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Abstract

Background: Research in the field of school-bullying has been expanding for at least
three decades while research in cyber-bullying is still evolving. There has been an
enormous amount of empirical works and projects throughout the years, all aiming to
understand how bullying functions, the motivation behind such behaviour, the related
factors, the consequences, and of course to create efficient prevention and
intervention models. However, in spite of the continuous efforts to decrease the rates
for both forms, previous research has shown that school-bullying remains stable
whereas cyber-bullying is on the rise and evolving.

Aim: This three-year project aimed to explore highly studied as well as neglected risk
and preventive factors in relation to SB and CB; examine relationships, differences
and predictive effects, whilst providing a comparison of the factors’ effect on SB and
CB.

Methodology: For this project 408 participants were recruited to complete the online
survey in Google Forms. The questionnaire aimed to measure school-bullying and
cyber-bullying both from the perspective of the victim and the perpetrator, empathy,
self-esteem, aggression, anger, impulsivity, self control, guilt, morality, copying
strategy/minimisation, factors related to family, and friends. To achieve this 11
previously validated scales were employed and a series of questions were constructed
in order to measure other related aspects.

Findings: Results showed that there are complicated relationships, differences, and
predictive effects between the factors and the two forms of bullying, with some
factors relating to both forms of bullying, while there appears to be an overlap

between the two forms. To collectively present the results, a four level model was



developed and the school-bullying/cyber-bullying prevention/intervention model
emerged.

Conclusion: Bullying is a complicated phenomenon regardless of the expressed form.
There are numerous gaps in research that require further examination and several
limitations that future research should address. In spite of the current project’s
limitations that are addressed in detail, this project managed to provide a collective
comparative picture of risk factors for both forms of bullying and has developed a
detailed anti-bullying model that could potentially tackle both school-bullying and

cyber-bullying.
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Part 1

Understanding School-bullying and Cyber-bullying

Chapter 1- Understanding the Two Main Forms of Bullying

1.1. General Introduction to School Bullying and Cyber-Bullying

More and more, the phenomenon of bullying is fast-becoming a worldwide
concern, with governments, researchers, teachers, parents, and young people all
getting involved in order to highlight the long-lasting consequences and complex
factors associated with this type of behaviour. Research projects focused on school-
bullying (SB) and cyber-bullying (CB), have taken various paths and covered many
related areas, but have also signified the necessity to further understand the general
phenomenon and continue research on both SB and CB, which this study explores in
depth.

Gerler (2008) mentioned that although the need for adult intervention in
bullying has been proven in the numerous studies conducted to understand the nature
of bullying, still there are some highly-educated people supporting the idea that
children need to get tougher and learn how to stand up for themselves independently.
This problematic behaviour has attracted a lot of attention for various reasons but
mainly because of the severity of consequences for both the victims and the bullies.
During adolescence, a number of important yet turbulent changes occur in children’s
lives, thus, there is an increased likelihood of bullying experience, often resulting in
depression and suicide (Mickelson, Eagle, Swearer, Song & Cary, 2001; Iyer, Dougall

& Jensen-Campbell, 2013). Other studies have added that bullying negatively alters
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people’s lives and have gone some way to indicate the long-term psychological
effects. Specifically it was shown that, victimisation at school, could result in
increased anxiety, loneliness, decreased self-esteem, post-traumatic stress disorder
(PTSD), truancy, poor academic performance, alcohol and drug abuse, low social
competence and even suicide (Batsche & Knoff, 1994; Craig, 1998; Goldbaum, Craig,
Pepler & Connolly, 2003; Graham, Bellmore & Juvonen, 2003; Kumpulainen,
Rasanen, Henttonen, Almqvist, Kresanov, Linna, Moilanen, Piha, Tamminen &
Puura, 1998; Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpela, Marttunen, Rimpela & Rantanen, 1999;
Kochenderfer-Ladd & Ladd, 2001; Nansel, Overpeck, Haynie, Ruan & Scheidt, 2003;
Olweus, 1993b; Williams, Chambers, Logan & Robinson, 1996). Other projects
(Farrington, 1993), examined bullying in terms of later involvement in criminality and
showed that there is a connection between bullying and adult criminal behaviour, with
60% of those who bullied in grades six and/or nine having at least one criminal
conviction by age 24. However, many factors play a role in bullying involvement and
the possibility of bullying behaviour progressing to crime engagement. Some of the
factors function as protective and some increase the risk, and throughout the current
study, factors related to family and friend environment, personality and behaviour, as
well as background factors, are explored with great detail and cover research gaps
identified in previous literature.
1.2. Introduction to SB

Looking back, SB has existed since the first educational facilities were
established centuries ago (see Archilochus of Paros, par. 5), and has changed
terminology countless times (e.g. harassment, irritation, provocation, annoyance,
etc.), however, the meaning has remained the same. Regardless of this, researchers,

teachers, government and students themselves, all perceive bullying and understand
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this terminology in different ways. It is highly likely that, the inconsistency in the
terminology as well as the variation in perceptions of what bullying is, accounts for a
main disagreement between scholars on whether CB is part of SB, or a unique
bullying form on its own. And this aspect is explored intensively with this project in
an attempt to provide clarity on the argument.

1.2.1. What is SB?

Roland (2002) informed that the term bullying originates to Dan Olweus and
his research on bullying in schools in the 90ties, and it means repetitive harassment or
even severe abuse (Olweus, 1993). Olweus’ definition includes the following criteria:
(a) physically harming a person or indirect forms of victimisation; (b) victimisation
that occurs repeatedly over time; and (c) victims who do not have equal strength or
power to the bully (Craig, 1998; Carbone-Lopez, Esbensen & Brick, 2010). On the
contrary, Hellstrom, Persson and Hagquist (2015) conducted a qualitative analysis in
order to explore adolescents’ understanding of the definition of bullying. Their
findings revealed that understanding of bullying does not just include the traditional
criteria of repetition and power imbalance that Olweus introduced. Adolescents
frequently believe that even a single hurtful/harmful event should also be considered
bullying, such in the case of single severe CB attacks that eliminate the criterion of
repetition. Consequently, informing that the traditional criteria included in most
definitions of bullying might not fully reflect adolescents' understanding of this
behaviour. However, it must also be noted that perceiving each and every single act of
violence, harassment or playful teasing amongst youngsters as bullying, might equally
generate a problem for research. As the majority of children, might engage in some
form of the aforementioned behaviours at some point in their lives, and particularly

during the first years of their studentship, when respecting boundaries and empathy
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levels are still in the development stage. In particular, empathy is one of the many
factors that are examined in relation to bullying in this study, and a comparison
between SB and CB is provided, attempting to identify similarities or differences
between the two forms.

Still the puzzle remains and when schools and researchers assess an
environment for bullying behaviours or attempt to measure the prevalence rates of
bullying in a school, they face the likelihood of unrealistic and unreliable results,
while the incongruence leads institutions to an inconsistency of decisions and actions
(Cowan, 2012). Specifically, the rigid nature of Olweus’ terminology has been
challenged (Finkelhor, Turner & Hamby, 2012) . According to the latter authors, the
definition excludes serious peer aggression, trivial conflicts among peers, and very
serious acts of aggression. For example, if a student injures another student with an
object, it is not technically bullying if it occurs only once and/or if there was no pre-
existing power difference. Likewise, if a female student is being sexually assaulted by
one of her classmates, it is not bullying, because it only happened once. The authors
also mentioned that, when schools develop SB prevention programs, they aim to
target and eliminate all interpersonal aggression, not only the repeated aggression in
unequal relationships that Olweus terminology suggests. Taking the aforementioned
into account, the significance of addressing the terminology’s criteria was
acknowledged, therefore, examined further with the present study, in an attempt to
elucidate the divergence accompanying bullying-related research.

1.2.2. Types of SB

Research studies (Wang, lannotti, Luk & Nansel, 2010; Wang, [annotti &

Luk, 2012) have identified several types of SB, the most common ones being:

* Physical attack (e.g. hitting, pushing, and kicking, property damage, theft)
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* Verbal harassment (e.g. calling someone names in a hurtful way)
* Social exclusion (e.g. ignoring or excluding others on purpose)

* Spreading rumours (e.g. telling lies about others)

Physical attack and verbal harassment are considered a direct form of
confrontation, whereas social exclusion and spreading rumours are considered an
indirect form of bullying; with verbal and relational bullying and victimisation
prevailing physical bullying (Wang, lannotti & Nansel, 2009). For example, Wang et
al., (2009) conducted a study to examine the four types of SB in relation to socio-
demographic characteristics, parental support and friends, in the USA. The
researchers revealed the majority of the participants were more verbally bullied
(53.6%) in a time period of two months, followed by social exclusion and spreading
rumours (51.4%), such means are also reported in CB incidents, and last by physical
attacks (20.8%). They also revealed that boys are more likely to be involved in verbal
or physical bullying, whereas girls are more likely to engage in relational bullying.

As bullying and harassment have been persistent problems in schools all over
the world, with some studies (Elias & Zinsd, 2003) suggesting that bullying affects at
least 70% of the students, research has focused on different types of SB (Goldweber,
Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2013), including CB. However, some studies make
distinctions and study the prevalence rates of the various SB types according to
gender. For example, McClanahan and McCoy Jacobsen (2015) used data from more
than 25,000 middle-school students in 15 countries, in Latin America and the
Caribbean who participated in the Global School- based Student Health Survey
(GSHS) between 2004 and 2009. They concluded that for girls, the most common
form of bullying reported in 14 countries, was appearance-based, while for boys,

physical aggression was the most common form in 10 countries, and appearance-
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based bullying was the most common form reported in four countries. Other frequent
SB types include name-calling (Boulton & Hawker, 1997), which falls under verbal
SB. Other reported types have been relational, physical and electronic, or in some
way CB. Some researchers (Bradshaw, Waasdorp & Johnson, 2015; 2014;) that
looked deeper into the types of SB have indicated that there is an overlap in the
different forms of victimisation. The current study looks deeper into the bullying
means and compares between victims and perpetrators. Moreover, a research gap is
addressed, by comparing between victims’ and perpetrators’ perceptions and reasons
behind the bullying incidents. Similar studies (Wang, lannotti & Nansel, 2009) have
shown that prevalence rates of having bullied others or having been bullied at school
for at least once in the last two months were 20.8% physically, 53.6% verbally, 51.4%
socially, or 13.6% electronically. In addition, the latter study concluded that boys
were more involved in physical or verbal bullying, whereas girls were more involved
in relational bullying. Interestingly, boys were more likely to be cyber bullies,
whereas girls were more likely to be cyber victims; an aspect that is also examined in
this project, but with a sample that also includes college and university students.
1.3. Introduction to CB

Along with the technological evolution, comes the more frequent, free and
unmonitored access of children to Cyber Space (DePaolis, & Williford, 2015), and the
increase of reported incidents of CB. This form of bullying has distressed parents,
governments, schools and children, since the consequences for young individuals are
equally severe as for SB, if not worse. Young people that struggle with CB, report
that school personnel are not responding to their calls for action when incidents are
reported to the school personnel (Agatston, Kowalski & Limber, 2007). However,

Boulton, Hardcastle, Down, Fowles and Simmonds, (2014) suggested that teachers
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are more willing to intervene when there are episodes of CB in comparison to SB,
therefore suggesting that school employees consider CB to be more dangerous and
more harmful than SB. To address this particular aspect, the present research
differentiates between bullying occurring and the intensity level of the experiences,
while compares between SB and CB victimisation/perpetration intensity, in an
attempt to verify which form is more prevalent, and which form is more severe.
1.3.1. What is CB?

Opposed to traditional SB that is discussed and examined in part one of this
thesis, CB, which is presented in part two, is considered to be relatively new to
research, although recognised as a highly problematic behaviour that has alarmed
parents, educators and policy makers (Bryce & Fraser, 2013). In spite of the warnings
and the high risks when people and particularly youngsters interact with others online,
research (Bryce & Fraser, 2014) has shown that young people perceive this online
interaction as necessary for relationship development and identity exploration. And
although this online interaction and consequently CB becoming part of cyberspace
users’ lives the last decades, and despite the incomparable to SB research in terms of
volume, still its definition has taken many forms over the years (Cesaroni, Downing
& Alvi, 2012). However, the most accepted classification, presents CB as
purposefully causing harm to others in a repetitive manner by using electronic devices
(computers/, tablets, mobile phones), created for interpersonal communication
(Rigby, 2002; Olweus, 2003; Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; Pepler, Jiang, Craig &
Connolly, 2008; Turan, Polat, Karapirli, Uysal & Turan, 2011). CB terminology also
varies amongst studies (e.g. online harassment, teasing, etc.), with this inconsistency
potentially accounting for the variation in the reported prevalence rates (Modecki,

Minchin, Harbaugh, Guerra & Runions, 2014), while also indicating this aspect as a
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similarity to the difficulties faced when researching SB. Additionally, as with SB, it is
highly likely that the inconsistency in CB reported prevalence rates is due to cultural
differences, as well as differences in terms of Internet access (Mura, Topcu, Erdur-
Baker & Diamantini, 2011). Consequently, with such questions still remaining
understudied, the present project explores further aspects such as, ethnicity, religion,
and the role of the Internet and its use; all in relation to CB experiences and the
intensity of such incidents.

On the other hand, Willard (2004) focused more on the reasons that bullying
begun to take place online, and proposed that CB occurs mainly for three reasons: a)
the bully does not encounter the victim face to face, therefore, cannot realise that the
victim can be hurt; b) it is such a frequent behaviour that leads the bully to believe
that it is acceptable; and c¢) the mistaken feeling of privacy that the bully believes to
have online. Bertolotti and Magnani (2013) agreed and further commented that CB is
an outcome of the social media, as they promote a disconnection from real life.
Consequently, as with SB, likewise for CB, the current research, studies further the
reasons that lead CB perpetrators to exhibit such behaviour online, and cross-
references with the CB victims’ perceptions. Though, the possibility of the social
media playing a bigger role, than individual personality characteristics or background
factors, is also explored, in chapter nine.

