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Abstract 

There were two primary areas of focus for this thesis.  The first was to identify what 

changes had occurred in bullying behaviour in Australian secondary schools 

compared to findings of those of the previous decade.  Evaluating this involved a 

cross sectional study of 618 students from Year 8 through to Year 12.  The main 

findings were in line with previous research in that boys were still more likely to 

report being bullied, although group bullying had increased for boys.  Younger 

students were more likely than older students to report bullying.  There was a 

meaningful increase in the percentage of students feeling unsafe at school from 

bullying.  Male and female students were equally as likely to be a participant in group 

bullying.  However, the reasons for bullying differed across year levels.  The second 

component of this thesis was to develop and evaluate an intervention program based 

on a theoretical premise involving social cognitive theory.  This intervention involved 

958 students from five Queensland secondary schools who participated in a 10-week 

program.  The Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program was found to help reduce 

bullying behaviour through increased resiliency, relational skills building and 

improved mental health outcomes in those students who participated.  Moreover, 

outcomes were greater for students with a lower initial capacity for resiliency against 

bullying.  The implementation of a program such as the Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships program allows for increased awareness and support, a reduction in 

bully type behaviours and a greater sense of safety in the school community.  Due to 

the context of this study there were limitations to the research.  Traditionally, school 

settings present many challenges when conducting field research, and this was 

complicated by two influential events that occurred during the data collection period.  
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The cross-sectional data were collected less than one-month after the terrorist attacks 

on the United States in 2001 and the secondary school that comprised the control 

group for the intervention study was subjected to several arson attacks.   
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Chapter One 

 

There were two primary objectives of this thesis.  The first was to identify 

what changes have occurred in bullying behaviour in Australian secondary schools 

and compare the findings to those of the previous decade.  The second was to develop 

and evaluate an intervention program based on a theoretical premise involving social 

cognitive theory.  To achieve these objectives the thesis involved three studies and 

was divided into seven chapters.   

The aims of study one was first, to investigate current developmental trends in 

bullying behaviour and victimisation to gain an understanding of gender differences 

in behaviour and reasons for engaging in bullying.  The second was to use the 

outcomes from this study to inform an intervention program for adolescent students.  

To achieve these aims and determine current trends of victimisation by individuals 

and groups, this study looked at differences in reported occurrence of bullying in 

students across Secondary year levels (Years 8 through Year 12) and gender.  In 

addition current gender and adolescent developmental trends in reported incidences 

of bullying of other students, and participation in different bystander roles, was 

assessed.   

The aim of study two was to determine whether Bandura’s (1986) social 

cognitive theory provides a workable theoretical basis for understanding bullying 

behaviour.  This was accomplished by testing the predictive ability of the social 

cognitive variables of interpersonal self-efficacy, expectancies about control over 

outcomes of bullying, and relational goals, plus the variables of coping, social 
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support, and psychological well-being in relation to a variety of outcomes using a 

series of seven hierarchical regression analyses.   

The purpose of study three was to evaluate outcomes arising from the 

implementation of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program.  Study three is 

divided into two parts with the aim of the first being to provide an analysis of 

immediate outcomes of intervention and the second being to provide an analysis of 

long term outcomes of intervention.  To achieve these aims a pre-test/post-test design 

was employed to enable comparisons between student reported incidences of bullying 

behaviours, victimisation, coping skills, self-efficacy for interpersonal situations, and 

bystander roles before and after participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships 

Program.  In order to better understand the direction of the thesis and how each study 

is incorporated, a chapter outline will now be discussed. 

Chapter one presents an overview of bullying and peer victimisation that 

clearly defines and identifies bullying and those involved in the bullying process.  In 

addition, social cognitive theory is presented as a basis for explaining peer 

victimisation and understanding the differing roles of the bully, victim, and 

bystander.  The chapter concludes with an outline of the proposed social cognitive 

intervention and related studies.  Chapter two outlines the method used to carry out 

the study including an overview of materials utilised and the bullying and 

victimisation measures employed.  The validity of the study measures is discussed 

and the aims, design, participants, and procedure of the three studies are detailed.  

Chapter three, presents the findings of a cross sectional study (study one) on bullying 

and victimisation in high school.  Developmental trends in bullying incidence and 

behaviour in a sample of Year 8 to 12 students are investigated and the outcomes 



                                                  Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  3 

identified are used to inform an intervention program for adolescent students.  A 

summary of aims is stated and research questions and hypotheses are identified and 

discussed.  Chapter four examines the prediction of bullying using social cognitive 

variables (study two).  The main aims and hypotheses are presented and an overview 

of the hierarchical regression analyses is explained.  Results are then discussed for 

each of the seven analyses and summarised.  Chapter five outlines the development of 

the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program and puts forward a rationale for its 

development and implementation.  In addition, an overview of the program is 

presented with a view to building community awareness around the issue of bullying 

and the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program.  Chapter six investigates the 

efficacy of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program in increasing relational 

skills and reducing victimisation behaviour (study three).  The main aims, research 

questions, and hypotheses are stated alongside a detailed description of the method 

used.  The results are then discussed and summarised in terms of short and long term 

outcomes.  Lastly, chapter seven presents an overview of the research program and a 

summary of the outcomes of the cross-sectional study.  In addition, the findings of the 

Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program are outlined with regard to its value in 

reducing bullying behaviour, and in relation to the theoretical model examined.  The 

chapter concludes with an investigation of the major contributions and limitations of 

the research program, its implications for school integration and informing policy, 

and recommended areas for future study.       
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1.0 Overview of Bullying and Peer Victimization 

In a social context, relationships can be defined as interdependent interactions 

distinguishable by both structure and content (van Aken, van Lieschout, Scholte, & 

Branje, 1999).   During childhood, relationships tend to be more family focused and 

one-sided, gradually changing to more complex and bi-directional styles of 

relationships with the onset of adolescence (van Aken et al.).  It is at this stage that 

peer relationships become increasingly more important, as adolescents are inclined to 

spend an ever-increasing amount of time with peers.  Moreover, they also have a 

tendency to confide more in their peers than in the family.   

