometimes,

Allen steals George's money; sometimes it's his clothing, items, shoes, etc. IfGeorge refuses to give Allen

his things, Allen beats him up. What would Edward do and why?

8. Dianne, Suzy, and Michele are playing jacks. They can see Jennifer approaching and Suzy tells Michelle

that they shouldn't let Jennifer play. What would Diane do and why?

The vast majority of students believed that bystanders would attempt either a direct or

indirect peer intervention, whether the bullying itself was described as a demonstrative

social display (77.2%), as serving an instrumental fiinction (88.9%), or as a relational act

J

(80.9%). The fewest students predicted direct interventions into bullying as a

demonstrative social display (24.7%), as opposed to bullying with an instrumental

function (37.6%) and bullying as a relational act (38.9%). When indirect interventions are

considered, 25.3% of responding students predicted bystanders would befriend the victims

Directly Intervene
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of relational acts of aggression, while only 1.2% and 4.3% of students thought bystanders

would do so when presented with bullying as a demonstrative social display and bullying

with an instrumental function, respectively. The fewest students predicted that bystanders

would seek adult assistance when presented with relational acts of aggression (2.3%),

while seeking adult assistance was commonly cited as a response to bullying as a public

display (38.6%) and bullying with an instrumental function (33.2%). Interestingly 7.1%

of students felt that bystanders would watch bullying with a public-display component,

while only 1.8% thought this would happen as a response to instrumental bullying acts.

Likewise, 10.4% of students thought that bystanders would join into relational acts of

bullying, while only 6.1% and .5% thought this would happen in response to bullying as a

public display and instrumental bullying, respectively. .=

Open-Ended Questions > •'. ;; •',':« '''LSfV

"What does Bullying Mean to You? " When asked what bullying meant to them,

students provided a variety of responses as outlined in Table 9.

Table 9

Frequency of responses to the question, "What does bullying mean to you?"

What does bullying mean to you?

Being mean -making others feel bad 26.4%

Physical and verbal aggression
'^'

19.9%

Bad, horrible, stupid, etc.
'" 14.2%

Mental or physical hurt 7.2%

Picking on someone you don't like -' 6.5%

Taking out anger, jealousy, hurt
*'

'

' 4.2%"

Physical Aggression
"''

" 3.7%

Makes bullies feel good about themselves - '' 3.5%

Verbal Aggression ' 3.5%

Picking on those who are small, different, unpopular 2.0%

Popularity 1.5%

Being Rude/ Inconsiderate 1.5%

Don't Know 5.2%

Other 0.7%
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Although many of the characteristics ofbullying were mentioned, not one student

described every component of bullying as generally defined. Of note, approximately 20%

of students felt that bullying meant physical and verbal acts of aggression, whereas 7.2%

made reference to mental or physical hurt. A minority of students believed bullying to

mean solely physical (3.7%) or solely verbal aggression (3.5%). The largest number of

students felt that bullying meant being mean and making others feel bad (26.4%), while

14.2% of students reported that bullying was "horrible", "bad", "horrible", "terrible",

"stupid", etc. :-
'

v, ;
\:

"Who Benefitsfrom Bullying? " Responses for this question were fairly evenly

split between students who believed that no one benefits fi-om bullying (45.4) and those

who believed that bullies benefit from bullying (41 .0%). A minority of students believed

that victims (3.8%), teachers (0.9%), or everyone (2.3%) benefited from bullying. Please

refer to Table 10 for a complete summary of responses.

Table 10

Frequency of responses to the question, "Who benefits from bullying?"

Who Benefits From Bullying?

Nobody 45.4%

Bully 41.0% . . ,.,,':,

Victim 3.8%

Defenders
,

0.6%

Bystanders ' 0.6%

Bullies & Victims 0.9%

Bullies & Bystanders 2.3% ' •

Bullies, Victims & Bystanders 0.9%

Teachers .; ^^
0.9% .,,. .,j. .

-
,

, .j,'

Everyone 2.3%

Don't Know 1.3%
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"What is the Purpose ofBullying? " and "Why do Bullies Bully? " Two questions

aimed to gather information on perceived functions of and motivations for bullying

behaviour. Referring to Table 1 1, a few patterns of response emerged.

TABLE 11 .

Frequency of responses to the questions, "What is the Purpose of Bullying?" and "Why
do Bullies Bully?"

What is the purpose of bullying? Why do bullies bully?

20.9%

16.1%

2.3%

10.7%

8.7%

7.9%

3.7%

5.8%

5.0%

1.8%

2.4%

5.0%

9.7%

Concerning the purpose of bullying, 12.4% of students reported that bullying served no

purpose. In contrast, 10.1% of students believed bullying served "to hurt someone

physically", while 8.1% of students believed it served to "make someone feel bad". Many

students reported that bullying served to regulate a students's sense of well-being,

including responses such as, "to make the bully feel better about himself (17.1%) and "to

make the bully feel strong and powerfiil" (17.1%). Likewise, 4%, 5.2%, and 5.9% of

students reported that the purpose of bullying is for "fiin", "attention", and "popularity",

respectively. A similar pattern of responses was noted for the question, "Why do bullies

To make bully feel better about self/cool/good



nvfti/d

•fjiUuri



88

bully?" Specifically, students reported that bullies bully "to feel better about him/herself

(20.9%) and "to feel strong and powerful" (16.1%). Likewise, 7.9%, 10.7%, and 3.7% of

students reported that students bully for "fun", "attention", and "popularity", respectively.

"What Happens when Students openly try to Stop Bullying? " and "Does telling a

Teacher/ an Adult about Bullying Help? " Students' opinions concerning the

effectiveness of direct peer intervention and seeking adult assistance in addressing

bullying are outlined in Table 12.

Table 12

Frequency of responses to the questions, "What happens when students openly try to stop

bullying?" and "Does telling a teacher/ an adult about bullying help?"

What happens when students Does telling a teacher/ an adult

Openly try to stop bullying? about bullying help?

They get bullied/hurt 72.8% Increases bullying in long run 22.1%

It works, bullying stops 10.5% It works, bullying stops 49.5%

It works sometimes 11.9% It works sometimes 14.7%

Nothing happens 3.4% No, it doesn't work 12.9%

Students don't try to stop bullying 0.8%

Don't Know 0.6% Don't Know 0.8%

Seventy-two point eight percent of students reported that students who openly try to stop

bullying get bullied or hurt themselves (i.e. "they get hurt"; "they get bullied"), while

only 10.5% reported that it was effective (i.e. "the bullying stops"; "it works"). Eleven

point nine percent of students thought that direct interventions were effective

"sometimes", while 3.4% of students felt that "nothing happens" as a result of direct peer

intervention. Students were somewhat more optimistic when considering the

effectiveness of telling an adult about bullying situations, where 49.5% of students

reported that it was an effective strategy ("it works"; "it works, teachers have power).

However, 22.1% thought telling an adult increased bullying in the long run, while 12.9%
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of students rqjorted that it was an ineffective strategy. In addition, 14.7% of students

thought telling an adult worked only "sometimes".

"Why do the Same Students get Picked on Again and Again? " When asked to

consider the repeated nature of bullying, students provided a variety of reasons that

centered on the qualities of victims, including "they are targets^" (26.4%), "they are

different or unpopular" (13.8%), "they are weak or small" (22.9%), "they don't defend

themselves" (23.2%), "they provoke it" (3.7%). Please refer to Table 13 for a complete

summary of responses. ;: -x. .. _. -.

Table 13

Frequency of responses to the question, "Why do the same students get picked on again

and again?"

Why do the same students get picked on again and again?

Targets^ 26.4%

Don't defend themselves 23.2% *
Weaker/smaller 22.9%

They are different/unpopular >. 13.8%

They provoke it 3.70% r

Personality of bully 2.10%

Other ' 7.90%

* Many students offered the suggestion that certain students are "targets" for victimization; however, no

information was given concerning why certain students are targets for bullying. As bullying has received

increased attention in the last few decades, students may have offered this response due to experience with

anti-buUying initiatives. Considering that many students believed that students were repeatedly victimized,

because they are small, weak, or different, it seems likely that kids who are easy "targets" are so for these

reasons.
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"When There is Bullying, What do: Most Students do, Your Friends do, and You

Do? " Student responses to these questions are outlined in Table 14.

Table 14

Frequency of responses to the questions, "When there is bullying, what do most students

do?; your friends do?; and you do?"

When there is bullying, what do:

Most Students do? Your friends do? You do?

Directly Intervene
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24.6% students reported that their friends watched bullying situations and of these 7.3%

and 7.0% of students reported that they did so out of fear or for fun, respectively. Only
'

14.3% reported that they personally watched bullying situations. Of these students, 5.1%

reported they did so from fear while 3.8% reported that they did so for fun. Fourteen

point four percent, 19.8%, and 15.3% of students reported that most students, their friends

and they walk away from bullying situations, respectively. Please refer to Table 1 4 for a

complete summary of responses.

"How can Bullying be Stopped? " A large variety of answers were provided in

response to the question, "How can bullying be stopped?" Please see Table 1 5 for a

complete summary of responses.

Table 15

Frequency of responses to the question, "How can bullying be stopped?'

How can Bullying be stopped?

By telling an adult

By everyone taking a stand

By groups of students confronting bullies

Awareness/ education

By everyone being nice to each other

Better supervision

Punishment/consequences for bullies

By victims fighting back

By hurting bullies

By sticking up for victims

Counseling for bullies and victims

By walking away/ ignoring

Don't know

'

Other'

22.1%
19.9%

4.5%

4.5%

3.8%

3.8%

3.5%
3.5%

2.9%

2.6%

2.2%

1.6%

10.6%

14.5%

The response of "other" was higher than other questions in the qualitative section. Students expressed a

large variety of possibilities for addressing bullying, and as such, a large portion of responses comprised

less than 1% of the data set. This speaks to the notion that students are not unified in their ideas about how
to effectively stop bullying. Likewise, the response of "don't know" comprised 10% of the data set

suggesting that many students are not clear on how to reduce bullying in their classes and schools.

Of note, approximately 20% of students thought that bullying could be stopped by

everyone taking a stand, while 22.1% thought that consistently telling an adult would put
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an end to bullying. A variety of other provocative answers were given, including "by

everyone being nice to each other" (3.8%), "by consistently walking away from bullying"

(1.6%), "by sticking up for victims" (2.6%), "by increasing awareness and education"

(4.5%), "by victims fighting back" (3.5%), "by hurting bullies (2.9%), "by groups of

students intervening" (4.5%), "through counseling for bullies and victims" (2.2%),

"through better supervision" (3.8%) and "through more punishment for bullies" (3.5%).

;. 1 ;llj
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Chapter 5

DISCUSSION

Review ofResearch Questions and Predictions

The discussion section will be structured in reference to the research questions

outlined in the literature review. Individual discussion of each research question will be

outlined first, followed by a general discussion of the findings fi-om the present study.

Implications for intervention and prevention will be discussed, followed by limitations

and suggestions for fiiture research. Research questions and predictions are briefly

summarized below.

1

.

At what rates did students in the present study report involvement in bullying,

victimization, witnessed bullying, defending, seeking adult support, encouraging, and

onlooking behaviours? Specifically, at what rates do students lend their support to

children who bully and at what rate do they lend their support to the victimized?

2. How does age influence bystander behaviour, specifically involvement in encouraging,

onlooking, defending, and seeking adult assistance during bullying situations? It was

expected that older students would be more likely to report involvement in encouraging

and onlooking behaviour than their younger counterparts, who would in turn be more

likely to report direct interventions and seeking adult assistance.