In addition, Williams and Guerra (2007) suggested that a negative school
climate and lack of peer support might be contributing factors. On the other hand,
students themselves believe that certain individuals lack the ability to control their
behaviour when angry, thus, resulting in such online abusive behaviours (Hopkins,
Taylor, Bowen & Wood, 2013). Therefore, as anger is presented in literature as a

possible risk factor, it is examined both in association to SB and CB.
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Finally, Topcu, Yildirim and Erdur-Baker (2013) found that the majority of
the participants in their study confused CB with cyber-crime, yet they also revealed
that CB bullies commonly perceive theirs actions as a joke and easy to perform;
although, others admit their intention to harm or get revenge. The latter motivational
reason is closely connected to behaviours originating at school in the form of SB and
continuing online as CB (Cassidy, Jackson & Brown, 2009). Under such
circumstances CB could be perceived as part of SB, rather than a form on its own,
therefore to clarify the latter, this project looks at the possibility of CB incidents
occurring due to previous incidents taking place in real life settings, and vice-versa.
1.3.2. Types of CB

According to Willard (2006), there are other similarities between SB and CB;
particularly in the way, they are expressed. Both CB and SB can include verbal and
indirect methods, e.g.: ridiculing the victim (through name-calling or use of cursing or
bad language); offending; humiliating; intimidating; threatening; blackmailing;
slandering; impersonating; spreading mischievous rumours and lies about the victim;
public exclusion or removal of an individual from a group; cyber-stalking; and any
other type of elimination that keeps the victim from participating in the surrounding
social activities.

Students however, indicate that the most common forms of CB are:

a) Posting an embarrassing or humiliating video of someone on a video-hosting
site such as YouTube

b) Setting up profiles on social networking sites intending to humiliate a victim

c) "Happy slapping" — when people use their mobile phones to film and share

videos of physical attacks
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d) Posting or forwarding someone’s personal or private information or images
without their permission — known as "sexting" when the content is sexually
explicit
e) Sending viruses that can damage another person's computer
f) Making abusive comments about another user on a gaming site (NHS, 2015).
This particular aspect is examined in this project and a comparison between
the most prevalent SB and CB means is presented, which also adds to the clarification
on which form of bullying is more intense.
1.4. Similarities, Differences between SB, and CB

Huang and Chou (2010) emphasised that CB significantly differs from SB,
particularly, when considering the non-existent power imbalance between the victim
and the bully, which characterises SB. Although, in many projects power imbalance is
not specified, while in terms of CB the level of knowledge of the electronic devices
could be perceived as power imbalance. Nevertheless, both types of bullying involve
the repetitive behaviour of bullies targeting victims with intent to harm, while an
additional similarity is that 90% of both CB and SB victims do not share their
victimisation with an adult (Juvonen & Gross, 2008). However, as mentioned earlier
young individuals often perceive one single hurtful act as bullying, which increases
the difficulty in measuring reliable and realistic prevalence rates. Nonetheless, two
rigid aspects that differentiate CB from SB is the ability of the perpetrator to remain
anonymous, and the unlimited number of people CB perpetrators can effortless
harass, regardless of the time and/or the geographic location (Hemphill, Tollit,
Kotevski & Heerde, 2015).

Modecki, et al., (2014) however, reported that there is a correlation between

the two forms of bullying; in particular, they suggested that children who are involved
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in CB are usually involved in SB. This was also supported by Cross, Lester and
Barnes in 2015, who suggested that if students report CB they usually report SB as
well. Similarly, Tarablus, Heiman and Olenik-Shemesh (2015) concluded that there is
an apparent overlap between involvement in CB and involvement in SB; with SB
victims tending to be CB victims and SB bullies tending to be CB bullies; which was
further supported (see Kraft & Wang, 2009). Perhaps, the overlapping effect is a
result of the need of SB victims to get revenge, as briefly discussed earlier.

Opposing, Wang, lannotti and Nansel (2009) supported that CB behaviour
differentiates from SB, despite the overlap. And others (Bauman & Newman, 2013)
proposed that it is not the type of bullying that creates more or less distress to the
victims, but the nature of the incidents, and the commitment of bullies to succeed in
hurting the victims (Jose, Kljakovic, Scheib & Notter, 2012). Subsequently, this
project simplifies the disagreement by examining the likelihood of SB being
associated with CB, whilst looking for significant differences and other possible
similarities.
1.5. Prevalence of SB and CB

Empirical findings have shown that online harassment and other similar types
of bullying are a worldwide concern. It appears that, since 2002, CB is on the rise
(Rivers & Noret, 2010; Rigby & Smith, 2011), but still lower than SB (Modecki, et
al., 2014), although which form is more hurtful remains in dispute. Some of the latest
reported rates ranged from 5.3% to 31.5% for cyber perpetration and between 2.2% to
56.2% for cyber victimisation. On the other hand, rates of SB perpetration ranged
from 9.68% to 89.6%, and between 9% and 97.9% for bullying victimisation.
Hemphill, Tollit, Kotevski and Heerde (2015) in their study found that 17% of their

participants reported CB, and 33% of students had been victims of SB, while 12% of
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students had been victims of both types of bullying with CB victims being primarily
female. Another study (Mishna, Cook, Gadalla, Daciuk & Solomon, 2010) reported
that out of the 2,186 students that participated, 49.5% of students indicated that they
had been bullied online and 33.7% indicated they had bullied others online. In
addition, they reported that most bullying perpetration occurred by and to friends,
with victims suffering with anger, sadness, and depression after being bullied online.
Perpetrators explained that they bullied others online because it made them feel as
though they were funny, popular, and powerful, regardless of the guilt they felt
afterwards. As it can be seen, prevalence rates vary widely; it might well be that the
inconsistency in the terminology as well as the differentiation in perception of what
bullying is, between researchers and those experiencing bullying, account for the
immerse difference in the reported rates amongst studies.

Although, geographical and cultural variations should be taken into account,
as prevalence rates for both SB and CB vary extensively from country to country,
from city to city and even between communities of the same small town. For
example, in New Zealand, text-bullying has been an increasing concern, with
prevalence rates reaching up to 43% of students (Raskauskas, 2009; 2010), while this
form could be perceived both as SB and CB, as it occurs at school but also continues
after school, with the majority of the victims reporting both SB and CB victimisation.

In Australia, the rates appear less and research has shown that in 2010, 30.5%
out of the 3,000 students, who participated in the project, reported SB, 14% reported
CB and more than 7% experienced both types of harassment. In addition, it was
revealed that 64% of the victims were females, 83% of the cyber victims knew the

perpetrator’s identity from their social environment; while, a noticeable 25% of the
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cyber bullies admitted that their targets were people they did not know from real life
(Campbell, Spears, Slee, Kift & Butler, 2011).

In Europe, and specifically in in Sweden research showed that girls are more
likely to be involved in CB than boys, while boys are more likely to be involved in
SB (Beckman, Hagquist & Hellstrom, 2013). In Ireland, CB rates are up to 20% with
95% of the victims reporting that they know the perpetrator from their social
environment, perhaps due to previous SB engagement that resulted in retaliation, with
SB reported rates reaching 55%, and a 28% of the victims reporting isolation and
depression (NABC, 2015). It might well be that retaliation accounts for other high
reported rates, as Espelage and Holt (2013) suggested that 60% of victimised students
reciprocate with the same bullying means. Staying in Europe and particularly Greece,
Sygkollitou, Psalti, and Kapatzia (2010) reported that out of the 450 participants in
their study, 54% admitted cyber-victimisation, while more than 50% witnessed it. The
latter researchers also found that more than 40% of the participants claimed not
knowing their perpetrator, verifying that anonymity is a great factor in cyber-bullying
incidents (Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2015; 2013). Similarly, in Germany, Scheithauer,
Hayer and Petermann (2006) found that 12.1% of students were identified as bullies,
11.1% as victims, and 2.3% as bully-victims. Whereas, in the UK, the concern
appears higher after the NSPCC conducted an independent research study in 2015,
and revealed that nearly half of young people (46%) have experienced SB
victimisation at some point in their lives. Moreover, the 2014 report on CB from the
Counselling Service Childline in the UK revealed that CB concerns rose by 87% in
2013 since 2012 (NoBullying, 2015).

In the USA, findings from BullyingStatistics.Org (2015) indicated rates of CB

in high school students, to have risen up to 80%, with increasing numbers of female
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students attempting or achieving suicide, as well as homicides as a form of revenge
(Messias, Kindrick & Castro, 2014). Whereas, SB prevalence rates seem to be lower
approximately 28% of students ages 12 to 18 being SB victimised (Ansary, Elias,
Greene & Green, 2015).

On the other hand, SB victimisation rates seem high, and reaching 46.6% of
students (Fleming & Jacobsen, 2009); whereas, in Taiwan, Chang, Lee, Chiu, Hsi,
Huang and Pan (2013), found that in 2010 out of the 2,992 10" grade students that
participated in the survey, 18.4% had been cyber-victims, 5.8% cyber-bullied
someone else, 11.2% had both cyber-bullied another student and experienced CB
themselves by another person. Additionally, 8.2% of the cyber-victims had also been
bullied at school, 10.6% bullied others at school and 5.1% experienced SB both as a
victim and as a perpetrator. Whilst, also signifying that the prevalence rates are
highest for verbal, followed by physical and last by CB.

Finally, another example is Canada, where research revealed that up to 8% of
middle school and high-school students were SB victimised at least once a week, with
up 10% of the same group admitting SB perpetration. In addition, 73% of CB victims
reported that they are frequently threatened online or by text; while another survey
from the Canadian Kid’s Help Line showed that from the 2,474 participants of the
survey, 70% reported frequent CB victimisation, and 44% admitting CB perpetration
(NoBullying, 2015).

To conclude, as stated earlier, the prevalence rates differentiate from study to
study, from country to country and there appears to be no universal agreement on
which form is more prevalent, although, there is a definite indication that both forms
are becoming more and more interconnected. In this study, the matter of the

overlapping effect is deeply considered as the role switch effect between victim and
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perpetrator is explored, whilst also addressing retaliation as a possible antecedent of
perpetration; both aspects inspected in terms of SB and CB.
1.6. Consequences of SB and CB

The most extensively studied area related to bullying is its negative impact on
the individuals that engage in the behaviour, either as a victim or bully, for both SB
and CB-. The victims’ psychological and physical state attracted most of the interest
(Fekkes, Pijpers & Verloove-Vanhorick, 2004; Santalahti, Sourander, Aromaa,
Helenius, Ikaheimo & Piha, 2008; Aoki, Miyashita, Inoko, Kodaira & Osawa, 2010),
while the bully and the victim-bully come last as focus areas (Conners-Burrow,
Johnson, Whiteside-Mansell, Mckelvey & Gargus, 2009). The most prevalent
consequence that derives from victimisation experiences is depression that affects
girls much earlier than boys (Kaltiala-Heino, Frojd & Marttunen, 2010).

Regardless of the group that an individual might belong to, the consequences
are severe for each type, particularly in relation to the mental health of the victims
(Huang & Chou, 2010; Bertolotti & Magnani, 2013; Marcum, Higgins, Freiburger &
Ricketts, 2012). Researchers rightfully focused on victimisation outcomes as it has
been shown that victimisation at school results in increased anxiety, loneliness, post-

traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), alcohol and drug abuse, early smoking, low social

- See: Batsche & Knoff, 1994; Craig, 1998; Goldbaum, Craig, Pepler & Connolly,
2003; Graham, Bellmore & Juvonen, 2003; Kumpulainen, Rasanen, Henttonen,
Almgpvist... & Puura, 1998; Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpela, Marttunen, Rimpela &
Rantanen, 1999; Kochenderfer-Ladd & Ladd, 2001; Nansel, Overpeck, Haynie, Ruan
and Scheidt, 2003; Olweus, 1993; Williams, Chambers, Logan & Robinson, 1996;

Luk, Wang & Simons-Morton, 2010).
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competence, and even suicide (Garnefski & Kraaij, 2014). Nunn (2010) proposed that
there is an increase in psychopathology in both young men and women almost two
decades after experiencing bullying. However, the list does not end here; other
associated consequences are Attention Deficiency Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD)
(Yen, Yang, Wang, Lin, Liu, Wu & Tang, 2014), insomnia and early sexual
behaviour (Fleming & Jacobsen, 2009), eating disorders, particularly for girls
(Kaltiala -Heino, Rimpela, Rimpela & Rantanen, 2000), lower family relationship
quality (Sticca & Perren, 2013), outbursts of anger (Kaltiala-Heino & Frojd, 2011)
and violence (Vassallo, Edwards, Renda & Olsson, 2014; Brunstein, Klomek,
Marrocco, Kleinman .... & Gould, 2007).

More commonly, there is negative impact on self-esteem (Carbone-Lopez,
Esbensen & Brick, 2010) and development of mental health issues in adulthood
(Lund, Nielsen, Hansen, Kriegbaum .... & Christensen, 2009; 2008; Klomek,
Sourander, Kumpulainen, Piha, Tamminen .... & Gould, 2008; Klomek, Kleinman,
Altschuler, Marrocco .... & Gould, 2013). Likewise, academic withdrawal occurs
(Lehman, 2014), social phobia (Yen, Liu, Ko, Wu & Cheng, 2014), introversion
(Baly, 2004), social isolation (Kendrick, Jutengren, Stattin, 2012) and truancy
(Meltzer, Vostanis, Ford, Bebbington & Dennis, 2011). However, it has been found
that the persistency of the consequences of bullying to victims and bully-victims are
often linked to low socioeconomic status (Due, Damsgaard, Lund & Holstein, 2009).

As already mentioned, the consequences for cyber-victims are equally severe
to traditional SB victims (Huang & Chou, 2010; Messias, et al., 2014; Raskauskas,
2009; 2010; Reed, Nugent & Cooper, 2015). However, Wang, et al. (2011), found
that cyber-victims experience the highest levels of depression (Baker & Tanrikulu,

2010; Messias, et al., 2014) in comparison to bullies and bully-victims. CB victims
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have been known to often experience sleep difficulties, less confident with increased
academic challenges, exhibit aggressive behaviours and might experience
nervousness and physical discomfort (e.g. dizziness, headaches, stomach aches,
increased fatigue, back aches); with some avoiding any electronic communication.
Although victims of SB are found to experience high rates of depression, CB victims
exhibit similar levels depending on the frequency of the cyber-attacks (Wang, et al.,
2011). However, it was found that depression accounts for 21.63% of the variance in
suicide attempts for SB and 74.43% for CB (Bauman, Toomey & Walker, 2013).
Which could be preserved as reasonable, despite how disturbing it might be, as CB
bullies can destroy the social status and image of a victim within minutes. For
example, such an outcome could result when CB bullies disseminate the victim’s
personal information or intimate private photographic material online, frequently
followed by a flare-up during which other CB bullies further disseminate the
information; thus leading the victim to perceive suicide as the sole option for an
escape.