Peer relationships have been shown to play a substantial role in the successful 

completion of the developmental tasks of establishing and consolidating identity, 

building intimate relationships and developing a sense of responsibility toward one’s 

own community (Kuperminc, Blatt, & Leadbeater, 1997).  For adolescents, the 

quality of peer relationships and the perceived role the individual has in the peer 

group have a fundamental role in influencing the individual’s constructions of self, 

others and their social world (Cowie, 1999). Most students experience school as a 

relatively positive experience, with numerous friends, group activities and an array of 

social activities.  Sadly, some students are disliked by the majority of their peers, and 

are overtly excluded as a result.  For peer relations to function successfully, 

adolescents need a variety of pro-social skills, including the ability to resolve peer 

conflicts.  Evidence suggests that a significant relationship exists between pro-social 

problem-solving strategies and social acceptance for adolescents (Bijtebeir & 

Vertommen, 1998; Rubin & Krasnor, 1983).  Where peer relationships are 

problematic, adolescents have been found to be at immediate risk of psychological ill-
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health (Hymel, Rubin, Rowden, & LeMare, 1990), and risk for adjustment in later 

life, such as mental health problems, criminality, and dropping out of school 

(Kupersmidt, Coie, & Dodge, 1990; Parker & Asher, 1987).   

Potentially the most serious problem encountered by young people with 

regard to their peer relationships is victimisation, also known as bullying. Bullying 

can be seen as a destructive relationship problem whereby the bully learns to use 

power and aggression to control others and victims become powerless (Craig & 

Pepler, 2007).  Bullying in schools is not a new phenomenon.  The existence of 

bullying has been acknowledged as being present in the sub-culture of schools since 

the beginning of formal schooling.  Yet, until recently it was thought of as merely a 

“rite of passage” (Besag, 1993), having a low priority compared to disruptive 

behaviour and truancy (Tattum, 1989).  Prevalence rates indicate that bullying is a 

problem in many countries in the world (Craig & Harel, 2004).  Numerous studies 

have shown bullying to be a worldwide phenomenon, for example, in Norway 

(Olweus, 1993), Finland (Sourander, Helstela, Helenius, & Piha, 2000), Greece 

(Andreou, 2001; Kalliotis, 2000), Italy (Baldry & Farrington, 1999), England (Smith 

& Sharp, 1994), Ireland (O’Moore & Hillery, 1989), North America (Bukowski, 

Sippola, & Boivin, 1995), Canada (Craig, 1998; Pepler & Craig, 1995), Japan 

(Maeda, 1999; Treml, 2001) and Russia (Tartakovsky, 2001).  In Craig and Harel’s 

(2004) international study, approximately 35% of the young people reported being 

involved in bullying others at least once during the previous couple of months.   

Research has shown that the number of children who bully is between 5-30% 

and the number of victims of bullying is between 8-46% (Nansel, Overpeck, Pilla, 

Ruan, Simons-Morton, & Scheidt, 2001; Olweus, 1991; Wolke, Woods, Stanford, & 
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Schulz, 2001).  In a recent large scale American study, 17% of boys and 8% of girls 

had been in a physical fight, and 12% of boys and 7% of girls had been threatened or 

injured with a weapon on school property (Grunbaum, Kann, & Kinchen, et al., 

2004).  It was also found that 6% of boys and 5% of girls felt too unsafe to go to 

school.  Another study by DeVoe et al. (2002), found that 8% of students aged 12 to 

18 years were bullied at school.  Orpinas and Horne’s (2006) overview of the 

literature found that “boys are more likely than girls to be both the perpetrators and 

the victims of physical and verbal aggression, and most studies indicate that girls are 

more likely to be victims of relational and sexual aggression” (p. 26).   

In Australia, research indicates that one child in six aged between 8 and 17 

years reports being bullied at least weekly (Rigby, 1996).  A South Australian study 

surveying 1100 primary school students and 3000 secondary school students found 

that bullying by an individual student was reported by 6.9% of primary school boys 

and 4.4% of secondary school boys.  In contrast, 4.5% of primary school boys and 

2.8% of secondary school boys reported being bullied by a group of students.  Whilst 

girls reported lower levels of bullying, they showed a similar trend.  For example, 

5.0% of primary school girls and 2.8% of secondary school girls reported being 

bullied by an individual student, whereas 5.4% of primary school girls and 3.6% of 

secondary school girls reported bullying by a group of students (Rigby, 1996). These 

trends suggest that reported incidence of bullying decreases with age.  In contrast, a 

more recent three year longitudinal study of 38,000 Australian secondary students by 

Rigby (1998) identified that 15% of the students reported being bullied on a weekly 

basis. 