3. How does gender influence bystander behaviour, specifically involvement in

encouraging, onlooking, defending, and seeking adult assistance during bullying

situations? It was expected that girls would be more likely than boys to report defending





behaviour and seeking adult assistance, while boys would be more likely to report . ,.;

encouraging and onlooking behaviour. ,.
;

4. Does self-reported involvement in bullying situations as bullies, victims, or bully-

victims impact how students respond to bullying situations as bystanders? It was expected

that self-identified victims would be less likely than peers to report direct interventions as

bystanders, as they would be at greater risk for physical harm or loss of social status, hi

contrast, it was expected that self-identified bullies would be more likely than peers to

report encouraging and onlooking behaviour, while self-identified victims would be more

likely to report telling a teacher. • •-',

5. What characteristics are associated with students who predominantly report

involvement with encouraging, onlooking, defending, and seeking adult assistance when

they witness bullying situations? It was predicted that self-identified defenders would

report increased levels of pro-victim attitudes and self-efficacy for peer intervention,

while displaying low levels of tolerance of deviance and social anxiety and fear. Seekers

of adult assistance were expected to be similar to defenders in levels of pro-victim

attitudes and tolerance of deviance, however, unlike defenders, these students were

expected to display increased levels of social anxiety and fear and low levels of self-

efficacy for peer intervention. No predictions were made concerning onlookers.

At What Rate do Students Report Involvement in Bullying, Victimization, & Bystander

Behaviour?

Rates ofBullying, Victimization, and Witnessed Bullying in Relation to Existing Findings

Rates of bullying, victimization and witnessed bullying reported in the present .

study were comparable to those found in previous research. There is considerable fi

agreement in the literature that approximately 5-10% of students are likely to report
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ongoing involvement in bullying others and 10-15% of students are likely to report being

persistently victimized (Nasel, Overpeck, Pilla, Ruan, Simons-Morton & Scheldt, 2001;

Rigby, 200
1
). Likewise, between 10% and 1 5% of students are likely to report ^iu ». .

;

involvement with both bullying and victimization (Craig, 1998; Marini, et al., 2006,

Olweus, 2001; Schwartz, Proctor & Chein, 2001). Rates found in the present study were

consistent with these estimates. For example, 24% of students reported victimization at

least a few times a month over the last school year, whereas 13% reported bullying

behaviour this often. Slightly more conservative estimates were obtained when students

scoring at least one standard deviation above the mean were considered for categorization,

where approximately 7%, 9%, 6%, and 77% of students were classified as self-identified

bullies, victims, bully-victims, and uninvolved, respectively (see results for discussion of

classification system). " -

Concerning the frequency by which students report witnessing bullying situations,

rates in the present study were comparable to those cited in the existing literature.

Findings fi-om the international bystander project suggest that between 1/5 to 1/2 of

students report witnessing bullying on most days (Arnold & Boyd, 2005; Rigby &

Johnson, 2005; Roloder & Ochayon, 2005). Likewise, bystanders have been found to be

present during 85% of school bullying incidents (Atlas & Pepler, 1998, Hawkins et al.,

2001). In the present study, 51 .75% of students reported that they observed bullying at

least a few times a month.

There seems to be some discrepancy in estimates of bullying prevalence, in that

over 50% of students in the present study reported witnessing bullying at least a few times

a month, while only 24% and 13% reported involvement with bullying and victimization

this often, respectively. However, as bystanders are present during the vast majority of
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bullying situations and they are often the largest group, it makes sense that more students

would report that they had witnessed bullying than would report direct involvement in it.

Specifically, as bullying situations tend to be comprised of more bystanders than directly

involved students, it stands to reason that more students would report witnessing bullying

on a regular basis than would report regular involvement in bullying and victimization.

Rates ofBystander Behaviour in Relation to Existing Literature

Based on factor analysis results , four types of bystander behaviour were

considered in the present study: encouraging, onlooking,' defending, and seeking adult

assistance. The rates by which students reported participation in these behaviours are

comparable to findings in the existing literature using similar constructs. Findings

indicate that between 5% and 20% of students report involvement as reinforcers, 6% to

10% as assistants, 17% to 44% as defenders, and 9% to 32% as outsiders (Salmivalli et

al., 1996; Salmivalli, 1999; Sutton & Smith, 1999). In the present study, 25% of students

reported that when they saw bullying, they "often" or "always" defended the victims,

whereas 29% of students reported seeking adult support this fi-equently. In contrast, 12%

of students reported that they "often" or "always" watched bullying when they saw it,

whereas 5% reported that they encouraged bullying this often. Similar estimates were

Factor analyses in the current study suggested that bystander behaviour can be understood by considering

four types of specific behaviour. One included both direct interventions and befriending behaviours. It had

been expected that these behaviours would prove distinct, as they differ in the degree to which peer

intervention is public and obvious to peers. In conjunction, direct intervention seems to present a greater

potential for harm than befriending a victim after a bullying episode has concluded. However, this

distinction may be artificial, as aligning oneself in fi-iendship with the victims of bullying likely serves to

communicate allegiances within the larger peer group. As such, these types of interventions may not be as

subtle as assumed, rather, they are likely quite visible within the social context from which they arise.

Seeking adult assistance, however, was distinct from other peer interventions. Thus, the distinction in peer

interventions seems to stem from whether interventions are sought fi-om within or from outside the

immediate peer group and social context. This makes conceptual sense as interventions implemented by

adults are likely quite different than those generated by students as such situations unfold. At the other end

of the spectrum, encouraging behaviour included joining and actively reinforcing bullying behaviour, while

onlookers included those who provided an audience for bullying.
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obtained when students scoring at least 1 standard deviation above the mean were

considered for categorization within each group, where approximately 13%, 1 1%, 12%,

11%, and 53% of students were classified as self-identified encouragers, onlookers,

defenders, seekers of adult support, and outsiders, respectively (see results for a

discussion of classification system).

The Dynamic Nature ofBystander Behaviour

Rates of bullying, victimization, and witnessed bullying were positively inter-

correlated, suggesting that on many occasions the same students are involved in bullying

situations, but their role varies fi-om one situation to the next. For example, students who

seek adult support on some occasions may also report involvement in defending or

onlooking behaviour on other occasions. The vast majority of research into bullying has

considered extremes in behaviour by classifying students in accordance to a specific role

(i.e., "bully, victim, defender, etc.) Although this is often necessary, conceptually it may

be usefial to consider bystander behaviour as comprised of several continuous variables.

Specifically, individuals likely report involvement with several types of bystander

behaviour to varying degrees, with the context of the bullying situation influencing type

of engagement. Evidence for this approach can be found in recent research into bully-

victims or aggressive victims, where the same students report experiences with both

bullying and victimization (Marini et al., 2006; Unnever, 2005). It is likely that bystander

behaviour follows a similar pattern where students display different types ofbystander

behaviour across situations.

In the present study, the relationship produced between bullying and victimization

speaks to the existence of bully-victims or aggressive victims (It is important to note that

to varying degrees, self-reported victimization was positively related to self-reported
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bullying, victimization, witnessed bullying, encouraging, onlooking, defending, and

seeking adult support, which suggests that students who are victimized tend to be

involved in other bullying situations in some capacity). Bullying, encouraging, and

onlooking behaviours were positively inter-correlated, while defending, seeking adult

support and victimization were positively related. This pattern of results suggests that

students generally lend their support to either the bully or the victim; however, the manner

in which students do so might depend on the context surrounding the bullying situation

itself For instance, those in opposition to bullying choose from a variety of strategies to

express their opposition depending on the context of the situation. In some situations they

may directly intervene, while in others, telling an adult may be deemed the most

appropriate action. Some support this argument can be found in correlation findings in

the present inquiry, encouraging and onlooking behaviour were found to negatively

predict seeking adult support, while onlooking behaviour negatively predicted direct

interventions.

Specifically, as outlined in Figure 3, bystander behaviour can be understood using

a continuum ranging from support of bullying to support of the victimized. At one end of

the spectrum are students that often display their support of bullying by participating in

bullying acts, by encouraging them, or by providing an audience for them. At the other

end of the spectrum are students that often lend their support to the victims of bullying, by

defending the victimized or by seeking adult assistance (sometimes these students are

themselves victimized).





Figures

Relationships Between Bullying, Victimization, and Bystander Behaviours

m

Witnessed

Bullying
Victim

^ Seeking

adult

support

defending

HoM/ do Age and Gender Influence Involvement in Bullying, Victimization, and Bystander

Behaviour?

Influence ofAge and Gender on Bullying, Victimization, and Witnessed Bullying

Concerning existing research, there are contradictory findings concerning age and

bullying behaviour. While many findings suggest a decline in bullying and victimization

with age (Elsea & Rees, 2000; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Seals & Young, 2003), others have

found no such relationship (Ortega & Lera, 2000; Whitney & Smith, 1993). In the current

inquiry, students in grades 7 and 8 were significantly more likely to report involvement in

bullying behaviour and to report having witnessed bullying incidents than students in

grades 4 and 5. Although this was not expected, it is consistent with Rigby and Slee's

(1991) finding that with age students become less sympathetic toward the victims of

bullying. Students in grades 7 and 8 are entering adolescence, and as such, have a

tendency to pull away fi-om adult influence and relate more heavily with the peer group.

Coupled with this, older students require less supervision, and therefore have more
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opportunity to participate in bullying behaviour, as bullying has been identified as

predominantly occurring outside the realm of adult supervision (Rigby, 1998).

Concerning victimization, students in grades 4 and 5 were significantly more

likely to report experiences with victimization than students in grades 7 and 8, consistent

with a variety of studies indicating that victimization declines with age (Elsea & Reese,

2000; Rigby & Slee, 2001; Seals & Young, 1991). Furthermore, Salmivalli (2002) found

that younger students were more likely to report victimization when peers and teachers

did not confirm this perception, indicating that for some students, conceptions of what

constitutes victimization changes with age. As self-report measures were used in the

present study, this tendency likely explains the pattern of results found.

Concerning gender, a fairly predictable pattern of results emerged, where boys

were significantly more likely to report experiences with both bullying and victimization

than their female counterparts. This is consistent with a variety of studies that support the

notion that boys are more involved in bullying and victimization than girls (Baldry, 2004;

Seals & Young, 2003; Siann et al., 1994). This is not surprising as self-report measures

were used in the current study, and they tend to uncover the greatest gender differences in

bullying and victimization (Craig & Pepler, 2003; Pepler, 2005). j

Influence ofAge and Gender on Bystander Behaviour .c .
'< cj>-i • !. . io ;.,

The influence of age on bystander behaviour displayed a pattern similar to its

influence on bullying and victimization, in that older students generally reported , »

^

significantly more involvement in behaviours that demonstrate their support of bullying

behaviour. For example, in the current study, students in grades 7 and 8 were

significantly more likely to report participation in encouraging and onlooking behaviour

and significantly less likely to report involvement in defending and seeking adult support
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than students in grades 4 and 5. This is consistent with several studies indicating that with

age, students are more likely to join into bullying and less likely to intervene (McLaughlin

et al., 2005; Rigby and Johnson, 2005). As with bullying behaviour, older students are

provided with less supervision and thus have more opportunity to be involved in bullying

situations as encouragers or onlookers while being undetected by authorities.

In the present study, only one significant difference was noted concerning gender.

Specifically, girls were more likely than boys to report seeking adult assistance when

encountering bullying situations. This is consistent with findings that girls are more likely

than boys to intervene on behalf of victims, who are more likely to lend their support to

bullying (Baldry, 2005; McLaughlin et al., 2005; Rigby and Johnson, 2005; Salmivalli et

al., 1996).