Text-bullying has the same effect on victims of both SB and CB (Raskauskas
2009; 2010) in that they both exhibit more depressive symptoms, while Reed, Nugent
and Cooper (2015) reported a 14.7% of suicide rate among the individuals who are
cyber bullied, and a 21.1% rate for the victims who experience both forms of
victimisation. Particularly, in the USA, Reed, et al. in 2015 revealed that female
adolescents who reported CB victimisation also reported higher rates of depression
and suicidal behaviours compared to their male peers..

Although research has shown that adolescents who experience physically
violent victimisation are more likely to act violently towards others, Litwiller and

Brausch (2013) showed that both SB and CB are associated with substance use,
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violent behaviour, unsafe sexual behaviour, and suicidal behaviour, with a cyclical
relationship between being a victim of violent bullying and violently bullying often
occurring. Bullies tend to also suffer crime-related consequences during their late
adolescence and adulthood. Bullies, in particular, usually lose their popularity by late
adolescence, their friends are mainly other bullies, they often drop out of school and
they begin to commit petty crimes. In addition, it is highly likely to develop antisocial
personality disorders and substance abuse disorders, as well as suffering from
depression (Mount, 2005).

Many researchers argue that such behaviours are delinquent acts that
inevitably will lead to the onset of a life of crime; however, regarding CB, Cesaroni,
et al., (2012) consider online harassment normal or common youthful behaviour,
which most adolescents grow out of, but which adults often find troubling. Despite
the variety of opinions, empirical findings have shown that there is a strong
association between SB, CB and crime (Hemphill, Kotevski & Heerde, 2015).

In addition, previous research has also shown that social and psychological
consequences of SB victimisation could result in crime involvement during
adulthood. Particularly, strong indications in relation to later crime involvement, have
been reported for increased levels of anxiety at an early age (Modestin, Thiel & Erni,
2002), loneliness during school years (Rokach, 2000; Rokach, 2001), low self-esteem
(Oser, 2006; Asencio, 2013), depression (Modestin et al., 2002) , PTSD and anger
(Becker-Blease & Freyd, 2005; Fombonne, Wostear, Cooper, Harrington & Rutter,
2001), truancy and poor academic performance (Katsiyannis, Thompson, Barrett &
Kingree, 2013; Arum & Beattie, 1999, Haapasalo & Pokela, 1999), alcohol, drug
abuse (Bennett, Holloway & Farrington, 2008), and social withdrawal (Leschied,

Chiodo, Nowicki & Rodger, 2008). Whereas, other projects (Ramchand, MacDonald,
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Haviland & Morral, 2009; Falshaw, Browne & Hollin, 1996) that focused on the
relationship between SB perpetration at school and adult criminality, have confirmed
that school bullies have an increased chance of becoming adult criminals (McDougall,
Hymel & Vaillancourt, 2009). For example, Farrington (1993) found that 60% of
those who bullied in grades six and/or nine had at least one criminal conviction by age
24, while 35 to 40% had three or more convictions than non-bullying individuals.

Similarly, in terms of CB and crime, Hay, Meldrum and Mann (2010)
concluded that bullying is consequential for both externalising and internalising forms
of deviance, although both types of bullying have been found to be associated with
violent behaviour (Vieno, Gini & Santinello, 2011) with CB accounting for slightly
more variance in violent behaviour than SB (Litwiller & Brausch, 2013). This online
aggression could be a result of the online dis-inhibition effect, due to anonymity and
perceptions of no repercussions for their actions (Low & Espelage, 2013).

Finally, one common finding that emerges from empirical research in
criminology and research on bullying is the likelihood of offenders and bullies to
engage in less severe crimes including harassment, before they commit more severe
actions; such behaviours usually begin by misbehaving at home or at school
(Ramchand, et al., 2009; Richards, 1997; Loeber & Le Blanc, 1990; Bender, 2010;
Crowley, 2013; Cuadra, Jaffe, Thomas & DiL.illo, 2014; Fox, Jennings & Farrington,
2015). While in addition, many of the consequences of SB and CB involvement
function also as precursors of further involvement in bullying behaviour, either as a
victim or a perpetrator. In other words, it is not clear where the aforementioned stop
functioning as risk or preventive factors for bullying involvement and where they
begin as consequences. However, as the literature on bullying consequences is quite

extensive, the present study is focused only on the factors, whilst comparing between
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SB and CB and the likelihood of the factors having an effect on the two forms of

bullying.

1.7. Risk and Preventive Factors Related to SB and CB

Literature has shown that both generic background factors, environmental, and
personality factors play a role in SB involvement (Connolly & Beaver, 2014). Such
factors that repeatedly appear in SB related literature include: lack of peer support
(Williams & Guerra, 2007; Seeds, Harkness & Quilty, 2010; Thornberg, Rosenqvist,
Johansson, 2012; Yang, et al. 2013; Lehman, 2014; Mueller, James, Abrutyn &
Levin, 2015; Borowsky, Taliaferro & McMorris, 2013), lack of self control (Hopkins,
Taylor, Bowen & Wood, 2013, Cassidy, Jackson & Brown, 2009) and particularly
emotional control (Hemphill, Tollit, Kotevski & Heerde, 2015), self-esteem
(Jankauskiene, Kardelis, Sukys & Kardeliene, 2008), family conflict (Hemphill,
Kotevski, Tollit, Smith, Herrenkohl, Toumbourou & Catalano, 2012), anger (Rose &
Espelage, 2012), guilt (Roberts, Strayer & Denham, 2014), aggression (Egan & Perry,
1998; Schwartz, McFadyen-Ketchum, Dodge, Pettit & Bates, 1999), impulsivity
(Losel & Bender, 2014), empathy (Farrington & Baldry, 2010; Stavrinides, Georgiou
& Theofanous, 2010; Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006; Topcu & Erdur-Baker, 2012),
parental discipline, connectedness and monitoring (Mlisa, Ward, Flisher & Lombard,
2008; Shetgiri, Lin & Flores, 2013; 2012; Cluver, Bowes & Gardner, 2010; Pengpid
and Peltzer, 2013; Hemphill, Tollit & Herrenkohl, 2014; Dearden, 2004; Baldry &
Farrington, 2005), parental warmth, sibling warmth (Bowes, Maughan, Caspi, Moffitt
& Arseneault, 2010; Karlsson, Stickley, Lindblad, Schwab-Stone & Ruchkin, 2014;

2013), family teasing about appearance (Sapouna & Wolke, 2013), coping skills

41



(Khamis, 2014; 2015), mental health (Merrill & Hanson, 2016; Kumpulainen,
Rasanen & Puura, 2001), friendship quality and quality of friends (Warden &
Mackinnon, 2003; Rosan & Costea-Barlutiu, 2013; Navarro, Yubero & Larranaga,
2015; Pellegrini, Bartini & Brooks, 1999; Bollmer, Milich, Harris & Maras, 2005;
Salmivalli, Sentse, Dijkstra & Cillessen, 2013; Hunt, 2015), social skills (Reijntjes,
Kamphuis, Prinzie & Telch, 2010; Ball, Arseneault, Taylor, Maughan, Caspi &
Moffitt, 2008), and moral values or morality in general (Pornari & Wood, 2010).
Likewise, previous studies showed that numerous factors have an impact on
CB, including both personal and environmental factors (Xiao & Wong, 2013).
Incorporating, low emotional self-control (Hopkins, Taylor, Bowen & Wood, 2013;
Cassidy, Jackson & Brown, 2009; Hemphill, Tollit, Kotevski & Heerde, 2015), low
self-esteem (Jankauskiene, Kardelis, Sukys & Kardeliene, 2008), family conflict and
academic support (Hemphill, Kotevski, Tollit, Smith, Herrenkohl, Toumbourou &
Catalano, 2012; Hemphill, Tollit, Kotevski & Heerde, 2015). Other factors are anger
(Rose & Espelage, 2012), guilt (Roberts, Strayer & Denham, 2014), aggression (Egan
& Perry, 1998; Schwartz, McFadyen-Ketchum, Dodge, Pettit & Bates, 1999),
impulsivity (Losel & Bender, 2014), empathy (Farrington & Baldry, 2010;
Stavrinides, Georgiou & Theofanous, 2010; Jolliffe & Farrington, 2006; Topcu &
Erdur-Baker, 2012), coping skills (Khamis, 2014; 2015), morals (Pornari & Wood,
2010). Likewise, extensive use of social media (Willard, 2004; Bertolotti & Magnani,
2013; Topcu, Yildirim & Erdur-Baker, 2013), media violence exposure (Fanti,
Demetriou & Hawa, 2012), parental monitoring (Mishna, Khoury-Kassabri, Gadalla
& Daciuk, 2012) and social support (Tarablus, et al., 2015) could affect CB.
Other studies (Yang, Stewart, Kim, Kim, Shin, Dewey & Yoon, 2013) signified lower

academic achievement as a factor for CB perpetration and victimisation. Similar
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factors include using a computer for many hours every day, sharing passwords with
friends, talking to strangers online and experiencing SB (Mishna, Khoury-Kassabri,
Gadalla & Daciuk, 2012).

Many of the previous factors have also been studied in the field of
criminology, mainly because many of the aforementioned factors have an impact on
the likelihood of adolescents engaging in crime involvement, either in the form of
juvenile delinquency or later adult criminality. The latter has been proven by various
studies (see Modestin, Thiel & Erni, 2002; Rokach, 2000; Rokach, 2001; Oser, 2006;
Asencio, 2013; Becker-Blease & Freyd, 2005; Fombonne, Wostear, Cooper,
Harrington & Rutter, 2001; Katsiyannis, Thompson, Barrett & Kingree, 2013; Arum
& Beattie, 1999, Haapasalo & Pokela, 1999; Bennett, Holloway & Farrington, 2008;
Leschied, Chiodo, Nowicki & Rodger, 2008), which signified that, anxiety,
loneliness, decreased self-esteem, depression, PTSD, anger, alcohol, drug abuse and
social withdrawal, are significantly related to crime involvement.

It can be seen that the relationship between a bullying behaviour at school and
adult criminality has been deeply examined and research has confirmed that
youngsters involved in bullying have increased possibilities of becoming adult
criminals (McDougall, Hymel & Vaillancourt, 2009). Moreover, various scholars
(for example see Moon, Morash & McCluskey, 2012) have attempted to understand
and explain bullying by utilising the Strain Theory that majorly circulates in the field
of criminology and sociology. The latter authors and many others had hypothesised
that youth who experience victimisation by peers and conflict with parents are more
likely to engage in bullying. Some of the limited studies (Glassner & Cho, 2018) that
utilised the Strain Theory, concluded that bullying victimisation directly increases

diminished moods for males and females in adolescence, while in addition increases
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substance use in adolescence and young adulthood, but only for males. Others (Jang,
Song & Kim, 2014) stated that SB victimisation can create negative emotional strains,
and combined with the anonymity in cyber space, youngsters engaged in CB
perpetration as the externalised response to the strain. Consequently, indicating that
the two forms are interconnected whilst one form could be an outcome of the other.

It is evident that the field of bullying could be part of criminology studies
and/or psychological studies, as it is both related to crime and explained by the
psychology behind bullying involvement. Consequently, bullying could be perceived
as an interest area for both psychology and criminology; although, given the extent of
the field, the expansion of the phenomenon, and the severe consequences, it could
well be argued that bullying has formed an independent field.

Taking the aforementioned into account, and the attempt of various disciplines
to understand and tackle bullying, adding the evidence that SB and CB are affected by
many common factors, it is concluded that more in-depth exploration the forms and
the factors is required. Moreover, although some of the factors have been deeply
explored, in most studies they have been studied individually. And although such
previous works are deeply appreciated, as they set the stepping stones for this study,
they lack the comparison between the forms of bullying, they are not based on one
sample for direct assessment, and in most cases have not been conveyed from theory
to practice and utilised within an anti-bullying model. Additionally, after conducting
an extensive review of the existing literature, it is concluded that, no project has
attempted to incorporate a broad number of factors and test them against both forms
of bullying; whilst using the same sample that, would allow for a direct and reliable
comparison.

1.8. The Present Study’ Rationale
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Various studies focused on a number of areas related to bullying; including
physical aggression (Tremblay, 2015), housing situation (Leventhal & Newman,
2010), consequences, social support (Conners-Burrow, Johnson, Whiteside-Mansell,
Mckelvey & Gargus, 2009), breakfast-skipping (Sampasa-Kanyinga, Roumeliotis,
Farrow & Shi, 2014), medical conditions (Adickes, Worrell, Klatt, Starks, Vosicky &
Moser, 2013), ADHD (Dalsgaard, Mortensen, Frydenberg & Thomsen, 2013),
disabilities (Purdy & McGuckin, 2015), sibling bullying (Arseneault, 2015), and
many other areas of focus (see Table 1.10.1 Appendix A for further examples).
Whilst, employing a variability of measurements tools and means to studying SB and
CB (see Lapidot-Lefler & Dolev-Cohen, 2015; Olweus, 1991; Wang, Nansel &
lannotti, 2011; Williams & Guerra, 2007; Sticca & Perren, 2013; Price, Chin, Higa-
McMillan, Kim & Christopher Frueh, 2013; Erdur-Baker & Kavsut, 2007; Topcu &
Erdur-Baker, 2010; Tarablus, Heiman & Olenik-Shemesh, 2015; Cetin, Yaman &
Peker, 2011) (see Table 1.10.2 Appendix A for more examples). In spite of the
continuous attempts, what most of the previous projects fail to address, is the
exploration of SB and CB in a collective way with the same focus and weight on both
forms, while taking into account the risk and preventive factors that could be common
for both forms.