                                                  Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  7 

In contrast, the percentage of students who self-reported bullying another 

student(s) have been found to be between 25% and 50% (Bauman et al., 1996; Slee, 

1993).  Concurrent studies of 717 Year 7, Year 8 and Year 10 students in Brisbane 

(Bourhours & Demosthenous, 2002) found that 40% of students admitted bullying 

their classmates, and half reported having been victimised by other students in the 

previous year.  Whilst the problem exists in most schools to some extent (Olweus, 

1993), it has been found to be more prevalent in some schools compared with others 

(Stephenson & Smith, 1989).  Students’ own reports of bullying have been found to 

be higher than those of parents or teachers (Stockdale, Hangaduambo, Duys, Larson, 

& Sarvela, 2002).  Despite its continued existence, a longitudinal study conducted in 

the United Kingdom by Smith and Shu (2000) suggests that there has been a 

reduction in school bullying over time.   

It is important to put bullying in a context that includes defining bullying, 

determining the incidence, and identifying the outcomes for both the bully and the 

victim.  Moreover, it is important to understand the environmental factors that may 

cause and/or maintain bullying, and to identify outcomes for those who stand by and 

watch whilst bullying occurs, passively or deliberately encouraging the bully.  Little 

research exists that determines if there are any adverse psychological outcomes for 

this group of children.  

Much of the research on bullying is descriptive rather than prevention or 

intervention related.  The few studies that have reported evaluative results of an 

intervention have tended to be developed out of empirical data or school policy rather 

than theory.  Moreover, studies that have involved a theoretical basis have generally 

followed one of two research strategies.  One approach is to study student behaviour 
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and thought processes without regard to the situational context (Cavell 1990).  This 

involves studying the extent of student behavioural characteristics such as pro-social 

behaviour, aggressive behaviour, and withdrawal (Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990; 

Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge, 1986; Dodge, 1991; Parkhurst & Asher, 1993). An 

alternative approach is based on the assumption that social competence involves the 

ability to adapt and modify one’s behaviour to the specific demands of the social 

situation (Dodge, 1985; McFall, 1982).  In the following sections this study will 

discuss previous bullying research, and will present current research which links 

bullying to social cognitive factors. 

 

1.1 What is Bullying? 

Bullying has been defined in numerous ways over the years.  It is a subset of 

aggression and includes anticipatory fear of pain and humiliation from repeated 

aggressive acts (Orpinas & Horne, 2006).  Bullying is an aggressive behaviour that 

has intent, and like most aggression it is learned (Besag, 1989).  However, it is 

important to differentiate aggression that is justified and bullying (Rigby, 2006).  

Bullies act in a manner which is not justifiable and therefore it is important to 

discriminate this from some forms of aggression.  Justifiable aggression may include 

reacting to a threat of violence.   

According to Olweus (1993), bullying is an interaction in which a dominant 

individual(s) repeatedly exhibits aggressive behaviour, intended to cause distress to a 

less dominant individual.  Newman, Horne, and Bartolomucci (2000) discuss the 

“double I R” which stands for imbalance of power, intentional acts and repeated over 

time.  These three themes are important in understanding bullying.  In most cases of 
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bullying there is a power imbalance between the victim and bully. The bully acts in 

an intentional manner, and these acts are repeated over time.  This repetition leads to 

a deeper level of fear (Orpinas & Horne, 2006).  The general consensus is that it is 

usually unprovoked aggressive behaviour that may be direct or indirect in nature 

(Rigby, 2000).  A single individual or a group can either carry out bullying or be the 

victim of a bullying incident.  In the context of school bullying, the victim is usually a 

single student harassed by a group of two or more students (Olweus, 1993).  Another 

conceptualisation of bullying is that it occurs on a continuum (Rigby, 2006).  It is 

important to address bullying at the mild stage (i.e., name calling) and not let it reach 

a more extreme level (i.e., hitting another student).   

Frey and colleagues (2005) in their development of a bullying reduction 

programme discuss the social context in which bullying occurs.  They outline the 

research which has examined the risk factors for bullying.  These risk factors 

included “a lack of adult awareness and systemic supports to prevent bullying, 

destructive bystander behaviour, student beliefs that support bullying, and student 

social-emotional skills deficits” (O’Connell, Pepler, & Craig, 1999; Owens, Slee, & 

Shute, 2000; Pellegrini, 2002; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Schwartz 2000).  Veenstra et al. 

(2005) found that gender, aggressiveness, isolation, and unlikability were strongly 

related to both bullying and victimisation.  Boys were more likely than girls to be 

bullies and victims, bullies were more likely to be aggressive, victims were the most 

isolated while bullies were the most disliked.  These risk factors need to be 

considered when developing an anti-bullying program as both students’ beliefs and 

the wider school environment need to be targeted.   
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Bullying has been found to be most prevalent in the 10-14 year age group, 

with a substantial increase occurring during the first year of secondary school (Rigby, 

1996). One hypothesis is that the level of bullying may increase whenever a new peer 

group is formed as a way of establishing a social hierarchy and determining which 

members of the group are most vulnerable (Rigby, 1996).  Another view suggests that 

adolescent social cognition is egocentric, resulting in a decrease in perspective taking.  

That is, adolescents tend to focus on themselves to the exclusion of all others, and 

have a decreased ability to see things from another person’s perspective (Berger, 

2000).  Decreased perspective taking also results in lower levels of empathy (Berk, 

1994), explaining why there is less empathy for the victim during adolescence.  The 

range of possible reasons for the increase in bullying at this time, and its very 

occurrence, suggests that this is an ideal period in which to examine the risk factors 

and to intervene with adolescents who are vulnerable. 