How does Past Involvement in Bullying and Victimization Influence Bystander

Behaviour?

Influence ofBullying, Victimization, and Bully-Victim Status on Bystander Behaviour

One would expect that reported involvement in bullying and victimization would

influence reports of bystander behaviour. Findings from the international bystander

project suggest such relationships. For instance, among Italian students aged 12-16 years,

Baldry (2005) found that self-reported bullies were more likely to report intentions to

ignore bullying when they witnessed it and they were less likely to report intentions to

directly intervene or to tell a teacher. Furthermore, self-reported victims were less likely

to report interventions to directly intervene and more likely to report intentions to tell a

teacher about bullying situations (Baldry, 2005). Similar results were found among Israeli

students, where self-reported bullies were less likely to report intentions to tell a teacher
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about bullying and more likely to report intentions to support bullying (Roldier and

Ochayon, 2005).

Findings from the present study are briefly summarized in Figure 4, where self-

identified bullies or bully-victims had a tendency to report higher levels of encouraging

and onlooking behaviours and self-identified victims had a tendency to report higher

levels of defending and seeking adult support. This is consistent with the literature with

the exception of self-identified victims tending toward defending behaviour. It had been

expected that, especially considering their reports of high levels of social anxiety and fear,

that they were be reluctant to oppose bullying in a manner that may threaten their safety

or social status. These findings are consistent with the relationships witnessed in the

present study when correlational evidence is considered (see above)

Figure 4.

The Influence ofBullying Role on Bystander Behaviour.

Bully & Bully-

Victims

Uninvolved

encouraging onlooking

Self-Identified Bullies. In the present study, self-identified bullies tended toward

encouraging and onlooking behaviour as bystanders. This is not surprising, as children

who bully would be inclined to endorse behaviour that they themselves participate in.

Conversely, self-identified bullies seem reluctant to offer resistance to bullying as

bystanders, reporting significantly fewer intentions to directly intervene than victims. In
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short, as bystanders, self-identified bullies tended to report behaviour that displays

support of other children who victimize peers.

Self-Identified Victims. In the present study, self-identified victims tended to

report that they directly intervene or seek adult assistance when they witness bullying.

Victims likely feel increased empathy for other students who are victimized and would

not want to contribute to their victimization. However, victims' intentions to directly

intervene into bullying situations may be problematic. Specifically, victims are in the

least safe and effective position to intervene. The victims of bullying, by definition,

repeatedly experience the disadvantageous side of a power differential (Ma, Stewin &

Deveda, 2001; Olweus, 2003), and as such, their direct intervention attempts are unlikely

to be successful. Couple this with the qualitative finding in the present study that 73% of

students believed that those who directly intervene will be the next victims of bullying or

violence, victims who intervene may be placing themselves in further danger.

Furthermore, in the present study, self-identified victims tended to report high levels of

social anxiety and fear and low levels of self-efficacy for peer intervention. Although

self-reported victims express that they would directly intervene into bullying, it seems

unrealistic to assume that they follow through with these intentions in real-life situations.

Telling a teacher may present itself as a more appropriate peer intervention for victims

who witness bullying situations. However, the effectiveness of such interventions is

called into question, as the qualitative analyses indicated that 22% of responding students

believed that telling a teacher increased bullying in the long run and 13% of responding

students felt that teachers could do little to help. Solutions arising fi-om the peer group

present themselves as an appropriate alternative, and it might serve self-reported victims

well to secure peer support to help in addressing the victimization of others.
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Self-Identified Bully- Victims. Self-identified bully-victims resembled self-

identified bullies in their reports of bystander behaviour. Specifically, self-identified

bully-victims tended to report increased involvement in encouraging and onlooking

behaviour. However, the motivation for encouraging and onlooking behaviour may be

different for self-identified bully-victims than for self-identified bullies. Students who

report both bullying and victimization have the increased worry of future victimization,

and as such, may offer support to children who bully to avoid their own victimization. In

fact, in comparison to peers, self-identified bully-victims tended to report high levels of

social anxiety and fear, while displaying low levels of self-efficacy for peer intervention.

This suggests that self-idenfified bully-victims are motivated to participate in encouraging

and onlooking behaviour in part due to fear and a belief that they are not able to

effectively intervene into bullying situations.

Students Classified as Uninvolved. Interestingly, those classified as uninvolved

reported a significantly greater tendency to tell an adult about bullying than did self-

identified bullies, but they did not report a greater intention to intervene directly. In fact,

those classified as uninvolved were less likely than self-identified victims to report direct

interventions as bystanders. Coupled with this, those classified as generally uninvolved

were significantly less likely to report encouraging and onlooking behaviour than self-

identified bullies or bully-victims. This suggests that students who are not involved in

bullying directly as bullies or victims are eager to avoid any involvement whatsoever.

This is unfortunate, as this group presents itself as a potential source of effective

intervention as bullying unfolds. As the largest group, when acting in an organized

fashion, they have the real potential to behave in ways that reduce the fi^equency and

intensity of bullying.
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What Characteristics are Associated with Bullying, Victimization, and Bystander

Behaviour?

The Influence of Tolerance ofDeviance, Pro-victim Attitudes, Social Anxiety and Fear,

and Self-Efficacyfor Peer Intervention on Bullying Status

Self-Identified Bullies. Self-identified bullies tended to report higher levels of

tolerance of deviance than peers. This is consistent with findings that children who

participate in bullying, or more specifically anti-social behaviour, tend to hold normative

beliefs legitimizing antisocial behaviour (Bombay, 2002; Barriga & Gibbs, 1996; Barriga,

Landau, Stinson & Liau, 2000; Liau et al., 1998). Presumably, self-identified bullies

believe their behaviour to be a valid method of interacting with others, believing anti-

social acts to be significantly less wrong. Also of note, self-identified bullies tended to

report significantly lower levels of social fear and anxiety than either self-identified

victims or self-identified bully-victims. This suggests that self-identified bullies are not

concerned that their bullying behaviour will negatively impact their social relationships

and status.

Self-Identified Victims. Self-identified victims tended to report significantly lower

levels of tolerance of deviance than either self-identified bullies or bully-victims, while

expressing significantly greater pro-victim attitudes than only self-identified bullies. Self-

identified victims also tended to report significantly greater levels of social anxiety and

fear than self-identified bullies and those classified as uninvolved. In short, self-identified

victims tended to express sympathy for other victims of bullying acts; however, they also

expressed high levels of social anxiety and fear. Coupled with intentions to intervene,

these findings are problematic. Specifically, although self-idenfified victims may intend

to intervene, they are not confident in their ability to do so and are socially anxious,
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making it unlikely that they would follow through with these intentions in real-life

situations.

Self-Identified Bully- Victims. Self-identified bully-victims displayed a similar

pattern of results to self-identified bullies, in that they tended to report significantly

greater levels of tolerance for deviance than either self-identified victims or those

classified as uninvolved. However, self-identified bully-victims resembled self-

idendfied victims in their levels of social anxiety and fear, tending to display significantly

higher levels than either self-identified bullies or students classified as generally

uninvolved in bullying situations. Likewise, self-identified bully-victims tended to report

significantly lower levels of self-efficacy for peer intervention than those classified as

uninvolved. Interestingly, self-identified bully-victims did not differ fi-om any other

group in reported levels of pro-victim attitudes.

Students Classified as Uninvolved. Students classified as generally uninvolved in

bullying situations as either bullies or victims reported significantly less tolerance of

deviance than self-idenfified bullies and bully-victims. In contrast, students classified as

uninvolved reported significantly lower levels of social anxiety and fear than self-

identified victims and bully-victims, while reporting significantly greater levels of self-

efficacy for peer intervention than self-identified bullies and bully-victims. Students

classified as uninvolved reported significantly greater levels of pro-victim attitudes than

self-identified bullies. These findings are especially important, as they suggest that

students who are not involved in bullying situations directly as bullies or victims are a

highly underutilized resource. From these findings, this group displays pro-victim

attitudes, intolerance of deviance, and self-efficacy for intervention; however, they tend to

remain uninvolved in bullying situations as bystanders too. As students classified as
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generally uninvolved comprised 77% of the students surveyed, through sheer numbers,

they potentially hold considerable influence over the peer group and classroom culture. It

may well be that interventions would be vastly improved by targeting this group, in that

their involvement as a whole would shift classroom, peer, and school culture toward a

general opposition of bullying.

The Influence of Tolerance ofDeviance, Pro-victim Attitudes, Social Anxiety and Fear,

and Self-Efficacyfor Peer Intervention on Bystander Role

Self-Identified Defenders. In many ways, self-identified defenders reported

characteristics similar to self-identified victims. For instance, self-identified defenders

tended to report significantly less tolerance of deviance than self-identified encouragers,

onlookers, and outsiders. Likewise, self-identified defenders tended to express

significantly more sympathy toward victims than either outsiders or onlookers. However,

unlike self-identified victims, self-identified defenders tended to report high levels of self-

efficacy for peer intervention. In short, self-identified defenders tended to reject

deviance, sympathy for victims, and confidence in their ability to intervene on their

behalf

Self-Identified Seekers ofAdult Assistance. Self-identified seekers of adult support

tended to report significantly greater levels of pro-victim attitudes and self-efficacy for

peer intervention than either self-identified encouragers or onlookers, while reporting

significantly lower levels of tolerance of deviance than these groups. Self-identified

seekers of adult support reported significantly greater levels of social anxiety and fear

than outsiders. In short, self-identified seekers of adult assistance display a similar profile

to self-identified defenders; however, social anxiety and fear partially differentiated

between the two groups. Specifically, self-identified seekers of adult assistance reported
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significantly greater levels of social anxiety and fear than students classified as outsiders

and this was not the case for self-identified defenders. Social anxiety and fear may

explain why these students choose to intervene by telling an adult rather than directly

intervening. Direct peer interventions require public opposition of bullying acts, and

students who are socially anxious may find this difficult to do. As adults are outside the

peer group, they may provide a safer choice in the short-term for peer intervention.

Self-Identified Encouragers. Similar to the profile for self-identified bullies, self-

identified encouragers reported a similar array of characteristics. Specifically, in

comparison to peers, they tended to report significantly lower levels of pro-victim

attitudes and self-efficacy for peer intervention, while displaying increased levels of

tolerance of deviance. However, self-identified encouragers did not differ significantly

fi-om peers in reported levels of social anxiety and fear, suggesting that their behaviour is

not motivated by social pressure. *

Self-Identified Onlookers. Students classified as onlookers reported characteristics

similar to self-identified encouragers, in that as compared to peers, they reported

significantly lower levels of pro-victim attitudes and self-efficacy for peer intervention,

while expressing significantly more tolerance of deviance. Like students self-identified

encouragers, self-identified onlookers did not differ significantly fi-om peers in reported

levels of social anxiety and fear. The motives of these students have long been questioned

in the literature, in that it has been unclear whether they watch bullying acts due to fear

for physical safety or social status, for entertainment, or as an act of support for bullying.

Evidence from the present study suggests that those who provide an audience for bullying

acts may do so out of support for bullying, rather than fear or indecision. Specifically,
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these students tend to endorse anti-social acts, express few pro-victim attitudes, and have

low levels of self-efficacy for peer intervention.

Students Classified as Outsiders. Overall, in comparison to peers, students

classified as outsiders tended to report mid-range rates on all measured variables. For

instance, students reporting little involvement in any bystander role tended to report

significantly greater levels of pro-victim attitudes than encouragers, but significantly

lower levels than self-identified defenders. Likewise, students classified as outsiders

reported significantly lower levels of tolerance of deviance than self-identified

encouragers and onlookers, but significantly greater levels than self-identified defenders.