Therefore, by taking into account the severity of bullying consequences , the
call for more understanding and the identified research gaps, the evolution of bullying
means, the high but inconsistent rates, as well as the difficulty of anti-bullying
policies to succeed in preventing or efficiently intervening when SB and/or CB
occurs, led to this three-year project. The project focuses on a variety of aspects
related to SB and to CB and explores numerous well-studied and neglected factors

drawn from past literature (Tzani-Pepelasi, loannou, Synnott & Ashton, 2018). The
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main motives for this study included the will to contribute to research in order to
tackle SB and CB, to assist teachers, psychologists, parents and students to understand
that the focus should not be solely on bullies or solely on victims, nor should the
focus be only on SB or CB, to clarify inconsistences in previous literature, and of
course to compare between the forms, allowing for an aggregated anti-bullying model
to emerge that, could potentially address both SB and CB. It is hypothesised that all
forms of bullying are connected, suggesting that there could be an aggregated flexible
model that could include intervention and prevention strategies for both victims and
bullies, for both SB and CB.
1.9. Aims

The aim of the current project was to explore highly studied as well as
neglected risk and preventative factors in relation to SB and CB; explore the
relationship of these factors with SB and CB, and finally provide a comparison of the
factors in relation to SB and CB, whilst accounting for the prevalence rates. All with
the aspiration of creating a functional, detailed and inclusive SB/CB anti-bullying
model.
1.10. Methodology

For the present study, quantitative methodology was utilised, as the
comparison between the two forms of bullying, in relation to the risk/preventive
factors necessitated it. The use of the valid and previously applied measurement
scales that, are explained in detail later on, allowed for an in depth examination of
participants’ background factors (e.g. age, ethnicity, religion), factors related to
family and friend environment (e.g. communication with parents, friends’ support),
personality and behavioural factors (e.g. self-esteem, aggression, etc.); all tested

against SB and likewise CB, followed by a comparison of the analogous results.
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Although, there was one qualitative question, included at the end of the survey,
allowing participants to comment further, but the response to this question was very
low. Moreover, the quantitative approach and the utilisation of a survey allowed for
an extensive exploration of SB/CB victimisation and SB/CB perpetration.
Additionally, it should be mentioned that the current research project is based
on one study with one sample. The aim of the study was mainly to compare how risk
and preventive factors that have been addressed or neglected in previous research,
relate, differentiate and impact SB and CB; the comparison led to the developed anti-
bullying model that is presented in chapter 18. For this reason, the comparison had to
be materialised with the same sample, as previous research has shown that
comparisons between two or more independent samples can compromise the validity
of findings due to possible methodological differences between the studies as well as
differences in participants’ characteristics (Marrugat, Vila & Elosua, 2013). In more
detail, the reasons behind this decision were five: 1) the in-depth examination of the
two forms of bullying and the examined factors by utilising the same sample, which
leads to the second reason; 2) a direct comparison between participants’ SB and CB
experiences; 3) a direct comparison between participants’ personality/behavioural
characteristics, family/friend factors, and background factors in relation to SB and
CB; 4) the validity, integrity and credibility of the comparison, which leads to the
fifth reason; 5) the validity, integrity and credibility of the resulted collective anti-
bullying model that addresses both SB and CB, while incorporating both victimisation
and perpetration. Moreover, the present study and the findings function as a stepping
stone for further research, during which the survey will be repeated with
improvements to compensate for this study’s limitations that will also result in a

comparison between the current study and the future study; therefore, allowing for
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improvement and adjustment of the anti-bullying model. It must also be mentioned
that, to our knowledge, the inclusion and exploration of all the utilised factors in this
study with one sample, has not been attempted previously; therefore, adding to the
novelty of this study and the developed anti-bullying model.
1.10.1. Sample/Participants

As the aim of the study was to focus both on SB and CB, but also compensate
for the inattention by previous research (Myers & Cowie, 2017) on examining SB and
CB collectively, with samples older than school aged students, participants of any age
were allowed to part to the survey. The focus in terms of nationality and domicile was
the UK; however, as the study was advertised online via the social media, there was
no control of who and where would complete the questionnaire. Nonetheless, as it
was expected, the survey advertisement had the most effect in the targeted country
(UK), with a small percentage from the overall sample originating from other
countries. Still, the majority of participants were born in the UK (n = 339, 83%) and
lived in the UK (n =377, 92%) at the time of the survey completion. The sample
included 408 participants (N = 408). Participants’ age varied from 11 years old to 63
years old (M = 23, SD = 8) (see Table 1.9.1.1. Appendix B). Out of the 408
participants, 337 (83%) were female and 71 (17%) male; 310 (76.5%) of participants
were white, 67 (15.6%) Asian/Asian British, 14 (3.5%) were mixed, 10 Black (2.2%),
five (1%) Middle Eastern, one (.2%) Latin and one (.2%) reported no ethnic
background. In terms of religion, 211 (52.1%) of participants reported no religion,
125 (30.4%) Christian of all denominations, 65 (15.3%) Muslim, and seven (1.4%)
other. Moreover, 351 (88.9%) were still at school of the time of the survey completion
and 45 (11.1%) were not in education. Out of the 363 that were still in education, 351

(85.9%) were at university level, 10 (2.5%) in secondary school and five (1.2%) in
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college. The majority of participants (365, 89.4%) were heterosexual, 29 (7.2%)
bisexual, eight (2%) homosexual and six (1.5%) did not want to respond to the
question. In addition, the majority of participants (235, 57.3%) were also working at
the time of the survey completion, 152 (37.5%) were not and 21 (5.2%) were
volunteering. In terms of disabilities, 355 (86.9%) did not suffer from any kind of
disabilities, 45 (11.1%) did and eight (2%) did not want to respond to the question.
Furthermore, 111 (27.4%) participants reported that they had been diagnosed with
some kind of mental disorder, 284 (69.4%) had not, and 13 (3.2%) preferred not to
answer. Finally, 347 (84.9%) of participants did not suffer from any physical
problems, 54 (13.3%) suffered from some kind of physical problem and seven (1.7%)
preferred not to say (see Table 1.9.1.2. and Table 1.9.1.3. in Appendix B for further
details). It should be mentioned that the variables were tested for normality (Westfall
& Henning, 2013); however, normality was not taken into account in some occasions
as with a sample larger than 100 both parametric and non-parametric tests are
appropriate (Statistica, 2003). In addition, where data from variables were non-
normally distributed, a RIN transformation (Log) was performed; however, as the
results did not differentiate, the original variables were used throughout the analysis.
Moreover, Schmidt and Finan (2018) supported that dada transformation does not
guarantee valid results while may bias estimates.
1.10.2. Material/Scales Utilised in the Questionnaire/Survey

For the development of the questionnaire eight validated scales were used to
measure personality and behavioural factors; those being: 1) the Multi-Dimensional
Emotional Empathy Scale (MDEES), which measures empathy and sub-aspects
(Caruso & Mayer, 1998) and represents seven variables tested in this project; 2) the

Self-esteem Inventory (RSES) (Rosenberg, 1965), which is one individual variable; 3)
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Aggression Scale- (Buss & Perry, 1992) that represents six variables, including anger
that was examined individually; 4) the Impulsivity-Teen Conflict Survey (ITCS)
(Bosworth & Espelage, 1995), which measures impulsivity and represents one
variable; 5) the Control-Individual Protective Factors Index (CIPFI ) (Phillips &
Springer, 1992), which measures self-control and represents one variable; 6) the Guilt
and Shame Proneness Scale (GASP) (Cohen, Wolf, Panter & Insko, 2011), which
measures guilt and represents five variables; 7) the Moral Foundations Questionnaire
(MFQ30) (Graham, Nosek, Haidt, Iyer, Koleva, & Ditto, 2011), which measures
morality and sub-aspects of morality, and represents six variables; and lastly §) the
Coping skills/minimisation strategy (Plutchik & Van Praag, 1989), which measures
minimisation and represents one variable. The aforementioned scales account for 28
of the variables tested in this project. The background variables added nine more
variables to the project, while the family and friend related variables resulted in 18
individual variables. Finally, for the SB and CB two measurement tools were utilised;
the Bully Survey (Swearer & Carey, 2003; Swearer, Turner, Givens, & Pollack,
2008), which measures SB, and the Cyber-bullying and Online Aggression survey
(Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Hinduja & Patchin, 2009), which measures CB. The latter
accounted for eight variables that were tested with inferential statistics, while for
other related to the latter measurement tools aspects, only descriptive statistics were
calculated (e.g. role switch, media use, anti-bullying education).

Finally, to develop the questionnaire five major criteria were taken into
account: 1) validity; 2) reliability; 3) suitability; 4) accountability in relation to the
conducted literature; and 4) length of the tool. All the above-mentioned aspects
totaled in 63 variables that were tested in this study, and are explained individually in

further detail below, in the sequence used for the web-survey.
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Background factors: Participants were asked to state their status in terms of
age, gender, race/ethnicity, country of origin, religion, sexual orientation, disabilities,
mental health, and physical health, (see appendix C questions 8 to 16 and 37 to 39).

Factors related to family and friends: Participants were asked their
perception, experience and memories in relation to parent connectedness and
communication, type or style of parenting, sibling connectedness and communication,
sibling teasing, friendship quality, connectedness, and communication (see questions
17 to 35 in appendix C).

Factors related to participants’ personality and behaviour: To study the
factors related to participants’ personality and behaviour the following scales were
used (it should mentioned here that permission was granted by all developers that
necessitated permission, before the scales were incorporated in the questionnaire):

Empathy - MDEES: Caruso and Mayer administered the 30 items scale in
1998 to 793 American adolescents and adults. The developers presented alpha
reliabilities for all scale scores as moderate to high (a = .88, M = 3.63, SD = .57).
The scale consists six dimensions: Suffering (e.g., “The suffering of others deeply
disturbs me”), Positive Sharing (e.g., “Seeing other people smile makes me
smile”), Responsive Crying (e.g., “I don’t cry easily”), Emotional Attention (e.g., “1
don’t give others’ feelings much thought™), Feel for Others (e.g., “I feel other
people’s pain”), and Emotional Contagion (e.g., “When I’'m with other people who
are laughing I join in”). In order to reduce response bias and social desirability bias,
six items were negatively worded and reversed scored. An example of one of the
reversed scored items is “I rarely take notice when other people treat each other
warmly.” The empathy scale includes items dealing with positive emotional situations

(e.g., “It makes me happy when I see people being nice to each other”), as well as
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negative emotional situations (e.g., “It makes me mad to see someone treated
unjustly”). Responses for each item are measured on a five-point scale (1 = “Strongly
Disagree”; 5 = “Strongly Agree”), with higher scores indicating a greater level of
emotional empathy. Others validated and used the scale (for example see Alloway,
Copello, Loesch, Soares, Soares, Watkins, Ray, 2016) (a = .88, M = 3.64, SD = .48).

Self-esteem — RSES: The scale is a 10-item Likert scale with items answered
on a four-point scale - from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The initial sample for
which the scale was developed consisted of 5,024 high school juniors and seniors
from 10 randomly selected schools in New York State. The scale is broadly used and
validated by others (see Crandal, 1973). Five items indicate greater positive self-
esteem (e.g., “I feel that I have a number of good qualities™), and five items indicate
greater negative self-esteem (e.g., “I certainly feel useless at times”). Cronbach’s
alphas in previous studies (Supple, Su, Plunkett, Peterson & Bush, 2013) vary from
.79, .82, and .86, indicating relatively high reliability. Negatively worded items were
reverse coded so that higher scores on this RSES sub-dimension would actually
indicate lower negative self-esteem.

Aggression: The original sample consisted of 1,253 participants. The
Aggression scale consists of four factors, Physical Aggression (PA, nine items),
Verbal Aggression (VA, five items), Anger (A, seven items) and Hostility (H, eight
items). The total score for Aggression is the sum of the factor scores. The scale uses
five point Likert and participants chose accordingly to indicate how uncharacteristic
or characteristic each of the statements is for them. The internal consistency of the
four factors and the total score is as follows: Physical Aggression, .85; Verbal
Aggression, .72; Anger, .83; and Hostility, .77 (total score = .89). The alpha for the

total score indicated relatively high consistency. Moreover, the test-retest correlations
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are as follows: Physical Aggression, .80, Verbal Aggression, .76, Anger, .72, and
Hostility, .72 (total score = .80), suggesting adequate stability over time.

Anger/subscale: As the Aggression Questionnaire included a subscale for
anger with a relatively high reliability (.72), anger was measured only by using the
subscale instead of including a separate scale for anger. The seven items related to
anger focus on participants responses and reaction when are frustrated, provoked,
controlling their temper, and how others perceive them in terms of anger and
reactions due to anger.

Impulsivity - ITCS: The scale is a four-item tool that measures the frequency
of impulsive behaviours (e.g., lack of self-control, difficulty sitting still, trouble
finishing things, etc.) on a five Likert point measurement. Its internal consistency is
.62, which is reliable enough for such a short scale. Scores derive by summing across
all responses. A range of four to 20 points is possible, with high scores indicating
higher self-reported impulsivity.

Self control — CIPFI: The self-control scale derives from the Individual
Protective Factors Index and is a subscale with six items. The answers are scored on a
four Likert point; the minimum score for the subscale is six and the maximum 24 (o =
.65).. The lower the total score the less self-controlled the individual.

Guilt — GASP: The GASP measures individual differences in the propensity to
experience guilt and shame across a range of personal transgressions. The GASP
contains four four-item subscales: Guilt-Negative-Behaviour-Evaluation (Guilt-NBE),
Guilt-Repair, Shame-Negative-Self-Evaluation (Shame-NSE), and Shame-Withdraw.
The initial sample consisted 450 undergraduate participants from the USA.
Participants are presented with scenarios and indicate the likelihood that they would

respond in the way described (1 very unlikely, 2 unlikely, 3 slightly unlikely, 4 about
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50% likely, 5 slightly likely, 6 likely, 7 very likely). The overall reliability of the scale
is o = .60; despite not presenting high reliability, the scale is broadly used as
researchers have the opportunity to utilise the subscales separately while also
providing a general total score (Wolf, Cohen, Panter & Insko, 2010).

Morality - MFQ30: The Moral Foundations Questionnaire was developed on
the basis that there is a need for a scale broader than the conventional morality scales.
In addition, the developers took into account the fact that when it comes to measuring
moral concerns, there is a disagreement about what morality actually means and what
it entails. The developers’ goal was to expand the range of phenomena studied in
moral psychology so that it matches the full range of moral concerns, including those
found in non-Western cultures, in religious practices, and among political
conservatives (Graham et al., 2011).