Past research has suggested that bullying begins with the commencement of 

formalised schooling and peaks at around the end of primary school or the first year 

of secondary school and gradually declines from that point.  Sourander, Helstela, 

Helenius, and Piha (2002) suggested that both bullying and victimisation at age 16 

are much less common than at age 8.  Further, Rigby and Slee (1991) noted that as 

children progress into adolescence, they become more supportive of victimised 

children and less tolerant of bullying behaviour.    

The move from primary to secondary school is a potentially stressful time for 

adolescents.  This change of environment is often accompanied by the loss of friends 

and change of teaching staff.  Many adolescents may experience a loss of self esteem 
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as a result of this change, and there is the potential for a negative impact upon 

emotional adjustment (Dowling, 1980). 

Low self-esteem or poor self-concept has been found to increase the 

likelihood of victimisation so the way adolescents view themselves may be a 

contributing factor to victimisation.  Egan and Perry (1998) found that confidence in 

one’s standing within the peer group served to protect at-risk children from 

victimisation.  Further, a perceived lack of social competence within the peer group 

not only contributes to initial victimisation, but also to increased victimisation over 

time.  Interestingly, Blaine and Crocker (1993) found that victimised adults were 

more likely to accept and expect victimisation, however, most often they do not 

actively look for victimisation.  Further research is needed to determine whether 

children or adolescents also hold this belief about the inevitability of victimisation. 

In contrast, other students may experience a loss of status as a result of the 

change in environment.  These students who were once at the top of the pecking order 

are now surrounded by older and more confident peers.  Their everyday study 

environment has changed from one of complete structure to one of gradual self-

sufficiency.  The level of bullying may increase whenever a new peer group is formed 

as a way of establishing a social hierarchy and determining which members of the 

group are most vulnerable.  Much is known about primary school aged children; 

however, more research is needed to shed light on the effects of transitional changes 

on bullying within the secondary school population.   

Research has consistently found that children victimize other children for 

several reasons, including (a) the bully gets what he/she wants (e.g., immediate 

gratification), (b) the bully gains a sense of belonging through peer popularity, and (c) 
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the bully maintains group leadership and influence over others (Rigby, 1996).  Thus, 

there is consistent reinforcement for the bullying behaviour.  There are three main 

roles involved in bullying incidents. These include the bully, the victim and the 

bystander.   

1.1.1 The Bully 

The literature presents diverse reasons to explain why one child may victimize 

another, yet it appears that no single factor is enough to determine whether a child 

engages in bullying or not.  Children who bully have been described as having an 

aggressive personality pattern that predisposes them to respond aggressively to all 

people, even those in a position of authority (Pearce & Thompson, 1998).  They are 

typically involved in a range of anti-social and aggressive behaviours, and may be 

motivated to bully due to psychopathology rather than the pure excitement derived 

from having power over others.  Further, children who bully have been found to be 

less empathic to the feelings of others, to have poorer impulse control, to be 

physically strong, and to see violence as a positive quality (Pearce & Thompson, 

1998).  Bullies have also been found to be amongst the most popular students in the 

class, yet also amongst the most depressed (Espelage, Bosworth, & Simon, 2000; 

Rigby, 1996).  Orpinas and Horne (2006) outlined three sub-categories of bullies 

including the aggressive, follower, and relational types.  The aggressive bully 

primarily uses overt physical and verbal aggression and threats.  A follower bully 

follows the aggressive bully but will not start the bullying on their own.  Finally, the 

relational bully uses more covert types of aggression such as damaging friendships.   

Bullies often gather a group around themselves and then select another child 

to victimize who is isolated from any protective friendships.  In the past, boys were 
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thought to be the main perpetrators of bullying, due to a greater level of physical and 

aggressive victimisation.  Gender differences do exist in terms of the method of 

bullying (i.e., physical, verbal or relational victimisation) and frequency.  When 

verbal and relational victimisation are taken into account, girls victimize their peers 

equally as much as boys (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).  An observational study found 

that girls used physical aggression as often as boys but tended to hide such activities 

from supervising teachers and during interviews were less likely to admit to bullying 

(Pepler & Craig, 1995).  Whilst physical acts of victimisation tends to peak earlier 

with girls (14 years) than with boys (16 years), relational victimisation appears to 

start at a later age and extend beyond 14 years for girls (Loeber & Hay, 1997). 

A maturational perspective may help to understand the increase and change in 

aggressive acts.  First, as children verge on adolescence their aggressive acts may 

increase with respect to physical outcomes due to the increase in physical strength, 

particularly for boys (Berkowitz, 1994).  Second, hormonal increases have been 

found to be a risk factor for aggressive acts in delinquent girls (Doreleijers, van Dijk, 

Hartman, & Lenssen, 2000), and may contribute to the increased levels of physical 

and relational victimisation in teenage girls. 

It has been suggested that indirect or relational victimisation is dependent 

upon maturation (Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukiainen, 1992).  That is, certain 

levels of verbal and social skills are needed to use aggression in this form.  Girls have 

been found to mature verbally at an earlier age than boys (Macoby & Jacklin, 1980), 

which would partly explain why girls use relational victimisation at an earlier age 

than boys.  Finally, with maturation comes the increased acquisition of social skills 

and accessibility to another form of aggressive strategies, that of social exclusion.  As 
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such, this notion is suggestive of a gradual movement from physical to more refined 

aggressive strategies, such as relational victimisation, as children age (Bjorkqvist et 

al., 1992).  Does this mean that bullying does not decrease with maturity, as 

suggested in past literature (e.g., Rigby, 1996), but changes in form or presentation 

instead?  If bullying is not something that a child grows out of, and is just refined to a 

more covert form, then this notion would help to explain the emergence of bullying in 

the workplace. 