Students classified as outsiders reported significantly greater levels of self-efficacy for

peer intervention than self-identified encouragers, but significantly lower levels than self-

identified defenders. Interestingly, these students reported significantly lower levels of

social anxiety and fear than self-identified seekers of adult assistance. This pattern of

findings suggests that this group is apathetic concerning bullying situations and do not

concern themselves one way or another. Since this group comprised 53% of the students

surveyed, it is essential that interventions aim to educate and motivate this group to

become involved in ways that act to discourage bullying.

Contextual Explanationsfor Bystander Behaviour - Vignettes

As discussed previously, students generally report varying degrees of involvement

in several bystander behaviours. Contextual factors likely influence which roles students

adopt in a given situation. In the qualitative section of this study, vignettes were used to

explore students' viewpoints on the effects of three situational influences: relationship to

the child bullying and/ or the child being victimized, diffusion of responsibility, and type
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of bullying act (instrumental, relational, social-display). There were several patterns in

student response that warrant note.

Most importantly, regardless of the nature of bullying situation described, the

majority of students thought bystanders would act to support the victim by either directly

or indirectly intervening. Specifically, between 65%-94% of students thought bystanders

would intervene across situation described. As established in the literature, a larger

number of students report they would intervene into bullying than actually do so in real-

life situations. It is likely that this trend is relevant here, in that the majority of students

thought that intervention was the likely response of bystanders described in the vignettes;

however, in the quantitative portion of the present study, only 12% and 11% of the

students were identified as defenders and seekers of adult assistance, respectively.

Considering vignettes describing situations where the bystander knew the child

bullying, the bystander knew the child being victimized, and the bystander knew neither

the child bullying nor the child being victimized, fewer students predicted direct

interventions (16%) when the bystander knew the child being victimized, as compared to

situations where the bystander knew the child bullying (47%) or the bystander knew

neither the child bullying nor the child being victimized (36%). Students tended to report

direct intervention that involved the bystander being able to reason with the fiiend or

wanting to keep the friend out of trouble. Possibly, intervening into situations where the

bully is a fiiend provides protection to students in terms of physical safety and social

status. In situations where the bystander knew the child being victimized, more students

predicted indirect interventions than in situations where the bystander knew the child

bullying or knew neither the child bullying nor the child being victimized. Of note, 26%

of students thought a bystander would befiiend the victim when the child being victimized
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was known, whereas only 2% and 2% thought a bystander would act in this manner when

the child bullying was known and when neither the child bullying nor the child being

victimized were known, respectively.

Concerning vignettes where one bystander was present or many bystanders were

present, no large differences were noted in the percentage of students who predicted each

type ofbystander response. Specifically, approximately the same number of students

reported direct interventions (40%) as indirect interventions (37%). This was not

expected, as diffusion of responsibility was expected to influence the responses of

students. Specifically, it had been expected that students would be less likely to predict

bystander interventions in situations where many bystanders were present. When

diffusion of responsibility began to receive attention, it was due to the shock experienced

by the public in response to the Kitty Genovese incident, where 38 bystanders failed to

offer assistance in the face of her victimization. In short, most people expected that

bystanders would intervene (or perhaps that they would have behaved differently had they

personally been there). Thus, it should not be surprising that students predicted

intervention in both situations with many bystanders and situations with one bystander.

The fewest students predicted direct interventions into bullying as a demonstrative

social display (25%), as opposed to bullying with an instrumental fiincfion (38%) and

bullying as a relational act (39%). This speaks to fear for safety or loss of social status in

that the bullying situation described was very public within the peer group and the

numbers involved would pose a serious risk for physical harm. Seeking adult assistance

was commonly cited as a response to bullying as a public display (39%) and bullying with

an instrumental fianction (33%), also speaking to students' fear for safety in physically

aggressive situations. When indirect interventions are considered, 25% of responding
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students predicted bystanders would befriend the victims of relational acts of aggression,

while only 1% and 4% of students thought bystanders would do so when presented with

bullying as a demonstrative social display and bullying with an instrumental function,

respectively. This is not surprising as relational acts manipulate the dynamics of the peer

group to inflict harm, and therefore, social solutions such as befriending seem the most

reasonable option. Thus, the fewest number of students predicted that bystanders would

seek adult assistance when presented with relational acts of aggression (2%). civ

Interestingly 7% of students felt that bystanders would watch bullying with a public-

display component, while only 2% thought this would happen as a response to

instrumental bullying acts. Public displays of bullying behaviour offer some level of i

entertainment that is not offered by relational bullying or bullying with an instrumental

function. Likewise, 10% of students thought that bystanders would join into relational

acts of bullying, while only 6% and 0.5% thought this would happen in response to

bullying as a public display and instrumental bullying, respectively. It may be more

difficult to resist joining into relational acts of aggression due to pressure from the peer

group. This is especially true when students are pressured by peers to exclude others,

because there is no option to do nothing. Rather, bystanders in this case must choose

allegiances between the student(s) bullying and the student(s) being victimized. ..tv

General Discussion

Considering that a large proportion of students reported that direct interventions

result in physical harm or loss of social status (73%), and that telling a teacher was

ineffective (13%) or increased bullying in the long run (22%), the question remains as to

what realistic, effective strategies are available to students to address and prevent

bullying. As has been argued repeatedly in the current inquiry, bullying is a social
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phenomenon, and as such, lasting solutions need to address the social nature of bullying.

When students were asked, "How can bulljang be stopped", a variety of suggestions were

provided, among them, "by telling a teacher" (22%), "by everyone taking a stand" (20%),

"by groups of students confronting bullies as a group" (5%), "through

awareness/education (5%), "by everyone being nice to each other" (4%), "better

supervision" (4%), "punishment for bullies" (4%), and "by victims fighting back" (4%).

Many of these suggestions offer an opportunity to view bullying and how to effectively

address it from the perspective of students. Of particular interest, in total, 25% of students

suggested that groups of students are needed to address bulljdng and 5% thought that an

increase in awareness would help. These suggestions point to the notion that students can

most effectively address bullying by pooling their resources and offering support to each

other's intervention attempts. In short, this suggests that individual attempts to intervene

into bullying on behalf of peers are unlikely to be successful; rather, changes in groups of

students will act to make student culture one where bullying acts are openly rejected and

peer intervention attempts will likely be supported by fellow students.

In the present study, several lines of evidence suggest that as bystanders, students

act predominantly to either support or oppose bullying acts, or they generally remain

outside the situation. First, correlation evidence suggested that often the same students

are involved in bullying, encouraging, and onlooking behaviours, while the same students

are often involved in defending and seeking adult assistance. Likewise, reports of

bullying, encouraging, and onlooking behaviour negatively predicted seeking adult

support, while onlooking behaviour negatively predicted defending behaviour. It is

important to note, however, that victimization was related to all other bullying and

bystander behaviours measured, suggesting that victimization predicts involvement in
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bullying situations in general. However, victimization was most strongly associated with

bullying and reports of witnessed bullying.

Second, a comparison ofmeans revealed that self-identified bullies and self-

identified bully-victims were more likely than peers to report encouraging and onlooking

behaviours, while self-identified victims were more likely to report defending behaviour

and seeking adult assistance. Students classified as generally uninvolved in bullying

tended to report little involvement in any of the bystander behaviours measured.

Lastly, when compared to peers, self-identified encouragers and onlookers

displayed characteristics similar to self-identified bullies, whereas self-identified

defenders and seekers of adult support more closely resembled self-identified victims.

Students who reported little to no involvement in any of the bystander behaviours

(outsiders) tended to report mid-range levels of each dependent variable, reporting greater

pro-victim attitudes and self-efficacy for peer intervention than self-identified encouragers

and onlookers, but lower levels than self-identified defenders. Likewise, students

classified as outsiders tended to report less tolerance of deviance than self-identified

encouragers and onlookers, but greater levels than self-identified defenders. . ,
i

.

The continuum of bystander behaviour ranging from support of bullying to

support of the victimized can be conceptualized using the analogy of a balance scale. As

outlined in Figure 5, along this continuum, the proportions of students identified as

predominantly reporting each bystander behaviour are fairly evenly distributed along the

continuum, with the exception of students who remain outside the situation. Most students

are not involved in bullying situations as bullies or victims, nor are they actively involved

as bystanders. Students making small shifts in their behaviour toward support of the
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victim would act to "tip the scales" toward an opposition of bullying in the larger group as

a whole.

Figure 5

Altering Available Sources ofReinforcementfor Bullying and Bystander Behaviours by

Encouraging Small Changes in the Behaviour ofBystanders.
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When considering the purpose of bullying, students reported that bullying served

to make children who bully feel cool or good (17%), feel powerful or strong (1 7%), or get

attention/ feel popular (11%). Likewise, when considering why children bully, students

reported that students' motivation for bullying was to feel cool or good (21%), feel strong

or powerful (16%), or to get attention/ feel popular (14%). Furthermore, many students

believed bullying an effective means of attaining these goals, with 41% of students

reporting that bullies benefit from their actions. Interventions need to act to interrupt

fulfillment of these social functions. In order to do this, a general opposition to bullying

behaviour must be part ofthe peer culture as a whole. This can be accomplished by

altering the sources of reinforcement available to children who bully. Small shifts toward
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an opposition of bullying would also alter the sources of reinforcement available for

defending behaviour and seeking adult support, making it more likely that students will be

able and willing to effectively intervene into bullying.

Students Reporting Bystander Behaviours that Demonstrate Support ofBullying

Similar to self-identified bullies and bully-victims, when compared to peers, self-

identified encouragers and onlookers tended to report high levels of tolerance of deviance

and low levels of pro-victim attitudes. However, unlike self-identified bullies and bully-

victims, when compared to peers, self-identified encouragers and onlookers displayed low

levels of self-efficacy for peer intervention. This suggests that addressing social anxieties

and providing skill training concerning peer intervention may act to alter these students'

behaviour. Nonetheless, it may be unrealistic to expect students who tend to act in ways

that support bullying to completely shift their behaviour to align themselves against

bullying. Findings fi^om the present study suggest that often the same students are

involved in encouraging and onlooking behaviours. Convincing encouragers to withdraw

their active support and downgrade their behaviour to onlooking or outsider behaviour

will act to change available sources and types of reinforcement available to children who

bully. Although onlooking behaviour acts to reinforce bullying behaviour, it does so

passively. As such, it likely acts to perpetuate bullying less strongly than behaviour that

actively reinforces or models bullying behaviour, such as encouraging.

Furthermore, as self-identified encouragers and onlookers shared many

characteristics with self-identified bullies and bully-victims, such as low levels of pro-

victim attitudes and high levels of tolerance of deviance, targeted interventions intended

for children who bully should be expanded to include students prone to encouraging and

onlooking behaviours as bystanders. In fact, it is often the same students reporting
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involvement in these behaviours. Self-identified bully-victims also tended to report

increased involvement in encouraging and onlooking behaviours as bystanders, thereby

offering their support to the bullying acts of other students. However, since self-identified

bully-victims resembled self-identified victims in levels of social anxiety and fear and

self-efficacy for peer intervention, it is important to note that interventions targeting this

group need to encompass strategies to address the negative correlates of both bullying and

victimization. ^^.•v^:W•• ';"''. ":u*% f i

Students Reporting Bystander Behaviours that Demonstrate Supportfor the Victimized

Like self-identified victims, when compared to peers, self-identified defenders and

seekers of adult support tended to report low levels of tolerance of deviance and high

levels of pro-victim attitudes; however, unlike self-identified victims, self-identified

defenders and seekers of adult support reported higher levels of self-efficacy for peer

intervention.