The MFQ30 is a measure of the degree to which people endorse each of five
intuitive systems posited by the Moral Foundations Theory (MFT) (Graham, et al.,
2011): Harm/Care, Fairness/Reciprocity, In-group/Loyalty, Authority/Respect, and
Purity/Sanctity (Haidt & Graham, 2007; Shweder, Much, Mahapatra, & Park, 1997;
Haidt, 2013). Fairness and Care focus on the individual; Loyalty and Authority
comprise the binding moral foundations; and lastly Purity has been linked with
religious attendance (Bulbulia, Osborne & Sibley, 2013). The questionnaire consists
of 32 items out of which two are catch questions to test participants’ attention to the
questions.

Graham et al., (2011) used a sample of 34,476 adults (37% women; mean age
36.2 years) who had previously registered at YourMorals.org and selected to take the
MFQ. According to the developers, Cronbach’s a (a =.73) indicated a reasonable

internal consistency, given that the developers’ goal was to device an extensive range
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of moral concerns with a small number of items across two different item formats
(Graham et al., 2011). Mean scores of the average politically American are for Harm
= 20.2, for Fairness = 20.5, for In-group = 16, for Authority = 16.5, for Purity = 12.6)
(“Moral Foundations”, 2016). The developers further tested the scale for test-retest
reliability with 123 college students who completed the questionnaire twice, with an
average interval of 37.4 days (range 28 — 43 days). Results from Test—retest Pearson
correlations for each foundation score were r = .71 for Harm, o = .69, r = .68 for
Fairness, a = .65, r = .69 for In-group, o = .71, r = .71 for Authority, a = .74, and r =
.82 for Purity, a = .84, (all p <.001). Indicating that the item responses are quite
stable over time (Graham et al., 2011).

Minimisation: The Minimisation scale is a 10-item tool that measures
minimisation as a coping strategy, with internal consistency of .67. Point values of
zero or one are given to each statement. Responses are summed for a total score, with
possible scores ranging from 0 to 10. A higher score indicates a high use of
minimisation as a coping strategy. A lower score indicates less frequent use of
minimisation.

School-bullying: The Bully Survey is a multi-part measure assessing
experiences with bullying victimisation, perpetration, witnessing, and attitudes toward
bullying (Cronbach’s alpha: Physical bullying = 0.79 Verbal bullying = 0.85). The
survey includes four parts; (A) When you were bullied by others, (B) When you saw
other students getting bullied, (C) When you were a bully, and (D) Your thoughts
about bullying. However, for the purposes of this study only part A and part C were
used. The survey defines bullying as:

“Bullying happens when someone hurts or scares another person on purpose and the

person being bullied has a hard time defending himself or herself. Usually, bullying
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happens over and over” (cited in Hamburger, Basile, Vivolo, 2011, p. 69).

Examples include the following: Punching, shoving and other acts that hurt
people physically; Spreading bad rumours about other people; Keeping certain people
out of a group; Teasing people in a mean way; And getting certain people to gang up
on others.

Both SB victimisation and SB perpetration were measured in terms of
occurrence, meaning have you ever been victimised/perpetrated (yes, sort of, no), and
in terms of intensity. In terms of SB victimisation only, participants were asked a
series of questions from the BYS-S Part A, combined with additional questions to
cover the sections studied in this project (see appendix C questions 178 to 189). To
measure SB Perpetration participants were asked a series of questions from the BY S-
S Part C, combined with additional questions to cover the sections studied in this
thesis (see appendix C questions 192 to 201).

SB victimisation intensity was measured by giving a point for each way that
participants selected and summing up items from 2a to 2k in part A, and perpetration
was measured by summing up items from 2a to 2k in part C; the higher the result, the
higher the SB related experiences/intensity. The author followed the same process as
in BYS-S. The ways that were adopted from the BYS-S were: 1. Called me names; 2.
Made fun of me; 3. Said they will do bad things to me; 4. Played jokes on me; 5.
Won'’t let me be a part of their group; 6. Broke my things; 7. Attacked me; 8. Nobody
would talk to me; 9. Wrote bad things about me; 10. Said mean things about me
behind my back; 11. Pushed or shoved me; and 12. Other. From these categories 1, 2,
and 3 were categorised as Verbal SB; 4, 6, 7, and 11 were categorised as Physical SB;
5, and 8 were categorised as Exclusion SB; and 9, and 10 were categorised as

Spreading Rumours SB; other means of victimisation were incorporated into the
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above categories (e.g. verbal for swore at my family, or physical for spat on me).
Participants were asked to tick all the ways that applied to them and one point was
given for each category from the 12 options excluding other as these were
incorporated into the subcategories. Therefore, the minimum score for this scale
would be zero for no victimisation and 11 for maximum victimisation as victims
would have suffered all primary victimisation means from the list. The same process
was followed for SB perpetration intensity measurement, with the only difference
being the paraphrasing of the items in order to represent perpetration (e.g. instead of
called me names, it would be “I called them names™).

The Bully survey focused on a particular school year, while the present study
looked into bullying as an experience in general; therefore, various items were
excluded in order to fit the purposes of this study. For example, the Bully survey
required an answer on where in the school premises participants were bullied, which
has been excluded from this study. In addition some questions that addressed teacher
awareness were excluded, as for the purpose of the present study a different section
was built at the end of the questionnaire that focused on anti-bullying education at
school, adding parents’ awareness and anti-bullying education at home therefore
repetition was prevented. Moreover, participants were asked if they ever expressed
their feelings to the bully and what were the results of this action if it occurred.
Bullies were also asked if their victims had ever expressed their feelings to them and
what were the results of that act.

SB Role Switch: The bully-victim category was explored by testing the
independence between victimisation (have you ever been school bullied) and
perpetration (have you ever school bullied) (see appendix C). While also explored for

possible associations between intensity of SB victimisation and SB perpetration.
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Cyber-bullying: CB experiences were measured with a combination of
questions (see Appendix C), developed for the purpose of this study, along with some
adopted items from the Cyber-bullying and Online Aggression survey; which is a 52-
item measure with two subscales to measure CB victimisation and perpetration,
adding a section that examines bystander experiences (Cronbach’s alpha:
Victimisation scale = 0.74 Offending scale = 0.76) (Patchin & Hinduja, 2006;
Hinduja & Patchin, 2009). For the purpose of this study bystander experiences were
excluded from the survey. The tool defines CB as:

“Cyber-bullying is when someone repeatedly makes fun of another person online or
repeatedly picks on another person through email or text message or when someone
posts something online about another person that they don’t like” (cited in
Hamburger, Basile, Vivolo, 2011, p. 80).

To measure CB victimisation and the related independent variables/potential
factors a combination of questions (see appendix C questions 231-251) was used.
However, it should mentioned, that CB was measured in terms of occurrence (see
questions 231 in appendix) and in terms of intensity (see questions in appendix C
236-244 in the appendix), as in the case of SB. Points were granted to questions from
6a to 6i. The same process was used to examine CB perpetration. That being a
combination of developed questions that addressed CB experiences, frequency rates
and other aspects, such as CB perpetration occurrence (Yes, Sort of, No) and of
course intensity that was measured according to Patchin and Hinduja (2006) and
Hinduja and Patchin (2009) (see appendix C questions 214 — 230, out of which 219 —
223 measured CB perpetration intensity). Points were granted to questions from 6a to
6e (see appendix C questions 219-223). The developers of the survey (Patchin &

Hinduja, 2006; Hinduja & Patchin, 2009) scored the items as follows: Never = 0,
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Once or twice = 1, A few times = 2, Many times=3, Every day = 4. The same
process was followed in this study and the overall score for victimisation resulted
from the sum of the relevant items, and likewise for perpetration. The developers had
also taken into account more items for victimisation than for perpetration.

CB Role Switch: To test the role switch between CB victim and CB
perpetrator participants were directly asked whether they have CB perpetrated after
being CB victimised and the opposite (see appendix C questions 252-255).

Media Use: Questions 204-213 (see appendix C) were developed in order to
address how and if the Internet and social media access, frequency of access, online
violence exposure, parental monitoring when online, onset of the Internet and social
media use, types of social media, and reasons of social media use, are related to CB
involvement.

Anti-bullying Education: To explore participants’ anti-bullying education and
perceptions on anti-bullying education, participants were asked a set of questions (see
questions 256 — 270 in appendix C). To explore participants’ opinion and experience
with aspects of RJ victims were asked if they had ever expressed their feelings to the
perpetrator, whilst perpetrators were asked if victims had ever expressed their feelings
to the first; both parties were asked of the results of such engagement (see questions
190, 191, 202, 203, in appendix C). The RJ questions were included only in the SB
part of questionnaire, based on the assumption that RJ cannot be easily used with CB
since there would be no authority figure to mediate such discussion online. However,
if the CB incident occurs at school, or between students of the same school, then it is
possible that RJ could be used; therefore, this aspect needs further exploration by
future research.

1.10.3. Procedure and Environment
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Participants completed the questionnaire (see Appendix C) online via a link to
Google Forms. The link was active for approximately one year with average
completion time one hour and 30 minutes. Participants were recruited from
Huddersfield University’s sample pool, via Facebook advertisement, Twitter
advertisement, email dissemination, and through personal contact of acquaintances,
friends and connections with other schools and universities.

Utilising the Web-Survey. For this study a web-survey was preferred for data
collection for three main reasons. 1) The web-survey allowed participants to complete
the questionnaire at their own convenience, in terms of completion pace and time of
the day. That way, more participants were secured, as there was no time pressure, and
all the limitations (Lavrakas, 2008) that come with setting up meetings to complete
the questionnaire were avoided. 2). Anonymity was another major factor that led to
this decision. By completing the questionnaire online, participants did not have to
worry about their anonymity being compromised, as there was no interaction with the
researcher. It was taken into account prior to this decision that, participants who
complete questionnaires in a group, or are interviewed face-to-face, frequently
become concerned. Concerned that their responses could be matched with their
identity and become exposed to the researchers, the other participants, individuals that
could be related to the organisation where participants were recruited, and even the
public. In addition, fear of being exposed could compromise the data collection
process, as participants could be reserved in terms of answering the questions
truthfully. As Price (1996:207) strongly supports, it is better to ‘compromise the
research rather than compromise the participants’. 3). The third reason was mainly for
securing a large number of participants. Prior to data collection, there was a debate on

whether participants should have been recruited directly from schools or the web. It
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was decided that recruiting participants from schools only, would limit the sample in
terms of number and age. The aim for this particular study was to also include
participants over the age of 16, which is the maximum typical age for secondary
school students. It should be noted that the web-survey did not exclude school-aged
students, on the contrary, there was established communication with various
educational organisations and the link to the survey had been disseminated with these
organisations, which in turn disseminated to their students. In addition, the study
looked both on SB and CB; according to the American Educational Research
Association (2013), SB and CB are also documented at a later age, during college and
university studies, areas that have been neglected (Myers & Cowie, 2017) and as
mentioned earlier, the current study aimed to explore further. Moreover, it should be
mentioned that a web-survey is a valuable and valid mean for collecting data fast, it is
of low cost, it is more inclusive in comparison to other means, such as face-face
interviews, data can be carried from the collection platform to the analysis tool
directly, and the researcher can interact with the data at any phase and monitor the
responses (Wyatt, 2000).

Challenges Faced During Questionnaire and the Survey Development.
There were challenges throughout the survey development and the implementation
phase worth reporting. Starting with identifying suitable and valid scales that were
also as short as possible. With nine factors being explored in relation to SB and CB,
adding the family and friend related factors, plus the SB and CB measurement tools,
as well as the demographic questions, the survey was originally “too lengthy and
tiring” as reported by pilot participants. For that reason, the survey was modified three
times, scales were replaced, and aspects such as bystander examination for SB and

CB were excluded. The alterations resulted in the shortest and final version, but
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without compromising the validity of the study as the replacements were equally valid
as the initial selections. Additionally, consistency had to be ensured, which proved to
be a time consuming and exhausting process. For example, as the study looked both
into victimisation and perpetration, it had to be certified that the questions addressing
victimisation experiences were also included for perpetration experiences. The latter
consideration led to one year of survey alterations, pilot testing, time consuming
proofreading and restructuring of the survey sections, in order for the final version to
be released with the minimum possibility of inconsistencies affecting the data
collection process and the results. However, despite the exhausting examination of the
survey prior to its release, the pilot testing and the validation by having a second
researcher (supervisor) examining the questions, mistakes were discovered during the
survey implementation process, which are detailed in the limitations section in
chapter 18. An example is the inconsistency in the response levels between SB
victimisation and perpetration, where victimisation occurrence was measured with a
“yes and no” response option, whereas perpetration also included the “sort of”
category. Nonetheless, the discovered inconstancies did not affect the analysis. While
in addition, such limitations are expected when utilising a questionnaire (Wyatt,
2000). Important is also to mention that the development of the survey proved to be
challenging, particularly in terms of time consumption and choosing the appropriate
dissemination means as well as the platform. As mentioned earlier, Google Forms
was chosen for data collecting, which was a conscious and well examined decision.
This was after participants from the pilot phase reported that, amongst the two
platform options, those being Qualtrics and Google Forms, the latter seemed less
tiring, more motivational and had better effects. Despite both platforms being set up

consistently, the opinion of the pilot participants was taken into account and Google
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Forms was preferred. Although, the choice might have ensured a larger number of
participants and less incomplete responses, nonetheless, there were limitations that are
further discussed in the limitation section in chapter 18; however, these limitations did
not affect the results, but proved the data coding process more time consuming as
Google Forms collects data only in Excel and not in SPSS.

Implementation of the Survey. Finally, in terms of implementing the survey,
the process was simple as the platform allowed for the link to the survey to be shared
automatically in Facebook, email addresses, Twitter, Research Gate, SONA, texts,
WhatsApp and other social media platforms. From that point onwards, the role of the
researchers was only to monitor the responses. During this phase there were some
difficulties experienced. For example, some participants could not complete the
survey as Google Forms would drop unexpectedly and there was no save option,
allowing for re-entering the semi-completed survey at a later time and concluding it.
It is likely that this technical limitation cost numbers in terms of sample size, although
the possible number remains unknown. Other participants commented that some
questions were set up to be forced response, which in their case the question did not
apply to their experiences. However, such limitations were easily fixed as Google
Forms allows for modification of the survey at any stage. Regardless, the
modifications were carefully selected in order to ensure
reliability/validity/consistency of data; therefore, the modifications were limited to
altering force responses to non-forced responses and spelling mistakes that did not
affect the aforementioned aspects. During this phase, the inconsistency with the
victimisation occurrence levels was discovered, however, as many participants had
already completed the questionnaire, it was decided not to alter the questions.