According to recent research, the method of victimisation is directly related to 

a style of social coping orientation, and may arise out of a lack of problem-solving 

abilities (Bijttebier & Vertommen, 1998).  The style of social coping orientation is 

gender specific in that boys have a tendency toward more physical means, while girls 

prefer relational or social means to solve relational problems.  It is important to note 

that relational or social manipulation is only possible where the social structure 

facilitates such methods.  This is suggestive of an environment that does not see 

relational manipulation as victimisation, as it is non-physical, possibly due to the 

difficulty of recognizing relational or indirect aggression (Bjorkqvist et al., 1992).   

1.1.2 The Victim 

While both genders are subject to victimisation by peers, boys are more likely 

to be the targets of physically aggressive behaviour, and girls more frequently 

experience relational victimisation (e.g., exclusion from the peer group), especially in 

the secondary school years (Rigby, 1996).  Both boys and girls tend to victimize other 

children of the same gender.  Moreover, boys do not report victimisation by girls, but 

girls report being victimised by boys (Rigby, 1997).  This may arise from the fact that 

during early adolescence, boys and girls spend much of their time in gender-
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segregated groups (Loeber & Hay, 1997).  Overall, verbal harassment in the form of 

name-calling and teasing are the most commonly reported form of bullying between 

genders.  Victimization tends to be stable with the same children being abused by 

their peers over a considerable period of time (Egan & Perry, 1998).   

Behavioural characteristics identified as risk factors for victimisation are 

indicative of internalizing disorders such as anxiety, insecurity, and sensitivity 

(Olweus, 1997).  These children tend to cry easily, use ineffectual persuasion tactics, 

submit to an attacker’s wishes or relinquish resources (Boivin & Hymel, 1997), and 

are cautious and quiet (Olweus, 1997).  Further, victimised children tend to be 

physically weak (Olweus, 1978) and lack social competencies (Egan & Perry, 1998).  

Craig and Pepler (2007) discuss previous research which has found victims often 

become socially anxious and do not want to involve themselves in social activities.  

This may include refusing to go to school (Rigby, 2003).   

Victimised children have been found to be relatively friendless, submissive, 

physically weak, and tend to experience increased victimisation over time (Hodges, 

Malone, & Perry, 1997).  Moreover, victimised children tend to be lonely and 

abandoned at school (Olweus, 1997).  Olweus termed this type of victim as a 

“passive/submissive victim”.  A different group of victimised children, often referred 

to as “provocative victims”, display disruptiveness, aggression and argumentativeness 

(Olweus, 1978; Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988) and are often hyperactive (Olweus, 

1997).  These types of behaviours tend to irritate and provoke other children, 

particularly aggressive children (Egan & Perry, 1998), making the child a more likely 

target for victimisation.  However, “provocative victims” are a relatively small group 

of individuals, with the typical victim being more anxious and insecure than other 
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children.  A further sub-set of victims involves children who are also bullies.  Pearce 

and Thompson (1998) found that approximately 20% of bullies are also victims.  

Research has found that approximately half of the students identified as bullies also 

report being victimised (Espelage & Swearer, 2003; Haynie et al., 2001).  These 

students have been identified as having many of the difficulties faced by victims as 

well as those found in bullies and are an important group to target during 

interventions.   

More recently, Orpinas and Horne (2006) differentiated between three types 

of victims.  First, the passive victim often exemplifies the victim of bullying label as 

they are singled out by the bully without provocation.  Second, the provocative 

victims often “push the bully’s buttons” by acting inappropriately.  Finally, the 

relational victims are targeted by the relational bully and are left out of group 

activities.   

Regardless of type, victimised children tend to have low self-esteem, and have 

a negative view of themselves and their situation.  Victimised children often see 

themselves as failures, stupid, ashamed and unattractive (Olweus, 1997).  Low self-

esteem or poor self-concept has been found to increase the likelihood of 

victimisation; therefore, how children see themselves may be a contributing factor to 

further victimisation.  Egan and Perry (1998) found that confidence in one’s standing 

within the peer group served to protect at-risk children from victimisation.  A 

perceived lack of social competence within the peer group not only contributes to 

initial victimisation, but also to increased victimisation over time.  Blaine and 

Crocker (1993) found that while victimised adults may not actively seek out 

victimisation, they are prone to expect and accept it.  Further research is needed to 
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determine whether children or adolescents also hold this belief about the inevitability 

of victimisation. 

1.1.3 The Bystander   

Bullying is often carried out by an individual.  However, bullying primarily 

occurs in a group context (Sutton & Smith, 1999).  Many children become involved 

in bullying by virtue of proximity, while others may simply wish to be seen as “one 

of the gang”.  They may actively participate by encouraging the bully or simply 

watch and do nothing.  Passive support arises out of the desire to avoid being bullied 

themselves, and joining in is seen as the easy option.  This desire for self-protection is 

usually the driving force behind the bystander’s part in the bullying.  In contrast to 

feeling powerful like the bully, the bystander is often left feeling guilty for taking part 

(Pearce & Thompson, 1998).  However, some bystanders gain vicarious enjoyment 

from the distress of others (Hazler, 1996).  Whether out of fear or a sense of 

enjoyment, to some extent most children are bystanders who may watch or encourage 

bullying at some point.  According to Pepler and Craig (1995), peers are present in 

85% of bullying episodes.   