In the present study, self-identified victims were more likely than peers to report

intentions to intervene either directly or indirectly. This is somewhat inconsistent with the

literature, where self-reported victims have been found to less likely to report direct

interventions and more likely to report telling a teacher about bullying situations than

their peers (Baldry, 2005). Presumably, victims are less likely to report intentions to

directly intervene due to fear of retaliation, future victimization, or loss of social status.

The current study found self-identified victims eager to assist fellow targets of bullying.

Victims likely feel increased empathy for other students who are victimized and

would not want to contribute to their victimization. However, victims' intentions to

intervene into bullying situations may be problematic. Specifically, victims are in the

least safe and effective position to intervene. The victims of bullying, by definition.
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repeatedly experience the disadvantageous side of a power differential (Ma, Stewin &

Deveda, 2001 ; Olweus, 2003), and as such, their intervention attempts are unlikely to be

successful. Couple this with the qualitative findings that 73% of students believe that

those who directly intervene will be the next victims of bullying or violence, victims who

intervene may be placing themselves in fiirther danger. When asked why the same

students were victimized repeatedly, students often provided responses that centered on

the qualities of victims, including "they are targets " (26.4%), "they are different or

unpopular" (13.8%), "they are weak or small" (22.9%), "they don't defend themselves"

(23.2%), "they provoke it" (3.7%). These factors most likely apply to self-reported

victims when they are attempting peer interventions, and as such seem in a poor position

to provide interventions on behalf of peers.

Furthermore, in the present study, self-identified victims tended to report high

levels of social anxiety and fear and low levels of self-efficacy for peer intervention.

Although self-identified victims tended to express that they would directly intervene into

bullying, it seems unrealistic to assume that they follow through with these intentions, as

they report a lack of confidence in their skill and tend to be anxious about their social skill

and status. Telling a teacher may present itself as a more appropriate peer intervention for

victims who witness bullying situations, as adults can provide some immediate protection

fi-om harm. However, the effectiveness of such interventions is called into question, as

the qualitative analyses indicated that 22% of responding students believed that telling a

teacher increased bullying in the long run and 1 3% of responding students felt that

Many students offered the suggestion that certain students are "targets" for victimization; however, no

information was given concerning why certain students are targets for bullying. As bullying has received

increased attention in the last few decades, students may have offered this response due to experience with

anti-bullying initiatives. Considering that many students believed that students were repeatedly victimized,

because they are small, weak, or different, it seems likely that kids who are easy "targets" are so for these

reasons.
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teachers did little to help. Solutions arising from the peer group present themselves as an

appropriate alternative, and it might serve victims well to secure peer support before

attempting to intervene on behalf of others.

As such, victims need to be armed with social support if they wish to effectively

intervene on the behalfof victimized peers. Since self-identified victims reported similar

values and characteristics to self-identified defenders (low levels of tolerance of deviance

& high levels of pro-victim attitudes), they are likely willing to intervene in partnership

with others and would be in a much better position to intervene with such support.

Educators and parents would serve victimized children well by assisting them in

developing a plan that involves peer support in the event of not only their own

victimization, but also to address the victimization of others.

In fact, peer interventions involving groups of students hold promise in being an

effective means to address bullying situations. In the present study, defenders not only

expressed pro-victim attitudes and a rejection of deviance, they tended to report high

levels of self-efficacy for peer intervention. These are qualities that self-identified victims

did not display and their efforts would be bolstered with the support of peers who do. In

order for more students to feel confident in their intervention attempts, peer support is

required for students to reasonably believe that their interventions will be successfiil.

Students Reporting Little to no Involvement as Bystanders

Those students classified as generally uninvolved in bullying tended to report little

involvement in bullying situations as bystanders either, indicating that the vast majority of

students are uninvolved in bullying situations in any way. Students who reported little to

no involvement in bullying situations as either bullies or victims are a highly

imderutilized group. Like defenders and seekers of adult support, this group tended to





120

express sympathy for the victims of bullying, have low levels of tolerance for deviance,

and feel confident in their ability to intervene into bullying; nonetheless, they tended to

report that they were uninvolved as bystanders, reporting low levels of all bystander

behaviours. It is this group of students that hold promise in efforts to improve

intervention and prevention efforts, especially since they comprised by far the largest

group of students (77%). It is likely that these students are unaware that their anti-

buUying sentiments are shared by the majority of peers. For instance, 30% of students 'i

reported that they and their friends directly intervened into bullying when they saw it,

while only 10% thought most students acted in this way. A similar pattern was witnessed

for telling an adult, where 22% of students reported that they sought adult support when

they witnessed bullying, whereas only 13% of students thought their friends would do so

and 13% thought that most students would do so. Students reporting little to no

involvement in any of the bystander behaviours (outsiders: 53%) tended to report

midrange levels of each measured variable. For instance, outsiders reported lower levels

of tolerance of deviance, while expressing greater levels of pro-victim attitudes and self-

efficacy for peer intervention than encouragers or onlookers; however, outsiders also

reported greater tolerance of deviance and lower levels of pro-victim attitudes and self-

efficacy for peer intervention than self-identified defenders. This suggests that outsiders

are relatively uninterested in offering their support to anti-social acts such as bullying;

however, they do not feel compelled or particularly prepared to intervene. Offering

programming that promotes pro-victim attitudes and self-efficacy for peer intervention,

while minimizing tolerance of deviance may motivate some of these students to become

involved in bullying situations in more positive ways.





121

Implicationsfor Intervention and Prevention

Based on the information gathered in the present study, several recommendations

can be made concerning bullying prevention and intervention attempts.

In addition to educating students as to the various roles bystanders adopt during

bullying situations and their potential effects on bullying in the short and long term, it is

imperative that the intentions of peers in general be made transparent through group

discussion. The qualitative portion of this study highlighted the fact students believed that

attempts to intervene into bullying directly or by telling a teacher would be unsuccessfiil.

In fact, a sizable proportion of students thought there would be negative consequences for

such actions. Research shows that the majority of students report that they are opposed to

bullying and find witnessing bullying acts unpleasant (Craig & Pepler, 2003; Rigby &

Slee, 1991). Furthermore, most students report that they would intervene on behalf of

peers (Craig & Pepler, 2003; O'Connell et al., 1999); however, they fail to do so in real-

life situations (Salmivalli et al., 1996). One reason for this discrepancy may be the fact

that students are unaware that most students are opposed to bullying acts. This in itself

likely prevents students from confidently intervening into bullying situations on behalf of

peers. This is unfortunate, because peer intervention efforts actually tend to be successful

(Hawkins et al. (2001). Making student intentions more transparent will likely make

students feel more supported in peer intervention attempts, and thus, engender an increase

in the fi-equency and effectiveness of such attempts. .. :-

As self-identified onlookers were shown to display a similar array of

characteristics as self-identified bullies, intervention aimed at children who bully should

be expanded to include these children. The role of those who provide an audience for

bullying acts tends to be overlooked in intervention efforts, as they are not participating in
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an obvious way. As the presence of onlookers tends to increase the duration of bullying

situations (O'Connell et al., 1999), it is important to minimize their influence and

acknowledge their participation. Furthermore, evidence from the present study suggests

that self-identified onlookers share similar characteristics and motivations with self-

identified bullies, and would therefore benefit from interventions intended to increase

empathy and pro-social behaviour. These students likely consider their involvement

benign; however, it is their participation along with students who encourage bullying, that

make bullying acts worthwhile for children inclined to victimize others. Therefore,

labeling the effects of onlooking behaviour and acknowledging its seriousness may

encourage students to behave differently.

Last, those students identified as being uninvolved in bullying situations as

bystanders reported mid-range levels on all measures dependent variables. This suggests

that this group tends toward apathy where bullying is concerned. They do not necessarily

support bullying act; however, they are not inclined or prepared to intervene on behavlf of

victimized students. Intervention and preventions would benefit from actively engaging

these students. This group comprised over y^ of participating students, and as such, acting

in an organized manner, this group would have considerable influence over the peer group

in general. Preventions aimed at increasing students' sense of responsibility toward the

group and their community membership may help in accomplishing this goal. Deliberate

bystander training may also be useful in motivating and preparing students to

appropriately respond to bullying situations when they witness them. Students working in

groups to prepare and practice how they will respond will assist students in consistently

responding to bullying and assist them in aligning their intentions with their actual

actions.
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Limitations and Future Research

Future Research

Although peer-based interventions and preventions such as peer mentoring,

mediation, and befriending schemes have held promise in supplementing more targeted

approaches, there are several compelling reasons to suggest that to date these attempts are

still essentially adult-driven and fail to truly acknowledge the social complexities of

bullying. Ifwe are to seriously consider the argument that bullying is a social

phenomenon, then we must subject it to analyses appropriate for social phenomena. In

the case of bullying, it is phenomenon arising in a complex set of contexts or is

characteristic of groups of children within these contexts: the peer group; the classroom;

the school; community, etc. (Pepler, 2005; Salmivalli, 1999; Sutton & Smith, 1999). The

majority of anti-bulljdng interventions currently in use may be of limited relevance to

students and the real-life situations in which they find themselves. These programs have

been designed from adult understandings of school bullying that do not adequately reflect

the perspectives of children and youth. In short, they do not address the possible

functions bullying likely holds within the peer group, the classroom, and the school

culture.

The use of a Participatory Action approach in addressing school bullying presents

itself as a potential approach for several reasons. Bullying is a social phenomenon and

solutions are most likely to be relevant and effective when they emerge from within the

same contexts as did the bullying itself School bullying arises in the social contexts of

youth, not adults, and as such, any meaningfiil appraisals and solutions of the problem

need to come from within this group. Second, bullying most frequently happens outside

the realm of adult supervision (Pepler, 2005; Rigby &. Slee, 1991), thus adult-driven
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solutions are unlikely to be overly successful. Third, especially with development,

bullying can take on many covert forms that can be difficult to detect from outside the

peer group. Adult-driven understandings and interventions are likely to address only the

more overt forms of bullying without addressing the social dynamics of the groups

manifested in more subtle forms of bullying. Fourth, schools with high rates of bullying

and victimization have been shown to be resistant to traditional approaches (Cowie &

Olfsson, 2000), and as such, social, student-driven solutions should be sought, as they will

be more relevant to the individuals involved. Last, although bystander training is a

promising concept, such initiatives are more likely to be successful if they are student-

initiated.

According to Stringer (1 996), Action Research "favors consensual and

participatory procedures that enable people a) to investigate systematically their problems

and issues, b) to formulate powerful and sophisticated accounts of their situations, and c)

to devise plans to deal with the problems at hand." (p. 1 5). Furthermore, Stringer argues

that the role of the researcher in Action Research is that of co-participant or facilitator.

Children themselves are able to provide rich accounts of their experiences with bullying

and provide viable solutions.