Concluding, two limitations that accompany web-surveys are generality and validity
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of responses (Wyatt, 2000). In terms of generality, web-surveys are restricted to
participants that can use technology and have access to the Internet. For this particular
study, generality was not a major limitation as most individuals in the Western world
and particularly the UK and the EU counties, where the link was mostly disseminated,
have access to technological devices such computers, and Internet access from a
young age (ONS, 2018). On the other hand, validity of responses and the truthfulness
of participants in responding to the questions could not be controlled. However, after
data collection the responses were examined in detail and some completions were
excluded due to obvious deceit. It was assumed that the particular participants were
recruited from the SONA system of Huddersfield University and completed the
survey with a sole motivation, the credits awarded for their time to complete the
survey. The remaining completed questionnaires were considered as honest and valid
responses; besides participants’ valid responses is a limitation that accompanies not
only web-surveys but also face-to-face interviews and similar data collection means
(Parry & Crossley, 1950; Bale, 1979).
1.10.4. Ethics

The ethics board of the Psychology Department of Huddersfield University
approved the study while BPS guidelines were followed throughout. The online
survey included an information sheet, a consent form that informed of the right to
withdraw from the study up to the point of data analysis, the survey, and a debrief
sheet that included information about the purpose of the study and contact
information of support teams. All identifying information was removed from the
dataset immediately after data input and coding. There were no restrictions.

1.10.5. Plan of Analysis
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The data resulting from the factors and SB/CB measurements were to be
analysed with Pearson or Spearman correlation and Chi-Square of Independence
testing for significant relationships. Differences were tested with Kruskal-Wallis test,
and predictions with Binary, Multinomial and Linear regression models. Whilst, equal
attention was paid to other related aspects that were examined only with descriptive
statistics, allowing for a preliminary exploration that will be followed up with a
subsequent longitudinal project.

1.10.6. Conclusion

In chapter one it is shown that bullying in general as a field and as a
phenomenon is well studied but complicated; with literature often appearing
inconsistent, whilst signifying an argument between authors, on whether CB is part of
SB or a different stand-alone form of bullying. Despite the voluminous literature, the
extensive focus on most aspects related to both forms, and the deep examination of
the related risk and preventive factors, research gaps still exist and the opportunity for
more research arises. The present study intensely examines well studied and neglected
risk and preventive factors related to both forms, whist attempting to clarify
inconsistencies and to provide answers to unanswered questions, while focusing both
on the victim and the perpetrator, starting with part two - chapter two, which

addresses SB victimisation.
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Part 2

Focusing on School-Bullying

Chapter 2- The SB Victim

2.1. Victims of SB

Adolescence is a physically and mentally challenging developmental period
(Tani, Greenman, Schneider & Fregoso, 2003; Kodzopelji¢, Smederevac, Mitrovic,
Dini¢ & Colovi¢, 2014; 2013), let alone the vulnerability that youngsters face when
they suffer peer victimisation (Vaillancourt, McDougall, Hymel, Krygsman, Miller,
Stiver & Davis, 2008; Navarro, Larranaga & Yubero, 2016;2015). Under hostile
situations, victimised teens expect others to be aggressive and show a preference for
avoiding social interaction (Ziv, Leibovich & Shechtman, 2013). It appears that this
challenge begins with the transition from primary to secondary school, irrespective of
the role they might have adopted during primary school; nonetheless, the role of the
victim can alter status, whereas bullies tend to preserve their behaviour during this
transition (Schéfer, Korn, Brodbeck, Wolke & Schulz, 2005).

Measuring bullying victimisation presents difficulties, as there are
definitional inconsistencies, a variability in perceptions of what bullying is and a
plethora of measurement tools (Griffin & Gross, 2004; Cuadrado Gordillo, 2011). For

reasons as the latter, it was proposed (Theriot, Dulmus, Sowers & Johnson, 2005;
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Frisén, Holmqvist & Oscarsson, 2008) that victimisation should be measured by
taking into account both self-labelling victims and non-self-labelling. Nonetheless,
even with the definitional inconsistences it was shown that SB victims suffer mostly
from verbal bullying, with females insisting on verbal harassment being a SB
prerequisite, and males including the power imbalance when defining SB. It is
therefore evident that the definitional criteria for SB victimisation differentiate
between the genders and are affected by their individual perceptions.
2.2. Victim Characteristics

Dan Olweus divided young individuals in terms of SB involvement into four
classifications, those being: victims, bullies, bully-victims, and individuals that are
not involved in bullying under any classification (Conners-Burrow, Johnson,
Whiteside-Mansell, Mckelvey & Gargus, 2009). The first are children who more
quiet, depressed, and might suffer from anxiety. They are found to be socially isolated
and less accepted by their peers, while they often do not enjoy school (Conners-
Burrow, et al., 2009), and frequently can be overweight (Roland, 1989; Olweus, 1991;
Puhl & King, 2013). They seem to be less competent, with low self-esteem and score
lower on intelligence tests (Beckman, et al., 2013). In comparison to non-victims,
they are more cautious, sensitive, passive, and consider themselves unattractive
(Stephenson & Smith, 1989; Nishina, Juvonen & Witkow, 2005).

Various other projects have studied victims’ characteristics; some studies
(Rech, Halpern, Tedesco & Santos, 2013) concluded that dissatisfaction with body
image and sedentary habits are related to victimisation. Others (Smith, Talamelli,
Cowie, Naylor & Chauhan, 2004) supported that victims liked other peers and
socialising, but have fewer friends in school, and have been previously victimised

(Mishna, Khoury-Kassabri, Gadalla & Daciuk, 2012). At school, victims are usually
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alone and they might not belong to any social network (Nansel et al., 2001). While
when victims choose their friends, these turn out to be lonely students as well and
non-aggressive. Moreover, victimised children tend to have overprotective and
sheltering parents that may contribute to their children’s victimisation (Olweus,
1993); probably because they have not been previously taught how to deal with
conflict (Felipe, Garcia, Babarro & Arias, 2011). Others (Ma, 2002) added poor
disciplinary climate, having good academic status, as well as having poor affective
and physical conditions. Finally, CB victims that are discussed in chapter 10, share
traits with SB victims, but in addition they are more prone to Internet risk behaviours
and quite often they are also SB victimised by the same individual who abuses them
in cyber space (Chang, et al., 2013).
2.3. Reasons of Victimisation

Connolly and Beaver (2014) used data from the National Longitudinal Survey
of Youth 1997 and found that both genetic and environmental factors are associated
with a tendency for victimisation. Others (Seeds, Harkness & Quilty, 2010) identified
parent maltreatment as a reason, while Thomas, Chan, Scott, Connor, Kelly and
Williams (2016; 2015;) recognised higher levels of psychological distress and
reduced levels of emotional wellbeing as reasons that may lead to victimisation.
Whereas, Van Noorden, Tirza Bukowski, Haselager, Lansu and Cillessen (2016)
reported that affective empathy is a main central reason for victims attracting
perpetrators into bullying them.

There are also more specific victims’ characteristics that could lead to
victimisation, such as belonging to minorities in terms of race and sexual orientation
(Mueller, James, Abrutyn & Levin, 2015), as well as mental health difficulties

(Mayes, Calhoun, Baweja & Mahr, 2015). Moreover, it was established (Lehman,
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2014; Craig, 1998; Carbone-Lopez, Esbensen & Brick, 2010; Thornberg, Rosenqvist,
Johansson, 2012) that male students are more likely to be SB victimised than female
students. To further explore why victims are victimised, Frisén, et al. (2008) divided
the reasons into eight categories that might play a role into SB victimisation. These
categories were:
(1) Victims’ appearance, for example: ugly, fat, small, wears braces or look different.
(2) Victims’ behaviour, for example: strange, different or ridiculous behaviour, are
provocative or rude in some way, dare to be themselves.
(3) Victims’ clothes, for example: wears ugly clothes or the wrong clothes, have an
ugly haircut or wear glasses that are out of fashion.
(4) Victims are deviant in ways that are not explained, for example: stand out from
the crowd, are simply wrong or different from their peers.
(5) Victims are lonely or socially insecure, for example: do not dare to speak their
mind, are easily affected, lonely or do not have many friends.
(6) Victims’ background, for example: come from a different country, parents’
occupations are unusual or they have low socio-economic status.
(7) Bullies’ personality, background or motives, for example: the bullies want to feel
tough or cool, have low self-confidence, are sad or carrying anger inside which they
need to vent, they bully to avoid being bullied themselves.
(8) Other reasons: this category includes answers that did not fit into any of the seven
categories above, for example: peer influence, do not do well at school, victims are
functionally impaired or have an awkward name.

The results from this study showed that the most frequent reason of SB
victimisation is that victims have a deviant appearance (39%), the bully’s personality,

background and motives (36%), victims being lonely and socially insecure (13 to
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8%), and 22% of the girls and 15% of the boys reported victims’ clothes as a cause of

SB victimisation.

2.4. Frequency of Victimisation

The study of bullying behaviour and its consequences for young people
depends on valid and reliable SB measurement (Shaw, Dooley, Cross, Zubrick &
Waters, 2013; Napoletano, Elgar, Saul, Dirks, & Craig, 2016); but as it has and will
be stressed out repeatedly in this thesis, there are definitional inconsistencies related
to bullying. Therefore, the reported victimisation rates vary, perhaps due to cultural
variations but also the definitional inconsistencies.

Nonetheless, some authors (Fink, Deighton, Humphrey & Wolpert, 2015)
reported that children with special educational needs (SEN) are more likely to
experience more frequent victimisation at school. McNicholas and Orpinas (2016)
who also used students with disabilities (N = 161 college students) in their study to
explore the prevalence rates, reported that the majority of participants (69%)
experienced victimisation during middle and high school, with relational bullying
being the most common type of victimisation (63%), followed by verbal (38%), cyber
(24%), and physical (18%). Likewise, Frisén, et al. (2008) reported that in their study
5.4% of the girls and 5.6% of the boys had been bullied at least once a week. On the
contrary, Baly, Cornell and Lovegrove (2014) indicated rates of approximately 61%
of less peer-reported victimisation than self-reported victimisation in sixth grade, 62%
less in seventh grade, and 68% less in eighth grade. It appears that peer report and
self-report of victimisation play a major role in the recorded and perceived frequency
of SB victimisation (Kljakovic & Hunt, 2016). Regardless, the established conclusion

from this section is that victimisation rates and frequency of events vary broadly.
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2.5. Types of Victimisation

As SB victimisation has been a persistent problem at schools, affecting up to
70% of the student body (Elias & Zinsd, 2003), research has focused deeply in the
types of SB (Goldweber, Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2013). However, some studies make
distinctions and study the prevalence rates of the various SB types according to
gender. For example, McClanahan, McCoy Jacobsen (2015) used data from more
than 25,000 middle-school students in 15 countries in Latin America and the
Caribbean who participated in the Global School- based Student Health Survey
(GSHS) between 2004 and 2009. They concluded that for girls the most common
form of victimisation reported in 14 countries was appearance-based, while for boys
physical aggression was the most common form in 10 countries and appearance-based
was the most common form reported in four countries. Other frequent SB types
include name-calling (Boulton & Hawker, 1997), which falls under verbal SB.
Similar reported types are relational, physical and CB, with some of these types
overlapping (Bradshaw, Waasdorp & Johnson, 2015;2014;). Finally, in terms of
frequency and types Wang, [annotti and Nansel (2009) showed that prevalence rates
of having been bullied at school for at least once in a two months period were 53.6%
verbally, 51.4% socially, 20.8% physically, and 13.6% electronically.
2.6. Parents’ Awareness of SB Victimisation

Various projects (Brown, Aalsma & Ott, 2013; Sawyer, Mishna, Pepler &
Wiener, 2011) considered parents’ awareness not only as a factor for SB victimisation
but also as a factor for bullying in general. For example, a systematic review
conducted by Harcourt, Jasperse and Green (2014) identified 13 studies, which
qualitatively explored bullying from parents’ perspectives. The studies suggested that

parents struggled to clearly define and identify bullying; failing to include the criteria
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set by Olweus in terms of repetition and imbalance of power. Another finding
suggested that SB is frequently reported as teasing, which complicates perceptions of
the definition and thus parents may frequently miss the fact that their children may be
victimised. As a result, this definitional inconsistency may account for lack of
parental awareness in terms of victimisation, reported rates, and even perceptions that
SB is normal. It was also noted that parents frequently place the responsibility to the
schools, and some schools believe that it is the families that should take action and
tackle bullying. As a result, apart from the definitional inconsistencies, it seems that
the “who to blame” plays a major role when attempting to successfully intervene
when bullying occurs.

In terms of parents’ awareness and rates, studies (Holt, Kaufman & Finkelhor,
2009) have shown that the majority of parents (88%) believe that teasing hurts kids,
but also showed (81%) that schools should pay more attention to bullying. Moreover,
the majority of parents (88%) believe that their children are safe at school, while 37%
support that teachers and school staff should deal with SB victimisation without
parental interference, although once again the majority (82%) gives permission for
those involved in SB to be strongly punished. On the other hand 37% stated that those
that are victimised should fight back, 30% supported that victims must stay away
from bullies but 80% believe that victims should stand up for themselves; perhaps
suggesting resilience but without the appropriate guidance.

Finally, Holt et al. (2009) informed that 86% of victims told someone about it
and 61% told their parents. From the victims 79% received advice from their parents,
45% were told to fight back, 45% were taken to the principal for further discussion on
the incident(s), 10% were taken for psychological support, 44% were given ideas of

how to avoid victimisation and only 27% were told not to hit back. The same study
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indicated that students’ perception of victimisation differentiate from parents’
perceptions, as 59% of the young children reported victimisation, when parents
reported less (41%). Consequently, informing that parents are not always aware of
their children’s victimisation.

2.7. Bullying at Home

Starting with sibling aggression, which is a common form of intra-familial
aggression, and has been neglected by research, Tippett and Wolke (2015) informed
that peer aggression and peer bullying is linked to sibling bullying, and increases the
odds of becoming victimised by peers at school. The findings can be explained, since
children behave the way they are taught and that starts from the family and house
environment. In addition, the power imbalance is often shown between siblings, as it
is the oldest of the siblings that tease if not to say bully the younger and perhaps the
weaker siblings. However, it appears that parental involvement only moderately
affects this relationship, while in addition physical and emotional violence in the
home are significantly associated with SB victimisation (Lucas, Jernbro, Tindberg &
Janson, 2016;2015;). Others (Georgiou & Stavrinides, 2013) stressed out that parent—
child conflict at home is a strong predictor for SB victimisation, while relationships
with family are key sources of both support and stress during school years (Murray-
Harvey & Slee, 2010).