Of the large proportion of children who report being bystanders when 

bullying occurs, most indicate that while they feel sorry for the victim, and feel that 

“someone” (either another student or a teacher) should intervene, they rarely do so 

themselves.  Willingness to talk about victimisation declines rapidly between the ages 

of 10 to 15 years (Rigby, 1996).  Further, there is a trend towards diminished 

sympathy for victims (Rigby, 1996) which may result in a decreased likelihood of 

intervention (Cowie, 1996) in early to middle adolescence.  
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Many adolescents do not intervene because they do not know how to do so, 

that is, they are the bystanders who are part of the problem (Orpinas & Horne, 2006).  

Dealing with a bully in an aggressive manner may lead to someone getting hurt, 

particularly when the bully is an adolescent (Pearce & Thompson, 1998).  Other 

children may not intervene out of fear of being victimised themselves (Rigby, 1996), 

or that they might take the wrong action (Hazler, 1996).  Finally, bystanders may not 

intercede due to the belief that someone else may be able to intervene more 

effectively. Thus, the bystander may consider not intervening as the safest course of 

action (Safran & Safran, 1985).  Latane and Darley (1970) found that for many 

individuals the mere presence of others led to a diffusion of responsibility (the 

“bystander effect”), and that the effect increased as the number of onlookers 

increased. Avoidance may lead to desensitisation to the victim’s suffering (Safran & 

Safran, 1985) and a possible further decrease in the likelihood of intervention (Berk, 

1994).   

Orpinas and Horne (2006) found bystanders to have two roles.  They may be 

part of the problem as they instigate or watch the bullying, and are scared by the bully 

and feel guilty for not helping the victim.  The other type of bystander is part of the 

solution and asks for help from a teacher and attempts to defuse the problem.  Other 

research has identified three types of bystanders including the reinforcer or assistant, 

the outsider and the defender (Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Bjorkvist, Osterman, & 

Kaukiainen, 1996).  Outsiders stay outside of the event, remain inactive and pretend 

not to notice what is happening.  Reinforcers act as an audience to the bullying 

situation.  This type of bystander often laughs at the victim and incites the bully to 

continue or increase the victimisation, and is more likely to be a boy (37.3% boys, 
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1.7% girls).  In contrast, outsiders are predominantly girls (40.2% girls, 7.3% boys).  

The other type of bystander is that of the defender.  This individual tends to comfort 

the victim, is more likely to tell a teacher or adult what is happening, or may even 

attack the bully.  These individuals are more likely to be girls (30.1%) than boys 

(4.5%) (Salmivalli et al., 1996).   

The presence and types of bystanders often determines the extent of the 

negative outcome of a bullying episode.  Peers who reinforce the bully may 

inadvertently inflate the bully’s sense of power and social status (Sutton & Smith, 

1999).  In addition, the social context within which a bullying episode occurs may 

have a major influence on the way in which bystanders respond (Cowie, 1998).  

Thus, it seems that the bystander’s role may be reciprocal.  Not only can the 

bystander influence the outcome of a bullying incident, but also the response elicited 

from the bystander may be influenced by the bullying incident.   

 

1.2  Psychological Outcomes 

In a study researching child coping and preventative strategies in response to 

bullying, Sharp (1995) found that children used a range of strategies to try to prevent 

bullying from recurring; younger children tried to avoid the perpetrator, whereas 

adolescents were more likely to bully someone else.  In addition, students resorted to 

a wide range of coping strategies that could be categorised as either passive, assertive 

or aggressive strategies; with the majority of children identifying passive strategies as 

most commonly used to cope with the victimisation (Sharp, 1995).  The effects of 

victimisation are considerable, particularly if the child is unable to use effective 

preventative or coping strategies. 
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In a survey of Australian students, Rigby (1996) found that 5% reported 

bullying occurred repeatedly for more than one year.  Further, Sourander and 

colleagues (2000) found that bullying was a long-term proposition, with those being 

bullied at 8 years of age still being bullied at 16 years, with the same trajectory 

existing for the bully.  The long-term consequences for these children are enormous.  

According to Rutter (1994), the greater the number of stressful experiences 

encountered, or where the behaviour occurs over a long period of time, the more 

likely the child will suffer negative psychological effects.  Children who are 

frequently victimised by peers have been found to be at risk of a variety of adjustment 

problems, including depression, loneliness, anxiety, peer rejection, and school-related 

problems, including absenteeism and dropping out (Boulton, 1992; Graham, 1998; 

Hawker, 2000; Kochenderfer, 1996; Reid, 1989; Slee, 1994).  More recent research 

has confirmed this trend, with victims of bullying reporting higher rates of 

depression, lower self-esteem and stress related difficulties such as difficultly 

sleeping (Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Wolke, Woods, Bloomfield, & Karstadt, 2001).  

Rigby’s (2003b) review of the consequences of bullying described students who were 

victimised as often having low self esteem and developing anxiety and depression.   

Research has found that depression was strongly associated with victimisation 

for both boys and girls (Slee, 1993).  In contrast, Craig (1998) found that sex, grade, 

type of aggression or type of victimisation did not significantly contribute to 

depression.  However, the indirect type of aggression and all forms of victimisation 

did significantly contribute to anxiety.  Whilst aggression or victimisation did not 

predict depression in Craig’s (1998) study, the bullied children reported more 

depressive symptoms than controls, suggesting that depression is likely to be 
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associated with repeated victimisation.  The results for anxiety lend support to the 

notion that anxious children are at risk of victimisation, and repeated victimisation 

may heighten already high levels of social anxiety.  The consistent results suggest 

there is some evidence to support a negative cycle in the development of repeated 

victimisation. 