Furthermore, there is some precedent in the literature supporting the use of

Participatory Action Research with youth (Bostock & Freeman, 2003), specifically it has

been enacted to address youth violence and drug use (Gosin, Dustman, Drapeau, &

Harrthun, 2003; Leff, Costigan, & Power, 2004; Mclntyre, 2000), and within educational

contexts (Leff et al., 2004). A strong example can be found in the collaborative work of

Bostock and Freeman (2003), where they used a Participatory Action Framework with

British youth. Through focus groups and student-led research, youth were able to
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describe their requirements and needs of the health system. Likewise, in collaboration

with urban youth, Mclntyre (2000) worked with youth in using photography to richly

describe their experiences with violence, poverty, crime, and lack of educational /

community resources. Through this process, students were able to make plans to address

school inadequacies and to provide themselves with more educational and career

opportunities. In another example, Gosin et al. (2003) used a Participatory Action

framework as a means to address drug use among teens. Although this project did involve

youth directly, it was somewhat over-reliant on the input of adults, and as such, falls short

of reaching ideal conditions for collaborative work with youth. Similar limitations

present themselves in the work of Leff et al. (2004), who collaborated with teachers and

recess supervisors to improve the quality of schoolyard relations.

These examples lend credence to the use of collaborative research with children

and youth in the area of bullying. Descriptions and interventions for bullying to date have

done little to understand the nature of school bullying from the perspective of youth

themselves. This is an area that would benefit from further research and the information

gathered in the present study would act as an excellent starting point in empowering

students with knowledge that is specific to themselves.

Methodological Issues

Efficacy scale. In the current study, the efficacy scale produced poor reliability

estimates, and as such, only limited inferences can be drawn. This scale would benefit

from further refining. It might also be usefixl to conduct some focus groups with students

in further refining items to better reflect the attitudes underlying students' general feelings

of confidence concerning peer intervention.
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Students Classified as Outsiders. In the present inquiry, in the case of classification,

students were considered outside the situation when they failed to meet the criteria for

classification for any of the other bystander roles. In short, there were no items on the

bystander scales designed to specifically measure the tendency of students to actively stay

uninvolved. As this group of students comprised the largest percentage of bystanders, and

is likely key in any intervention attempts, designing items that more exactly capture

students who avoid any involvement in bullying situations would be a usefiil source of

information. Certainly, there would be some differences between students who are

unaware of bullying situations when they happen and students who actively avoid them.

For example, students actively avoiding bullying situations may display greater levels of

social anxiety and fear than students who are unaware. It was surprising that in the

present study, overall, social anxiety and fear was not found to be a determinant of

bystander behaviour, in spite of its predictive power concerning bullying, victimization,

and bully-victim status. It seems unlikely that there are few to no differences in social

anxiety and fear among bystanders and making a distinction between students who are

unaware of most bullying situations and students who actively avoid bullying situations
'

will likely reveal differences on this variable.

Self-Report Measures. Data for the current study were collected through self-report

measures, and as such, speak only to students' perceptions of their own behaviour. Future

research using different types of data collection may be usefiil in investigations of

bystander behaviour.

Teacher-informant scales present themselves as an additional method for measuring

bystander behaviour. However, there are several reasons they seem an inappropriate

choice. Since bullying is a social phenomenon, occurring within the contexts of the class



>-i m



.

•

127

and peer group, adult perceptions of student behaviour during bullying situations may be

incomplete. For instance, bullying is generally difficult to detect by adults, as children

who bully typically aim to avoid detection and it tends to happen outside the adult realm

(Pepler, 2005; Rigby & Slee, 1991). Furthermore, this is especially true for indirect

bullying acts, which by definition are covert in nature, and as such, adults are unlikely to

witness them. Concerning the difficulties for adults in clearly identifying bullying

behaviour, it is likely even more difficult to accurately assess students' behaviour as

bystanders. Thus, teachers are likely to provide inaccurate descriptions of bullying in

their classrooms and schools. In short, school bullying is an element of the social t

dynamics within the peer group to which teachers have limited access. In a similar

manner, observational measures are also weakened by adult interpretation. School

bullying is rooted in the world of students; therefore, they can provide the richest source

of information about bullying and bystander behaviour.

Peer informant scales are another alternative for collecting data concerning bystander

behaviour. Peer nomination scales seem especially suited to inquiries into bullying as a

social event. Specifically, such inquiries are concerned with the influences of group-level

processes on bullying behaviour, and as such, peers are in the optimal position to report

on how peers are perceived within the group with respect to their bystander behaviour.

They are immersed in the social context fi"om which bullying arises. Furthermore, there

is a well-documented discrepancy between self-reported behaviour during bullying

situations and actual behaviour in real-life situafions (O'Connell, Pepler & Craig, 1 999).

The majority of students report an opposition to bullying (Pepler, 2005; Rigby & Slee,

1991), and an intenfion to intervene (Craig & Pepler, 2003); however, most fail to do so in

real-life situations. Self-reported behaviour during bullying situations is often
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contradicted by peer reports (Salmivalli, 2001) and it may be difficult for students to

accurately evaluate their own behaviour. Peers provide a reasonable alternative as a

source of information.

Unfortunately, in spite of evidence indicating that there are little to no adverse

effects of peer nomination scales (Bell-Dolan & Foster, 1992; Bell-Dolan, Foster, and

Shikora, 1 989), due to ethical concerns, school communities are reluctant to allow use of

such scales with their students. For example, in the current inquiry, in spite of school-

board-level endorsement and university ethics clearance, of 1 1 schools, only 1 school

granted this writer permission to use peer nomination scales.^ As information concerning

the characteristics of bystanders was gathered through self-report measures in the present

study, it would be useful to replicate the findings fi-om the using peer-nomination scales

and/or observational measure. Although these measures may present logistical difficulties

and be cost-prohibitive, respectively, there are several benefits to be considered. As

bullying is a social phenomenon, these measures would be better able to capture the group

dynamics of bullying situations.

Points ofNote

The present inquiry is unique in several ways. Although it has been established in

the literature that bystanders of bullying act in a variety of ways and adopt a variety of

roles that have effects on bullying in the short and long term, to date few inquiries have

systematically examined the factors that influence that attitudes and characteristics of

bystanders that contribute to their tendency to adopt each type of behaviour when they

witness bullying situations. The present study has contributed to literature in this way.

' Unfortunately there were logistical difficulties when collecting peer-nomination data at the school granted

permission to do so. As a result, the data collected was uninformative, and as such, they were not used in

the analyses of the study.
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Specifically, students who encourage bullying situations or provide an audience for

bullying resemble self-identified bullies in that that tend to legitimize anti-social

behaviour, have little sympathy for victims, and have a weak sense of self-efficacy for

peer intervention. Interestingly, this offers some insight into the motivations of

onlookers. It has long been debated as to why students provide an audience for bullying

and fail to act in spite intentions to do so. Several reasons have been hypothesized,

including that those providing an audience for bullying are afi-aid for their safety or social

status, lack the necessary skills to intervene, or secretly approve of bullying. The present

study suggests that self-identified onlookers tend to share characteristics with self-

identified bullies and encouragers.

Conversely, students self-identified as defenders tend to express the opposite

characteristics in that they tend to be intolerant of deviance, have pro-victim attitudes, and

are confident in their peer intervention attempts. It is likely these characteristics that

engender intervention attempts. Caution must be exercised though, as self-identified

victims expressed great intentions to intervene directly or to seek adult support. These

students are likely putting themselves at risk due to their victim status. This study

suggests that adults would serve these children well providing opportunities in which

these students will be better-regarded by the group and in which they could build stronger

networks within the peer group.
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APPENDIX A1: Letter of Invitation

Title of Study: School Bullying as a Social Process: Factors Influencing Bystander Role,

Principal Investigator: Shauna Kingston, Master of Arts candidate, Department of Ctiild & Youth Studies, Brock

University. (613) 925-2708 - sk04yl@brocku.ca.

Faculty Supervisor: Zopito Marini, Professor, Department of Child & Youth Studies, Brock University

(905) 688-5550, Ext. 3178 - zmarini@brocku.ca.

My name is Shauna Kingston and I am a Master of Arts candidate in the Department of Child & Youth Studies at Brock

University. I am inviting your son or daughter to participate in my research project entitled School Bullying as a Social

Process: Factors Influencing Bystander Role. The purpose of this letter is to inform you about my research project and

to obtain your content for your child's participation. Specifically, I am interested in the behaviour of bystanders during

school bullying episodes.

The purpose of this research project is to find out more about the motivafions, attitudes, and characteristics of

bystanders during school bullying episodes. It is believed that their actions can have a positive or negative impact on

bullying. This study aims to isolate factors that contribute to the behavioural choices of bystanders. It is hoped that this

informafion can be used to build more positive school environments where bullying within the peer group is successfully

addressed.

Your child's participation will require approximately 45 minutes to 1 hour, where your child will be asked to complete a

series of questionnaires. Your child will be asked to consider some sensitive issues, mainly, bullying. They will be

asked to reflect on their own behaviour during bullying situations. Information will be kept strictly confidential and will be

used for research purposes only. No one will have access to the information your child provides outside the

researchers. Neither your child's teachers nor other school board personnel will have access to raw data. This process

is entirely voluntary. If you or your child decides to opt out of participation, an alternate task will be provided for your

child by his/ her classroom teacher. There will be no negative consequences for such a decision.

This research should help in the design of more effective bullying interventions and preventions. Upon request, group

findings will be shared within your school community, and It is hoped that this information will help to make your child's

school a more positive place where bullying is successfully addressed. If you have any questions regarding the nature

of the research and/or your child's involvement, please do not hesitate to contact me, Shauna Kingston via email at

sk04vl(5)brocku.ca or my advisor, Dr. Zopito Marini at Brock University, Faculty of Child and Youth Studies (905) 688-

5550, ext. 3178 - zmarinKSibrocku.ca .

With the aid of my thesis advisor, I have been working towards completing my M.A. thesis through conducting the

present project. I appreciate the time you have taken to read this letter, and if you are comfortable with your child

participating, please sign below to provide consent for your child to do so. Please have your child return the signed

consent forms to their classroom teacher. I will be collecting them on the date October 25, 2006, when the study at

your school will commence.

If you have any pertinent questions about your rights as a research participant please contact the Brock University

Research Ethics Officer at (905) 688-5550 ext 3035, reb(5).brocku.ca) . If you require further information or have

questions about the study, please contact the Principal Investigator or the Faculty Supervisor using the contact

information provided above. This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the Research Ethics

Board at Brock University (File# 05-216).

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Thank you

Shauna Kingston.

Master of Arts Candidate

Child & Youth Studies

Brock University
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APPENDIX A2: Letter of Consent

Title of Study: School Bullying as a Social Process: Factors Influencing Bystander Role.

Principal Investigator: Shauna Kingston, graduate student - M.A,, Department of Child & Youth Studies, Brock

University

sl<04vl(5)brocl<u.ca . (613) 925-2708.

Faculty Supervisor: Zopito l\1arini, Professor, Department of Child & Youth Studies, Brock University

zmarini(S)brocku.ca , (905) 688-5550 ext. 3178.

I understand that this study involves research, and that my child is being invited to participate

•
I understand that the purpose of this study is to find out more about the motivations, attitudes, and characteristics

of bystanders during school bullying episodes. It is believed that their actions can have a positive or negative

impact on bullying. This study aims to isolate the factors that contribute to the behavioural choices of bystanders.

It is hoped that this information can be used to build more positive school environments where bullying within the

peer group is successfully addressed.

I understand that the expected duration of my child's participation in this study is approximately 45 minutes to 1

hour.

I understand the procedures to be followed. My child will be asked to complete a series of questionnaires that will

include questions concerning bullying and their attitudes about social situations. Students will be asked to reflect

on some sensitive issues, mainly bullying episodes at their school. My child will be asked to comment on their own

behaviour.