Moreover, Cluver, Bowes and Gardner (2010) clearly stated that risk factors
for being victimised include being a victim of physical or sexual abuse or domestic
violence at home, and/or living in a high-violence community. While, Hemphill,
Tollit, Kotevski and Heerde (2015) who compared the individual, peer, family, and
school risk and protective factors for both SB and CB victimisation, agreed with

previous research that indicated family conflict as a predictor for SB, and further
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advised that parents may involuntarily be placing their children at risk for being
victimised. However, it is not necessary for parents to create conflict (Baldry &
Farrington, 2005) or abuse their children in order to put them in danger of
victimisation. Family teasing about appearance has been indicated by previous
research as an influential risk factor, particularly for victims (Jankauskiene, Kardelis,
Sukys & Kardeliene, 2008). While others (Sapouna & Wolke, 2013) reported that
children who are not victimised by their siblings are less at risk for being victimised
by peers at school or in the community. Children that are being teased frequently by
family members about their appearance, such as body weight, style, choice of clothes,
and maybe distinct features (e.g. teeth, hair, height, speech, facial characteristics etc.)
tend to have lower self-esteem, which has been indicated as a risk factor for victims
and is further discussed later on. To the possible question, why not all children that
are being teased by family do not become victims of bullies, perhaps the answer is the
individual coping skills.
2.8. What Stops SB

This question has been researched in every possible way that anyone can
imagine, nonetheless, the absolute answer and solution is yet to come. Despite this,
various projects (Frisén & Holmqvist, 2010) examined adolescents’ perspectives on
what interventions they consider to be effective in order to stop victimisation, and
concluded that some anti-bullying strategies are more effective and some less,
whereas adolescents’ suggestions differ as a function of age, sex and current
experience of victimisation. Some participants suggested parental involvement, and
ways to increase the perpetrator’s empathy. Another suggestion by younger
individuals was improvement of victims’ coping strategies, while older participants

placed the responsibility directly on the actions of school staff. A common finding
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however, across the age group of victims was that victims do not suggest discussion
with the bully.

A similar study (Camodeca & Goossens, 2005) utilised a questionnaire with
311 children and it seemed that victims were in favour of strategies aimed at solving
the conflict through calmness, with girls preferring assertive strategies more often
than boys, and younger children preferring calmness more often than older children,
who showed a preference for retaliation. Regarding retaliation, some victims also
supported that it can have positive results in terms of stopping victimisation, which
could suggest frustration, anger and perhaps the wrong perception of victims being
helpless or introverted. However, when victimisation is repeated, it becomes
increasingly difficult for victims to find the will, means and strength to stop it. As a
result, some victims have shown meaning and appreciation for public education
campaigns and information about bullying. Nonetheless, not all victims use means to
stop victimisation; some victims do absolutely nothing or avoid facing the issue,
therefore, endure the suffering, hoping that one day the harassment will come to an
end. In general, female victims find that talking to someone is a helpful way to stop
victimisation while male victims are supporters of confrontation and retaliation. It
must be mentioned that the SB coping strategies suggested by the male, showed a
tendency for failure and often resulted in the exact opposite outcome (Craig, Pepler &
Blais, 2007).

Standing on the female views of how to successfully stop SB victimisation,
research (Black, Weinles & Washington, 2010) found that only 44% out of 2,615
participants told someone about their victimisation as an attempt to find the solution.
On the other hand, using counter-aggression/fighting back measures was the most

common (75%) way, followed by making a safety plan (74%), and lastly ignoring the
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victimisation (52%). However, fighting back has consequences; for example increase
of likelihood of injury, more aggression from the perpetrator, escalation of attack
means (e.g. weapons), and of course possibility of being punished by the school.
Finally, Frisén, Hasselblad and Holmgqvist (2012) informed that although victims
reporting the incidents to school staff, was the most preferred and successful mean to
stop the victimisation, frequently the actual reason of victimisation ending was the
perpetrator’s or victim’s departure from that particular school.
2.9. Do Victims Protect Other SB Victims

SB victimisation has been researched from various sides and approaches;
especially regarding the way such experiences affect the person during their later life.
One side that has been neglected is the way that ex or current victims act when they
see someone else being victimised. The general notion however, is that even if ex
victims want to help other victims to escape from their victimisation, such results are
not successful without teachers’ or adults’ interference (Porter & Smith-Adcock,
2011), and without training and education on how to be proactively support their
peers (Holt & Espelage, 2007). However, Holt and Espelage (2007) informed that, in
general students that are not involved in SB victimisation and/or perpetration find
greater support than those that are involved in SB either as a victim or as a
perpetrator. To our knowledge, the question addressed in this section has not been
explored in depth. Therefore, finding answers will provide important information
about the way SB victimisation experiences affect the victim, in terms of potential
increase or decrease of empathy or even the exact opposite, which would be increased
levels of aggression that would in turn lead to victims becoming perpetrators.
2.10. Reasons that Victims Protect Other Victims

If literature is limited on whether ex victims help other victims, then this
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section that refers to the reasons that an ex victim might help another victim escape
victimisation proved to be even more limited. Nonetheless, research (Huitsing,
Veenstra, Sainio & Salmivalli, 2012) showed that victims show higher levels of
depression in classrooms that other victims exist; however, victims also adjust better
in classrooms that victimisation levels are higher. Perhaps in such classrooms victims
feel that others share the same experiences and thus understand them, and by sharing
their victimisation experience, they become more extroverted and engage in peer
socialisation. The same authors also indicated that classrooms with more victims
show higher levels of depression and lower levels of self-esteem; that might be
because victimisation does not affect only the victim but the social network the victim
is in; as victimisation creates a general negative climate for all students. Self-esteem
might be lower because peers might feel incapable of helping or changing the
environment and making the bullying stop, or they might feel guilty for not trying to
help the victim. Even if these peers want to help victims, still this intervention may
prove unsuccessful without the appropriate training (Bergelson, 2013).

In addition, Dowling and Carey (2013) suggested that victims perceive
informal sources of help to be easier to talk to about victimisation. The same study
found that common reasons for talking to someone about the victimisation, includes
getting back at the bully, feeling better and stopping the bullying. Therefore, it is
assumed that ex victims help other victims, because they want to stop SB, feel better,
or perhaps find a way to get revenge.

2.11. SB Victimisation Related Hypotheses

Taking previous literature into account, it was expected that:

1. Parents’ awareness of SB victimisation has an impact on the victimisation.

2. Victimisation at home, even in the form of innocent teasing, is related to SB
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victimisation.

2.12. Results

Descriptive Statistics: From the 408 participants that completed the survey
246, (60.7%) reported that they had been SB victimised at some point in their life and
102 (39.7%) reported one or more times a week, 93 (36.2%) at least one or more
times a month and 62 (24.1%) at least one or more times a day. The frequencies for

the victimisation means are reported in Table 2.12.1 below.

Table 2.12.1. Frequencies of reported SB victimisation means.

Means of SB victimisation Reported frequencies
Were called names 205 (82%)
Were made fun of 205 (82%)
Perpetrators said bad things about them behind their back 187 (74.8%)
Were excluded from groups 127 (50.8%)
Perpetrators played jokes on them 99 (39.6%)
Nobody would talk to them 88 (35.2%)
Perpetrators wrote bad things about them 83 (33.2%)
Were pushed or shoved 82 (32.8%)
Were threatened, such as bullies would do bad things to them 68 (27.2%)
Perpetrators physically attached them 55 (22%)
Perpetrators broke their things 40 (16%)

Spat on, choked, set up a fight with them, spread rumours, stole property, 11 (4.4%)
laughed at their illness, made fun of their family members and one

participant even reported that the bully had pushed his grandmother down

the school stairs.

The maximum of the SB victimisation intensity was 11 points, the minimum
zero with a variance of 9.6 (M =2.9, SD =3.1).
Participants were also asked who bullied them the most. See Table 2.12.2

below for details.

Table 2.12.2. Who SB victimised you the most.

Who victimised you the most Frequencies
Girls in their grade 179 (71.9%)
Boys in their grade 124 (49.8%)
Someone popular 121 (48.6%)
Someone with many friends 100 (40.2%)
Older boys 52 (20.9%)
Older girls 48 (17.7%)
Someone they didn’t know 44 (17.7%)
Someone strong 34 (13.7%)
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Someone powerful 28 (11.2%)
An adult 20 (8%)
And others included younger boys, younger girls, someone who is smart, previous <2%
friends, brother, perceived friends

Next, participants were asked the perceived reasons they were victimised and

their responses are presented in Table 2.12.3 below.

Table 2.12.3. Perceived reasons of SB victimisation.

Perceived reasons of SB victimisation Frequencies
I am fat 86 (35%)

I am different 74 (30.1%)
They think my face looks funny 73 (29.7%)
The clothes I wear 62 (25.2%)
I get good grades 61 (24.8%)
They think [ am a wimp 60 (24.4%)
Icryalot 34 (13.8%)
They think my friends are weird 33 (13.4%)
My family is poor 29 (11.8%)
The colour of my skin 22 (8.9%)
I can’t get along with other people 21 (8.5%)

Other reasons included: they think I am too old or too young, my religion, the church ~ <2%
I go to, my family members, the country I am from, I get sick a lot, I get bad grades, 1

am disabled, I am too tall, I go to special education, the way I walk, I am gay, without

a reason, jealousy, I am too quiet, I don’t know, I stuck up for people when they were

picked on, my hair colour, my name, for being shy, ex boyfriends, ex friends, nothing

better to do, braces, my epilepsy

Moreover, 135 of participants (54%) reported that their parents were aware of
the victimisation, 77 (30.8%) said No and 38 (15.2%) did not know if their parents
knew about the victimisation. When participants were asked if they could defend
themselves against their tormentor 103 (41.2%) of participants reported that they were
Sort of able to defend themselves, 79 (31.6%) said Yes, and 68 (27.2%) said No.
Participants were also asked if they had been bullied at home and by whom, the

responses are shown in Table 2.12.4 below:

Table 2.12.4. Who victimised you at home.

Who victimised you at home Frequencies
No one 177 (71.1%)
Father 22 (8.8%)
Brother 19 (7.6%)
Sister 18 (7.2%)
Mother 13 (5.2%)
Relative 16 (6.4%)
Grandparent 7 (2.8%)
Friend 7 (2.8%)
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Neighbour
Stepfather
Stepmother

And other responses included flatmates, mother’s boyfriend, and even the property’s

manager.

6 (2.4%)
6 (2.4%)
5 (2%)
<2%

Participants were also asked how did the victimisation stopped if they were

not bullied anymore and the responses are presented in Table 2.12.5 below:

Table 2.12.5. How did the SB victimisation stop.

How did the victimisation stop

Frequencies

When I left school

I stood up to my bullies

They left me alone without any reason

My parents intervened

My teachers intervened

I changed the reason that caused the bullying (e.g. lost weight)
The bullies were punished by the school

My friends intervened

I changed schools

The authorities intervened

Other reasons included: we grew up, never stopped, the union intervened, I started
ignoring the bullies, and other family members intervened

103 (41.4%)
91 (36.5%)
56 (22.5%)
46 (18.5%)
42 (16.9%)
28 (11.2)
21 (8.4%)
20 (8%)

18 (7.2%)
7 (2.8%)
<2%

When participants were asked if they had ever tried to protect another victim

156 (62.7%) reported Yes, 68 (27.3%) said No, and 25 (10%) said Sort of.

Participants were then asked to report the reasons of their attempt to protect another

victim and the responses are presented below in Table 2.12.6:

Table 2.12.6. Why SB victims attempted to protect other SB victims from being victimised.

Why SB victims attempted to protect other SB victims from being victimised.

Frequencies

Bullying is not right

I felt sorry for the other victim

I didn’t want the other victim to suffer as I did

I wished someone had done the same for me when I was bullied
The other victim was my friend

The reason the other victim was bullied was wrong

The other victim was my family

The other victim was younger than the bully

It was a decision of the moment

I felt guilty because I had bullied that person in the past
The other victim had special education needs

The other victim was being bullied because racism

141 (78.3%)
124 (68.9%)
115 (63.9%)
108 (60%)
74 (41.1%)
72 (40%)
46 (25.6%)
21 (11.7%)
18 (10%)

2 (1.1%)

1 (0.6%)

1 (0.6%)
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Moreover, participants that intervened when they saw another victim being
bullied were asked if the intervention was successful and the responses were that 92
(50%) succeeded in stopping others’ victimisation by interfering, 85 (46.2%) reported
Sort of, 6 (3.3%) said No, and only one (0.5%) said that it made things worse.

Inferential Statistics: Lastly, for this section two relationships were tested,
those being SB victimisation occurrence and parents’ awareness of victimisation, and
SB victimisation occurrence and victimisation at home. Assumptions were taken into
consideration and Fisher's exact test was reported were appropriate (see McHugh,
2013). The results of the Chi-Square test were significant (x*(3) = 17.83, p = .001,
Fisher’s two tailed exact test = 497.27, p < .001), suggesting that parents’ awareness
of SB victimisation and SB victimisation occurrence are not independent of one
another. Likewise, victimisation at home and SB victimisation occurrence are related
to one another (x*(1) = 44.28, p < .001). Consequently, both hypotheses were
accurate.

2.13. Chapter 2 Discussion

In light of the conducted literature and the possibility of the SB victimisation
prevalence rates reported in previous studies being unreliable due to the terminology
inconsistencies, it was only fitting to explore this aspect in great detail. In this study
out of the 408 participants 60.7% reported that they had been SB victimised at some
point in their life, agreeing with Wang et al. (2009) and Elias and Zinsd (2003) that
reported rates up to 53.6% and up 70%. It is therefore evident that despite the
samples’ differences, still the rates appear similar, and suggest that SB victimisation
is perhaps disturbingly high. Furthermore, when comparing the reported frequency of
victimisation (11%) to previous studies (Frisén, et al. 2008), results from this sample

suggested a higher percentage of weekly harassment (39.7%), while a respectful
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percentage (24.1%) reported one or more times of daily harassment. Twenty-four per
cent might not seem alarming, but given the fact that it is repeated daily, it is
acknowledged that, it can result in severe psychological and perhaps physical
consequences for the victims.