Frequent peer harassment may place some children at greater risk for 

dysfunction than others because of individual differences in the way children perceive 

the reasons for harassment (Graham, 1998), appraise stressful events (Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984), respond to aggressive peers (Kochenderfer, 1997) and manage, cope 

or compensate for the feelings they experience (Fields, 1997).  It could be argued that 

even infrequent peer victimisation experiences may be associated with maladjustment 

if the child’s coping resources are inadequate or if their cognitive interpretations are 

maladaptive (Kochenderfer & Ladd, 2002). 

Recent studies have shown that aspects of positive peer relationships may 

serve to ameliorate psychological distress for at-risk children.  Children who have 

few friends or no friends have been found to be at risk of greater victimisation and 

greater psychological distress than those with numerous friends (Criss, 2002).  

Contemporary theories of children’s peer relationships differentiate between the 

socialisation provisions afforded by peer group acceptance and single best-friend 

friendships (Ladd, Kochenderfer, & Coleman, 1997).  The social provisions attributed 

to friendship consist of intimacy, trust and support.  Those attributed to peer 

acceptance include companionship and having a sense of connection to the larger 

group (Ladd, 1996). 
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Outcomes for chronically victimised children have been found to be not only 

extensive, but to permeate multiple domains, including social, educational, health and 

psychological domains.  There is an increased risk of lowered self-esteem and 

increased anxiety (Boivin & Hymel, 1997; Egan & Perry, 1998; Olweus, 1993, Rigby 

2002).  Further, victimised children are at risk of increased or an ongoing sense of 

panic, repeated memories of bullying incidents, and impaired concentration (Sharp et 

al., 2000).  Victimised children tend to avoid school, maladjust to the school context 

(Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996; Olweus, 1992) and suffer physical health problems 

(Rigby, 1998).  Wentzel and McNamara (1999) found that victimised children tended 

to be less pro-social than their popular, better-accepted peers, and more likely to 

encounter increased peer rejection from other non-bullying students (Hodges et al., 

1997).  They are also at risk of increased suicidal thoughts (Rigby, 1997), personality 

disorders (Farmington, 1992), and of developing severe difficulties with social 

relationships in adulthood (Gilmartin, 1987).   

Research has shown that children who exhibit anxiety and depression tend to 

show greater symptomatology and be older than those who have only one of the 

disorders.  Further, where anxiety and depression co-exist for children, anxiety 

usually develops first with depression developing at a slightly older age (Barrett, 

Lowry-Webster, & Turner, 1999).  It may be that chronic victimisation of children 

over time may contribute to depression in adolescence.  

Social and psychological outcomes for the bully are as extensive as those for 

the victimised child.  Children who bully have been found to be at risk of increased 

academic failure (Patterson, 1986), cheating and other related school problems 

(Berthold & Hoover, 2000).  There is also an association with delinquency 
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(Farrington, 1992), related behaviours such as shoplifting, graffiti, trouble with police 

(Rigby, 1996) and substance abuse (Berthold & Hoover, 2000).  Bullies are at 

increased risk of early sexuality (Berthold & Hoover, 2000), of developing a conduct 

disorder (Kazdin, 1993) and are more likely to have a criminal conviction by the age 

of 30 (Craig, Henderson, & Murphy, 2000).  

Several researchers have also found bullies to be at an increased risk of 

depression (Rigby 1996), for both boys (Olweus, 1991) and girls (Neary & Joseph, 

1994).  A study by Bandura, Pastorelli, Barbaranelli, and Caprara (1999) found a 

significant relationship between low perceived social self-efficacy and low perceived 

academic self-efficacy and depression in children.  This study did not differentiate 

between children who bully, and those who were bullied.  However, self-efficacy 

would appear to be a contributing factor for both. It is expected that this notion holds 

true for the victim, as they tend to be the least popular child and have lower self-

esteem and a poorer self concept, thus low perceived social self-efficacy is likely.  

However, whilst the bully may be one of the most popular children in the class, and 

have high self-esteem, they may hold the belief that they are not as popular or well-

liked socially as they would like, thus having low perceived social self-efficacy.  As 

such, social cognitive theory is likely to be useful in explaining both the peer 

victimisation process and also the potential negative psychological outcomes.  Craig 

and Pepler (2007) discuss the need for bullying to be addressed at a systemic level in 

schools because promoting positive relationships and eliminating violence are 

everyone’s responsibility.   
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1.3  Anti-Bullying Intervention Programs 

There is an abundance of studies citing causes and interventions for bullying.  

However, there are few articles that describe program evaluation.  Many of the 

interventions cited in the literature are deemed “whole school approaches”, yet these 

interventions tend to be derived from empirical data, school policy, or are 

administrative in nature rather than developed out of theory.  Most programs are add-

ons rather than curriculum-based interventions (Orpinas & Horne, 2006).  There have 

been two large-scale outcome evaluations of bullying prevention programs which 

have shown promising changes after the programs have been completed (Rigby, 

2002; Smith & Ananiadou, 2003).  Frey et al. (2005) outline the outcomes that have 

been identified from these studies and previous research as including a reduction in 

reported bullying, improvements in attitude to school, and children being more likely 

to ask for help when bullying does occur.   