Information will be kept strictly confidential and will be used for research purposes only. Only the researchers will

have access to this information, and it will be used to describe groups rather than individual students. Neither your

child's teacher nor any other school personnel will have access to the information your child provides. This

process is entirely voluntary. If you or your child decides to opt out of participation, an alternate task will be

provided for your child by his/ her classroom teacher. There will be no negative consequences for such a decision.

I understand the risks & benefits associated with this research. My child will be asked to think about sensitive

issues concerning bullying in their classroom. They will be asked to reflect on their own behaviour. This

information will be kept confidential. Although minimal, there is the risk that this process may be distressing for

some students due to the sensitive nature of bullying. Students will be asked to keep their responses confidential,

however. If your child feels uncomfortable at any time, they may withdraw their participation. You may withdraw

your consent at any time. I understand that the findings from this study may also prove beneficial in the planning

and implementing of more effective anfi-bullying initiatives.

I understand that the information given by my child will be kept strictly confidential and will not be shared. All

findings reported will pertain to groups of students, where no one student will be singled out.

I understand that only the Principal Investigator & the Faculty Supervisor will have access to my child's data, and

that all information will be stored securely and will be destroyed 10 years after completion of the study.

I understand that my child's participation is voluntary; refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits

to which your child is otherwise entitled and your child may discontinue participation at any time without penalty or

loss of benefits, to which they are otherwise entitled.

I understand that the results of this study may be published in the form of a Master of Arts dissertation and may

also be used for further educational, training, or research purposes. This study may be published for other

academic reasons. All identifying information will be removed.

I understand that confidentiality cannot be ensured because of mandatory reporting laws (e.g. suspected child

abuse, reportable communicable diseases, etc.)

I understand that if I have any pertinent questions about my child's rights as a research participant I can contact

the Brock University Research Ethics Officer (905 688-5550 ext. 3035, reb(5)brocku.ca) . This study has been

reviewed and received clearance through the Research Ethics Board at Brock University (File# 05-216).

Please keep this form for your files. Please sign the enclosed consent form and return to your child's classroom

teacher if you consent for your child to participate. Please keep a copy of this information page for your files.
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Bullying as a Social Process: Factors Influencing Bystander Behaviour.

Name of Participant (please print):

Name of Parent / Guardian (please print):

/, ( parent /guardian)

1. Have read and understood the relevant information regarding this research project

2. Understand that i may asl( questions in the future

3. Indicate free consent to my child's research participation by signing this research consent form

4. I give permission for the researcher to use my child's data in secondary use of data studies. These

questionnaires may be re-evaluated at a future date for research purposes.

Parent/ Guardian's Signature:

Date:

Thank you very much for your participation and assistance.

Shauna Kingston

Principal Investigator Signature: Date:

Dr. Zopito Marini

Faculty Advisor Signature: Date:

Optional Request For Feedback:

If you wish to receive a report of the findings from this project, please provide a mailing address.
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APPENDIX A3: Assent Form

I have explained this study to the participant

Researcher's Signature:

Shauna Kingston

Master of Arts Candidate

Child & Youth Studies

Brocl( University

This study has been explained to me and I have had the opportunity to ask questions.

I have been informed that all information gathered including my identity will be kept confidential. I

understand the difference between anonymity and confidentiality. I understand that my information

will be kept confidential and anonymous.

In addition, I understand that I have the right to withdraw from any part of the study at any time.

I understand that my participation will take 45 minutes to an hour and that I will be asked to reflect on
bullying in my school and classroom.

I understand that I will be asked to describe my own behaviour during bullying episodes. This

process has been explained to me. I understand that only the researchers will have access to the

information I provide.

I agree to keep my answers confidential and not share them with other students, parents, or teachers.

I (your name) wish to participate in the research

study entitled: School Bullying as a Social Process: Factors Influencing Bystander Role.

student: Signature: Date:

Thank you very much for your participation and assistance.

Optional Request For Feedback:

If you wish to receive a report of the findings from this project, please check here:
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APPENDIX A4: Letter of Appreciation

Bullying as a Social Process: Factors Influencing

Bystander Behaviour.

THANK YOU FOR
YOUR

PARTICIPATION!

Your time has very much been appreciated. This research

would not have been possible without the generous

participation ofyou and your classmates.

It is hoped that the information gathered in this study will

contribute to more positive school environments and will

help to reduce school bullying.

HAVE A GREAT
SCHOOL YEAR!
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APPENDIX B1: Demographic Information Form

Check here ifyou are a girl:

Check here if you are a boy:

/ am years of age.

I am in Grade
.

My teacher's name is

The purpose of the following questionnaires is to find

out more about you and what you think about social

interactions in your school. All of your answers will be kept

confidential, which means I won't tell anybody else about
what you write or show anyone else your answers. You don't

have to complete these questionnaires if you don't want to.

You will not be graded on your answers. If you feel

uncomfortable at any time you may stop.

Please carefully read the instructions given with each

questionnaire. Read each question and answer as honestly as

possible. There are no wrong or right answers. Your answers will

be kept private — please do not write your name on any of these

sheets.

Thank you for your participation.
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APPENDIX B2: School-Life Questionnaire.

For each of the following questions please choose the option which best
describes your own experience of the interactions you have had during the last

school year.

Part A. How often have these acts been DONE TO YOU during the LAST
SCHOOL YEAR?

Never A few times A few times A few times Every

a YEAR a MONTH a WEEK Day

Been pushed and shoved

Been called names and sworn at

Been excluded from joining an activity

Been teased or ridiculed

Had another student dare someone to hurt you

Had rumours and untrue stories about you spread around

Been kicked and hit

Received hurtful and unsigned notes

-0--
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APPENDIX B3: Bystander Scales

Sometimes it is easy to spot bullying and to tell who is bullying and who being
victimized.

Some examples of this kind of bullying include:

PUSHING & SHOVING,

HITTING & KICKING,

NAME CALLING & SWEARING, and

TEASING & RIDICULING.

WHEN YOU HAVE SEEN these kinds of bullying during the LAST SCHOOL
YEAR, please indicate how often YOU RESPONDED in these ways.

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Joined the bullying

Told a teacher

Watched the bullying happen

Stuck up for the victim

Cheered on the bully

Got other students to help/ intervene

Made sure to see the bullying

Told the bully to stop

Encouraged the bullying by shouting

Befriended the victim after the bullying stopped

Stayed out of the situation, but watched it happen

Protected the victim

Laughed at student(s) being bullied

Stood around talking about the bullying

Tried to cheer the victim up later

Yelled at or hit the bully

Encouraged other students to watch the bullying

Asked an adult for help

Openly tried to stop the bullying

Watched students be victimized

-O-
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Sometimes it is hard to spot bullying and to know who is bullying and who being

victimized. Some examples of this kind of bullying include:

EXCLUDING SOMEONE FROM AN ACTIVITY,

A STUDENT DARING ANOTHER STUDENT TO HURT SOMEONE,

STUDENTS SPREADING RUMOURS OR UNTRUE STORIES, and

STUDENTS WRITING HURTFUL & UNSIGNED NOTES OR EMAILS.

WHEN YOU HAVE SEEN these kinds of bullying during the LAST SCHOOL
YEAR, please indicate how often YOU RESPONDED In these ways.

Joined the bullying

Told a teacher

Watched the bullying happen

Stuck up for the victim

Cheered on the bullying

Got other students to help/ intervene

Made sure to know about the bullying

Yelled at or hit the bully

Encouraged the bullying by talking about it

Befriended the victim

Talked/ gossiped with other students about the bullying

Tried to cheer the victim up later

Watched student(s) be victimized

Protected the victim

Laughed at student(s) being bullied

Encouraged other students to join the bullying

Asked an adult for help

Told the bully to stop

Openly tried to stop the bullying

Stayed out of the situation, but watched it happen

Sever
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APPENDIX B4: Attitudinal Intolerance of Deviance/ Tolerance of Deviance.

All of the items in this questionnaire are statements. You are asked to indicate

how much you believe the actions and behaviours described are wrong. You
will be provided 4 options on a scale. The scale is as follows:

Very Wrong Wrong A little bit Wrong Not at all Wrong

Pleases answer as honestly as possible. Your answers will not be shared.

1. To take things that do not belong to you.

Very Wrong Wrong A little bit Wrong Not at all Wrong

2. To give your teacher a fake excuse for being absent.

Very Wrong Wrong A little bit Wrong Not at all Wrong

3. To bother people in a movie theatre even if you have been asked to stop.

Very Wrong Wrong A little bit Wrong Not at all Wrong

4. To borrow $5 or so from a friend without really expecting to pay it back.

Very Wrong Wrong A little bit Wrong Not at all Wrong

5. To cheat on a test.

Very Wrong Wrong A little bit Wrong Not at all Wrong

6. To skip school without a good excuse. '

Very Wrong Wrong • A little bit Wrong Not at all Wrong

7. To get into fist fights with other people.

Very Wrong Wrong A little bit Wrong Not at all Wrong

8. To break something that belongs to another person just to get even.

Very Wrong Wrong A little bit Wrong Not at all Wrong

9. To break into a place that is locked just to look around.

Very Wrong Wrong A little bit Wrong Not at all Wrong

10. To damage public or private property that does not belong to you just for fun.

Very Wrong Wrong A little bit Wrong Not at all Wrong

11. To threaten a teacher because you were angry about something at school.

Very Wrong Wrong A little bit Wrong Not at all Wrong
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APPENDIX B5: Pro-victim Attitudes.

All of the items in this questionnaire are statements. You are asked to indicate how much you
agree or disagree with each of the following statements using the following scale:

Agree Don't Know Disagree

Please answer as honestly as possible. Your answers will not be shared.

1. I wouldn't be friends with Itids who let themselves be pushed around.

Agree Don't Know Disagree

2. Kids who are weak are just asking for trouble.

Agree Don't Know Disagree

3. Kids should not complain about being bullied.

Agree Don't Know Disagree

4. Soft kids make me sick.

Agree Don't Know Disagree

5. Nobody likes a wimp.

Agree Don't Know Disagree

6. It's OK. to call some kids nasty names.

Agree Don't Know Disagree

7. It is funny to see kids get upset when they are teased.

Agree Don't Know Disagree

8. A bully is really a coward.

Agree Don't Know Disagree

9. Kids who get picked on a lot usually deserve it.

Agree Don't Know Disagree

10. I like it when someone stands up for kids who are being bullied.

Agree Don't Know Disagree

11. It's a good thing to help children who can't defend themselves.

Agree Don't Know Disagree

12. It makes me angry when a kid Is picked on without reason.

Don't Know Disagree
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APPENDIX B6: Self-Efficacy Beliefs Regarding Peer Intervention.

All of the items in this questionnaire are statements. Please circle how much you agree or disagree with

each of the following statements using the following scale:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Please answer as honestly as possible. Your answers will not be shared.

1. It is not my business to do anything about bullying.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

2. 1 can affect whether there is bullying in my class.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

3. I would know what to do to help someone being bullied.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

4. If I try to help a classmate being bullied, the bully will turn on me.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

5. If I tell my teacher about bullying, s/he will be able to help. ..

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

f-,

6. Students who try to stop bullying are usually successful.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

7. My friends support me when I try to stop bullying.

> .
'

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

8. Bullying has been discussed in my class.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree i •

.

"

A

9. Students who try to stop bullying are usually bullied next.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
' •'»'•.',

10. It makes no difference whether students intervene into bullying.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree .
.

-'.it.v
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APPENDIX B7: Social Anxiety and Fear.

All of the items in this questionnaire are statements. You are asked to indicate how much each of
the following statements is true for you and reflects your feelings in social situations. Five options
will be provided on the following scale:

Never Almost Never Sometimes Often Always

Please answer as honestly as possible. Your answers will not be shared.