From the 246 participants that had experienced SB victimisation 41.2% of
participants reported that they were Sort of able to defend themselves, suggesting an
attempt but not success. Moreover, 31.6% said Yes, and only 27.2% said they could
not defend themselves; indicating that perhaps Camodeca and Goossens (2005) might
have been correct when suggested that SB victims might not be so helpless after all.
In addition, the results imply that individual levels of resilience might play a role,
although this aspect was not examined in this study, but is worthwhile of exploration
with a future project. Next, the majority of victims had been victimised by peers in
their class (71.9% by girls and 49.8% by boys), followed by someone popular
(48.6%) and someone that has many friends (40.2%); indicating that SB might start in
the classroom which can be thought of as a micro community within the school.
Directly these findings exclude the power imbalance criterion in terms of age from the
Olweus (1993) terminology; nonetheless, it does not exclude power imbalance in
terms of social status and popularity. Furthermore, 24.9% of participants referred to
their perpetrator as someone stronger or more powerful, therefore retaining the aspect
of physical strength as a terminology criterion. As a result, future research should take
into account that, the criterion referring to the power imbalance in the definition of SB
might not necessarily be age difference, but other aspects such as popularity and
strength. The latter finding suggests that either the definition of SB requires re-
evaluation or researchers should allow participants to express in more detail what SB

victimisation means to them.
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In terms of victims’ perception as to why they had they been victimised, the
majority of participants referred to their appearance such as body weight (35%), being
different (30.1%), their face (29.7%), and appearance because of dressing choices
(25.2%). While, a respectful percentage referred to reasons that had to do with how
perpetrators perceived victims in terms of their personality (e.g. 13.8% for cry a lot).
Furthermore, being different and being victimised for standing out from the norm has
been previously supported (Frisén, et al., 2008); therefore, the findings from this
study confirm that young individuals should be educated on how to accept people’s
differences and respect the physical appearance and emotional construct of others.

Participants also answered how were they victimised and the majority of the
246 victims from this study faced verbal victimisation (82%), followed by bullies
spreading rumours or discrediting the victim (74.8%), exclusion from groups (50.8%),
and last physical victimisation (32.8%). In general, the results agree with previous
studies (Wang, et al., 2009) that reported higher verbal victimisation, followed by
social means, and last physical. This might explain the reason that many (see
Harcourt, et al., 2014) perceive SB as teasing, since verbal victimisation although a
direct mean, has no immediate obvious consequences (e.g. bruises), thus could be
misinterpreted as not severe.

Since research (Brown, et al., 2013; Sawyer, et al., 2011) indicated that
parents’ awareness of their offspring victimisation plays a role in SB victimisation,
this project examined the factor and results showed that the majority of participants
(54%) reported that their parents were aware of the victimisation, and 30.8% said that
they had not told their parents. This agrees with previous projects (Holt et al., 2009)
that informed that 61% % of victims told their parents about the victimisation. It was

also hypothesised that parents’ awareness and victimisation are related, and the chi-
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square of independence confirmed that indeed parents’ awareness of victimisation and
SB victimisation occurrence are not independent. Perhaps, suggesting that the more
parents become aware of their children’s victimisation the more they are able to
protect their children from further SB victimisation, advise them and also take action
in cooperation with the school.

Other previous projects (Jankauskiene, et al., 2008) suggested that
victimisation at home also plays a role in terms of SB victimisation, therefore, this
study looked at the possible relationship of bullied at home and SB victimisation
occurrence. It was hypothesised that bullying victimisation experiences at home are
related with victimisation at school. Once more, the hypothesis was accepted as the
Chi-square of independence showed that the two variables are not independent,
therefore, agreeing with Jankauskiene, et al. (2008) who concluded that victimisation
at home might increase the odds of being SB victimised. However, it has to be noted
that the majority of participants (71.1%) had not been victimised at home; prevalence
rates for victimisation at home were relatively low. Regardless, parents are advised to
mind their behaviour and their relatives’ behaviour at home towards children, as
bullying behaviour clearly has an effect on SB victimisation. Perhaps, children adopt
a victim status at home, accept and retain the same at school.

Reaching to one of the most crucial questions of this thesis, that being victims’
perceptions and experiences of what stops SB victimisation. It was found that for
41.4% of victims, victimisation stopped when they left the particular school. While
the next higher percentage (36.5%) of victims stated that they stood up to the bullies,
and 22.5% said that victimisation stopped without any particular reason. The findings
agree with Frisén, et al. (2012), who stated that there is great difficulty in stopping

victimisation once an individual has been branded as a victim at a particular school.

84



Perhaps students are right to suggest fighting back as the best solution for stopping
victimisation, as Black, et al., (2010) advised. On the other hand, parents’ and
teachers’ intervention as means to stop victimisation was also reported by fewer
participants. With such findings, it could be assumed that victimisation most likely
will not end until the perpetrator or the victim leave that school, unless the victim
stands up to the perpetrator and fights back. Regardless, standing up to the perpetrator
as a suggestion should be considered with caution as frequently fighting back may
lead to escalated victimisation and maintenance of the victimisation-perpetration
cycle.

Finally, the majority of victims (62.7%) had tried, and sort of tried but without
major success (10%) to protect another victim, and intervene when they found
themselves as bystanders, while 27.3% reported that they did not intervene. Thus,
suggesting that victims tend to show compassion and support for fellow peers that
suffer similar experiences. The majority of participants (78.3%) who tried to help
another victim, acted in such a way because they believed that bullying is not right,
while a major proportion felt compassion for the other victim (68.9%), and of course
it reminded them of their own torment and didn’t want others to suffer in the same
way they did (63.9%), while wished someone could have done the same for them
(60%). Moreover, it seems that when it comes to victims’ friends being victimised,
victims find the courage and stand up to the perpetrator for their friends (41.1%) and
family (25.6%). Finally, it might be possible that due to victims’ experiences, their
empathy level and sense of justice could be increased, as 40% reported that they
intervened because the other victim was being victimised for the wrong reason, such
as being younger (11.7%). The findings from this section suggest that it takes one to

know one, and most likely the reason that victims tend to adjust better in classrooms
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that other victims exist (Huitsing, et al., 2012), is because of the shared experiences
and understanding for each other. Perhaps schools should consider creating support
groups for SB victims, where such individuals share their experiences, offer non-
violent solutions and find understanding from others who suffered similar events.
2.14. Conclusion

In this chapter SB victimisation was examined and various related aspects
were explored. In general, there were no surprises in the findings and the results
appear to agree with previous studies. The SB victimisation rates appear high,
although others recorded similar numbers previously. The daily repeated victimisation
experiences were recorded for only 24% of the victimised participants, which is
alarming, considering the velocity of escalation of mental health issues for those
victims. Nonetheless, the findings also suggest that victims can fight back and they
perceive retaliation as an effective way to stop victimisation. Perhaps the most
important finding in this chapter was the fact that both the majority of male and
female participants had been victimised by peers in their class, which leads to the
exclusion of the power imbalance criterion from the SB terminology, at least in terms
of age differences. Finally, it was also confirmed that it is of importance for parents to
be aware of their children’s victimisation, as equally important is the absence of
bullying at home. Which leads to the next chapter that discusses SB perpetration in

detail.
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Chapter 3 - The SB Perpetrator

3.1. SB Bullies

The current chapter is exploring prevalence rates of SB perpetration, while
reports findings on related aspects to bullying behavior at schools, with consistency,
as the same aspects were explored in the previous chapter for SB victimisation. The
prevalence, characteristics and factors related to SB perpetration have been widely
studied over the course of the last decades (Welch, 2008). SB perpetrators can be of
any age, gender, race, religion, sexual orientation etc. (Renshaw, 2001), and despite
the negative consequences of their actions, some bullies feel popular and proud when
attracting attention from the media (Gannon, 2008). SB bullies or perpetrators as they
will be referred to from now on, manifest their behaviour in the class, in other school
premises, on the street, in school clubs and even after-school activity groups (Berry &
Adams, 2016). Therefore, perpetration can occur anywhere and at anytime of the
period that students are at school or school premises. Frequently, adults do not
monitor some of the premises of the school, consequently, making it harder to
intervene during bullying incidents.
3.2. SB Perpetrator Characteristics

Like with SB victims, SB perpetrator characteristics equally vary, although
there are some frequently reported personality characteristics. For example they
exhibit increased levels of aggression, dominant and impulsive behaviours that also

tend to be deliberate, they are proactive and goal oriented in their aggression, whilst,
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being more accepted by their peers in comparison to victims (Conners-Burrow, et al.,
2009). SB perpetrators, are further subcategorised into: A) Physical who with age
tend to become more aggressive. B) Verbal, exhibited with humiliation, name-calling,
sexist, or racist comments. C) Relational, those are usually females who aim to isolate
their victims from social groups. D) And, reactive victims that perpetrate in the form
of retaliation (Mount, 2005). Moreover, it has been found that SB perpetrators tend to
CB victimise their SB victims online (Lembrechts, 2012). The latter shows the
overlapping effect between SB and CB as a continuum from one form to the other,
but also indicates that retaliation is considered perpetration. Therefore a question
arises: should victims not react to their victimisation, and if that is the common advice
are we turning children into adults with apathy and lead them to believe that accepting
victimisation is the right way to deal with bullying? Of course, the answer is not that
simple; retaliation has many forms, but are children of all ages capable of
differentiating between right and wrong expression forms and do they have the mental
tools to control their impulses. Questions such as the above are some of the
complications that lead anti-bullying programmes into mere efficiency if not failure.

Other projects (Meland, Rydning, Lobben, Breidablik & Ekeland, 2010)
showed that SB perpetrators show greater emotional impairments and psychosomatic
complaints, lack of self-confidence and pessimism, than students not involved in
bullying; while also seem to face difficulties relating to school, parents, and teachers.
In addition, they seem to engage in truancy (Wilson, Celedonia & Kamala, 2013), but
are not likely to suffer from loneliness as they usually have other bullies as friends
(Shin, 2010). In general, SB perpetrators tend to behave in a stable and persistent
manner with higher scores in psychoticism, with difficulties in detecting basic

emotions such as the victims’ fear or sadness, and also seem to enjoy dominating
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other people. In terms of school and home environment, SB bullies have poor
academic achievement and dislike the school environment, while often live in a
troubled family environment with parents using physical discipline. In terms of
relationships, SB perpetrators can be extraverted, as means to be liked by their peers;
which might explain their continuous struggle to maintain the status and profile of the
strong and popular (Felipe, Garcia, Babarr & Arias, 2011).

3.3. SB Perpetrators’ Motivation Victimising Others

There are projects that suggest family conflict and academic failure as reasons
behind such behaviours (Hemphill, Kotevski, Tollit, Smith, Herrenkohl, Toumbourou
& Catalano, 2012). Others (Alvarez-Garcia, Garcia & Nufiez, 2015), indicated
competitiveness, pursuit of social status within the peer group, physical factors such
body mass index, antisocial behaviour, impulsivity, hyperactivity, the absence of
empathy, aggressiveness (especially proactive) and antisocial behaviour. Other factors
include low self-esteem, support from their classmates when they actually harass the
victim, unclear rules from the teachers and the school in terms of acceptable and
appropriate behaviour, lack of parents’ interest and boundaries at home, and exposure
to family violence (Alvarez-Garcia, etal., 2015).

Likewise, Chui and Chan (2015;2014;) indicated self-centeredness, volatile
temper and parental deviance as perpetration motives. Age difference could be
another reason, as younger individuals may appear vulnerable, or it could be victims’
physical disabilities, injuries, body type, and anorexia. Other reasons include the
perpetrators’ need to express their anger perhaps triggered by family conflict, and
even perpetration may feel as a source of excitement, dominance and achievement.
Finally, Burns, Maycock Cross & Brown (2008) informed that the need for belonging

and status are the most frequent reasons; while pressure from others, the need to
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conform, the need to maintain a certain reputation and profile at school are leading

motivational reasons for SB perpetration.

3.4. Frequency of SB Perpetration

Once more, the rates of SB perpetration vary widely in literature (McNicholas
& Orpinas, 2016). Bjereld, Daneback and Petzold (2015) informed that in the Nordic
countries between 1996 and 2011 perpetrators targeted mostly immigrants (27.8%) in
comparison to native individuals (8.6%). Likewise, Jansen, Verlinden, Berkel,
Mieloo, Ende, Veenstra, R., . . . and Tiemeier (2012) informed that 1/3 of 6379 five to
six year-old children in their study were involved in SB, with 17% being perpetrators.
Others (Maiano, Aimé, Salvas, Morin & Normand, 2016) that conducted systematic
reviews reported that the mean rate of perpetration among the studies were
approximately 15.1%.

On the other hand, Mosia (2015) suggested that 14.4% of students of their
sample admitted being perpetrators; while 10.4% of teachers informed that there was
no perpetration. Nonetheless, from the teachers that saw perpetration (47%) only
9.4% always disciplined the bully, with only 2% of teachers involving parents in
order to resolve such matters, and rarely (75.8%) reporting the incidents to school
administration. The latter study suggests that student-reported rates differ from the
rates reported by teachers and parents. Thus, the SB perpetration rates, like the
victimisation rates are reliable only when students themselves admit perpetration,
which is problematic since the majority of perpetrators will not admit their behaviour
unless they are caught in action.

3.5. Ways of SB Perpetration
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Literature (Vieno, Gini & Santinello, 2011) in terms of preferred perpetration
means has showed that verbal SB has the lead with 52%, followed by relational
(47.9%), sexual (18.5%), physical (11.6%), and last racist SB (9.4%); with males
preferring the more direct means of perpetration and females preferring the more
indirect means (e.g. exclusion) (Yang & Salmivalli, 2013). There are of course others
(Low & Espelage, 2013), suggesting CB as a preferred way of SB, as it begins at
school and continues online after school. Bradshaw, Waasdorp and Johnson
(2015;2014;) proposed that, there is an overlap of the SB perpetration means,
implying that verbal (16.9%) can escalate to physical, and physical can escalate to CB
(4.3%) and/or the opposite. Finally, Scheithauer, Hayer and Petermann (2006)
reported that from the 2,086 fifth—tenth grader students from schools in two German
federal states, and from the 12.1% of the perpetrators, commonly relational and verbal
forms of perpetration co-occurred; with males e