1. I worry about what other children say about me.

Never Almost Never Sometimes ' Often

2. I feel that other kids talk about me behind my back.

Never Almost Never Sometimes

3. I worry about what other kids think of me.

Never Almost Never Sometimes

4. I worry that other kids don't like me.

Never Almost Never Sometimes

5. I feel that kids are making fun of me.

Never Almost Never Sometimes

6. I'm afraid other kids will not like me.

Never Almost Never Sometimes

Often

Often

Often

Often

Often

Always

Always

Always

Always

Always

Always

7. If I get into an argument with another kid, I worry that he or she won't
like me.

Never Almost Never Sometimes

8. I worry about being teased.

Never Almost Never Sometimes

9. I get nervous when I talk to new kids.

Never Almost Never Sometimes

10.1 feel shy around kids I don't know.

Never Almost Never Sometimes

Often

Often

Often

Often

Always

Always

Always

Always
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11.1 get nervous when I talk to kids I don't know very well.

Never Almost Never Sometimes Often

12.1 feel nervous around certain kids.

Never Almost Never Sometimes Often

13.1 worry about doing something new In front of kids.

Always

Always

Never Almost Never Sometimes " Often

14.1 only talk to kids that I know really well.

Never Almost Never Sometimes Often

15. I'm quiet when I'm with a group of kids.

Never Almost Never Sometimes Often

16.1 feel shy even with kids I know well.

Never Almost Never Sometimes Often

17. It's hard for me to ask other kids to play with me.

Never Almost Never Sometimes Often

18. I'm afraid to invite other kids to my house because they might say no.

Never Almost Never Sometimes Often Always

Always

Always

Always

Always

Always
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APPENDIXES: Vignettes.

Please read each scenario/ story and answer the question relating to it.

1) Jon and Dave are friends. They are on the playground, when Jon begins to

hit another student because he doesn't like the shoes he's wearing. Dave saw
this happen.

What would Dave do and why?

2) One day when Lydia went into the gym change-room, she saw a message
written about her friend Mary. It read, "Mary is a geek and dresses fiinny."

Although Lydia didn't see anyone write it, earUer she had overheard another

student bragging about writing it.

What would Lydia do and why?

3) Tony is walking to school when he sees 2 boys arguing. One of these

boys is threatening to beat the other up if he doesn't give him his lunch

money. Tony knows neither of these boys.

What does Tony do and why?

4) Stephanie and her friends were eating lunch and overheard Sarah dare

Lindsay to take another student's lunch and throw it in the garbage.

Stephanie and all of her friends saw and heard everything that happened.

What would Stephanie do and why?

5) In gym class, Sandy overheard Diane making ftm of Heather by calling

her "lazy, fat, and stupid", because she missed the winning goal for her team.

Sandy knew she was the only one to hear these comments.

What would Sandy do and why?
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6) Elliott sees Dan running down the hall yelling and cheering about how
he's going to beat up Tim. Many of Elliott's classmates are cheering too and

some join Dan in his pursuit of Tim. Dan and a small group of students find

Tim and beat him up. A large crowd forms and some students are cheering.

What would Elliott do and why?

7) Everyday while waiting at the bus stop, Edward watches Allen steal

something of George's. Sometimes, Allen steals George's money;

sometimes it's his clothing items, shoes, etc. If George refuses to give Allen

his things, Allen beats him up.

What would Edward do and why?

8) Diane, Suzy, and Michele are playing jacks. They can see Jennifer

approaching and Suzy tells Michelle that they shouldn't let Jennifer play.

What would Diane do and why?
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APPENDIX B9: Student Questions.

Please briefly answer the following questions as honestly as possible. Your
answers will not be shared.

1) What does bullying mean to you?

2) What is the purpose of bullying?

3) Who benefits from bullying?

4) Why do bullies buUy?

5) Why do the same students get picked on again and again?

6) When there is bullying, what do most students do? Why?

7) When there is bullying, what do your friends do? Why

8) When you see or hear bullying, what do you do? Why?

9) What happens when students openly try to stop bullying?

10) Does telling a teacher/ an adult about bullying help? Why or why
not.

11) How can bullying be stopped?
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APPENDIX CI

Factor Loadingsfor Self-Reported Victimization, Bullying, and Witnessed Bullying:

School Life Questionnaire (principle components extraction with varimax rotation).

Factor#l

(Direct)

Factor#2

(Indirect)

Victimization

Been pushed and shoved

Been called names and swom at

Been teased or ridiculed

Been kicked and hit

Had another student dare someone to hurt you

Had rumours and untrue stories about you spread around

Been excluded from joining an activity

Received hurtful and unsigned notes

.78



I
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APPENDIX C2
Factor Loadingsfor the Bystander Behaviour Scale (principle components extraction with
varimax rotation).
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APPENDIX C3

Factor Loadingsfor the Pro-Victim Scale (principle components extraction with varimax
rotation)

Factor#l Factor#2 Factor#3

(Approval (Rejection of (Support

Of Bullying) Weak Children) of Victims) J

Kids should not complain about being bullied

It's O.K. to call some kids nasty names

It's funny to see kids upset when they are teased

Kids who get picked on a lot usually deserve it

I wouldn't be friends with kids who let themselves be pushed. .

.

Kids who are weak are just asking for trouble

Soft kids make me sick

Nobody likes a wimp

A bully is really a coward

I like it when someone stands up for kids who are being bullied

It's a good thing to help children who can't defend themselves

It makes me angry when a kid is picked on without reason.

.59
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APPENDIX C4

Factor Loadingsfor the Self-Efficacyfor Peer Intervention (principle components
extraction with varimax rotation)

Factor#l Factor#2 Factor#3 Factor#4

I would know what to do to help someone being bullied

If I tell my teacher about bullying, he or she will be able to help

Students who try to stop bullying are usually successful

My friends support me when I try to stop bullying

If I try to help a classmate being bullied, the bully will turn on me
Student who try to stop bullying are usually next

It makes no difference whether students intervene into bullying

It is not my business to do anything about bullying

I c£ui affect whether there is bullying in my class

Bullying has been discussed in my class

.57
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APPENDIX C5

Factor Loadingsfor the Social Anxiety and Fear Scale (principle components extraction

with varimax rotation)

I worry what other children say about me
I feel that other kids talk about me behind my back

I worry what other kids think about me
I worry that other kids don't like me
1 feel that kids are making fun ofme
I'm afraid other kids will not like me
If 1 get into an argument with another kid, I worry that s/he . .

.

1 worry about being teased

I get nervous when I talk to new kids

I feel shy around kids I don't know

I get nervous when 1 talk to kids 1 don't know very well

I feel nervous around certain kids

I worry about doing something new in front of kids

I only talk to kids that 1 know really well

I'm quiet when I'm with a group of kids

I feel shy even with kids I know well

It's hard for me to ask other kids to play with me
I'm afraid to invite other kids to my house because they might..

Factor#l Factor#2 Factor#3

.77
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APPENDIX C6

Frequency of responses for items on the bullying, victimization, and witnessed bullying

scales (%)

1

Victimization

Been pushed and shoved

Been called names and sworn at

Been excluded from joining an activity

Been teased and ridiculed

Had another student dare someone to hurt you

Had rumours and untrue stories spread about you

Been kicked and hit

Receive hurtful and unsigned notes

Bullying

Pushed and shoved someone

Swore at someone and called them names

Excluded someone from joining an activity

Teased and ridiculed someone

Dared another student to hurt someone

Spread rumours and untrue stories

Kicked and hit someone

Wrote hurtful and unsigned notes

Witnessed Bullying

Pushing and shoving

Name calling and swearing

Someone being excluded from joining an activity

Teasing and ridiculing

A student daring another student to hurt someone

Student spreading rumours and untrue stories

Kicking and hitting

Students writing hurtful and unsigned notes

30.1% 41.1% 12.9% 11.7% 4.2%
21.3% 36.8% 19.6% 14.3% 8.0%

33.3% 38.9% 15.5% 8.0% 4.4%

33.1% 33.6% 18.5% 11.0% 3.8%

74.2% 15.0% 3.8% 4.7% 2.1%
43.2% 36.4% 10.8% 7.3% 2.3%

42.7% 33.5% 10.1% 8.5% 5.2%

78.5% 13.1% 4.4% 2.4% 1.6%

41 .6% 38.6% 11.1% 6.3% 2.3%

45.8% 31.9% 10.8% 8.7% 2.8%

46.0% 40.5% 8.9% 2.8% 1.7%

53.5% 28.9% 12.0% 4.4% 1.2%

87.7% 8.2% 1.9% 1.7% .5%

72.8% 20.6% 3.3% 2.6% .7%

55.1% 28.4% 9.2% 5.7% 1.6%

92.0% 6.1% 1.0% .9% 0%

5.6% 27.0% 26.6% 20.9% 19.9%

7.1% 19.9% 23.7% 25.8% 23.5%

9.6% 24.2% 27.0% 22.0% 17.2%

12.9% 26.7% 22.6% 21.4% 16.4%

48.3% 24.0% 11.5% 10.8% 5.4%

17.4% 29.1% 26.5% 15.5% 11.5%

14.5% 29.4% 24.4% 17.6% 14.1%

50.5% 28.6% 11.0% 5.2% 4.7%

0-never, 1-a few times a year, 2- a few times a month, 3-a few times a week, 4-everyday
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Frequency of responses for items on the bystander scales (%)

1 2

Encouraging

Direct bullying situations

Joined the bullying

Cheered on the bully

Encouraged the bully by shouting

Laughed at student(s) being bullied

Encouraged other students to watch bullying

Indirect bullying situations

Joined the bullying

Cheered on the bully

Encouraged the bully by talking about it

Talked/gossiped with other students about bullying

Laughed at student(s) being bullied

Encouraged other students to join the bullying

Onlooking

Direct bullying situations:

Watched the bullying happen

Stayed out of the situation, but watched it happen

Stood around taking about the bully

Watched Students be victimized

Indirect bullying situations :

Watched the bullying happen

Watched students be victimized

Stayed out the situation, but watched it happen

Defending

Direct bullying situations:

Stuck up for the victim

Got other students to help/ intervene

Told the bully to stop

Befriended the victim after the bullying stopped

Protected the victim

Tried to cheer the victim up later

Openly tried to stop the bullying

61.0% 27.0% 10.1% 1.7% .2%
74.8%
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Indirect bullying situations:

Stuck up for the victim

Got other students to help/ intervene

Befriended the victim

Tried to cheer the victim up later

Protected the victim

Told the bully to stop

Openly tried to stop the bullying

Seeking Adult Support

17.8%





168

APPENDIX C8

Descriptive Statisticsfor the Bullying, Victimization, and Witnessed Bullying Scales by
Grade Level and Gender
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APPENDIX C9

Descriptive Statisticsfor the Bystander Scales by Grade Level and Gender

Mean Standard Deviation N
Encouraging
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APPENDIX CIO

Descriptive Statisticsfor Bystander Behaviour by Bullying Role

Variables N M SD

encouragme
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APPENDIX CI 1

Descriptive Statisticsfor Tolerance ofDeviance, Pro-victim Attitudes, Social Anxiety and
Fear, and Self-Efficacyfor Peer Intervention by Bullying Role

Variables
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APPENDIX C12

Descriptive Statisticsfor Tolerance ofDeviance, Pro-victim Attitudes, Social Anxiety and
Fear, and Self-Efficacyfor Peer Intervention by Bystander Role

Variables N M SD

Tolerance of Deviance



IvM