Rigby’s (2002) meta-evaluation of methods to reduce bullying found that a 

well-planned intervention program can significantly reduce bullying.  He also 

identified important components for successful intervention programs, including the 

use of awareness raising exercises, a whole school approach, and use of the school 

curriculum to help the students develop knowledge, attitudes, and skills to deal 

effectively with bullying.  It is also essential that the intervention targets the school, 

child, classroom, and wider context within which the children live. Of particular 

importance is working cooperatively with parents and empowering the children 

themselves.    

The Bergen anti-bullying intervention (Olweus, 1991) was probably the first 

large-scale program aimed at the reduction of bullying.  This program aimed to 
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reduce levels of peer aggression and victimisation employing a system-based 

approach and intensive use of the school environment.  Two and a half thousand 

Norwegian students participated in the evaluation of the program from 1983 to 1985.  

Data analyses showed a significant reduction in self reported bullying, in some cases 

as high as 50% (Olweus, 1991).  

A replication study by Roland and Munthe (1997) examined 7000 Norwegian 

students and failed to reproduce the significant reductions found by Olweus (1991).  

One of the main reasons cited for the differences in outcome was in relation to 

external support for the schools during the program implementation.  The Bergen 

study involved community support for schools in the form of community or business 

mentors, media coverage and other community resources (Roland & Munthe, 1997).  

Despite Olweus’ dramatic 50% reduction in bullying during the 1980’s, 

approximately 5% of pupils are bullied persistently in Norwegian schools today 

(Roland, 2000).  Despite difficulties with replication, the Bergen anti-bullying 

program was considered to be a good model and was integrated into educational 

settings all around the world (Stevens, 2001).  It led to the content of programs 

changing from focusing on bullying and intervention to being more preventative and 

comprehensive (Roland, 2000). 

A meta-analysis that examined the effect of school-based intervention 

programs on aggressive behaviour found that there were significant reductions in 

aggressive behaviour (Wilson, Lipsey, & Derzon, 2003).  Further, it found that 

“higher risk youth showed greater reductions in aggressive behaviour, poorly 

implemented programs produced smaller effects, and different types of programs 

were generally similar in their effectiveness” (Wilson, Lipsey, & Derzon, 2003, p. 
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136).  This study demonstrates that, while the study, subject and intervention 

characteristics have an impact on the effectiveness of intervention programs, in 

general, they have been effective in changing aggressive behaviour.   

Several large scale prevention projects undertaken in recent years have 

demonstrated effectiveness in increasing children’s social competencies and 

decreasing antisocial behaviours and negative social cognitive attitudes.  One of the 

largest multi-site studies involving some 5,000 students across 50 elementary schools 

in four geographical sites across Norway was conducted by the Conduct Problems 

Prevention Research Group (CPPRG, 1999).  The intervention model used by these 

researchers involved a long-term program with multiple components targeting 

universal and indicated (i.e., at risk) student populations.  The Promoting Alternative 

THinking Strategies Curriculum (PATHS, Greenberg, Kusche, & Mihalic, 2002) was 

used as the universal prevention program for years 1 through 5. It offers a 

comprehensive treatment for social awareness and interaction skills, inhibition of 

inappropriate behaviour, and social problem solving.  In a randomized trial, first-

grade students demonstrated less aggression and more compliance with rules across 

self, peer, and unbiased observer ratings after interventions as compared with controls 

(CPPRG, 1999). 

The Resolving Conflict Creatively Program (Aber, 1998) is a curriculum-

based longitudinal program spanning from kindergarten to year 12 with a similar 

focus on effective interpersonal problem solving, but less comprehensive than 

PATHS in its overall scope.  Findings suggested that children exposed to higher 

levels of program implementation and teacher training showed a significantly 

decreased likelihood of aggressive cognitions (Aber, 1998). 
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One curriculum-based approach is The Seville Anti-Bullying in School 

Project (SAVE; Ortega & Lera, 2000).  The SAVE project takes a whole-school 

approach similar to that used in the Sheffield Anti-Bullying Project in the United 

Kingdom (Ortega & Lera, 2000).  The SAVE project focused on the students' belief 

in a teacher’s ability to deal with bullying, their willingness to talk to a teacher about 

bullying and perceptions of school safety.  Outcomes from the study identified that 

most students felt that teachers took bullying seriously, that students generally 

thought that teachers knew how to deal with bullying, and many students felt 

confident in telling a teacher if they were bullied.  Students reported a better 

atmosphere in their class and an increased sense of safety in school after participating 

in the project (Ortega & Lera, 2000).  

A Dutch study by Limber (2000) attempted to address bullying through a 

collaborative effort involving parents, teachers, and school boards.  A small group of 

Dutch parents’ associations collaborated to develop a National Protocol Against 

Bullying in Education (Limber, 2000), presenting their findings to the media, and to 

all primary and secondary schools in 1995. In 1997, the associations developed a 

Bullying Test, which was computer-based and gave pupils in the classroom the 

opportunity to answer questions about many aspects of bullying.  The results of this 

test gave teachers an overview on which to base policy and action (Limber, 2000).  

Other programs (e.g., Peer Support Foundation, 2000) have focused upon the 

notion of peer support or mediation as a means of preventing bullying.  In this style 

of intervention, select students are trained to assist those in need.  A review by Cowie 

and Olafsson (2000) examined the impact of peer support services as
 
an intervention 

to counteract bullying in a school with a serious
 
problem. Findings indicated that 



                                                  Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  28 

although many peer helpers and victims felt helped by the initiative,
 
this type of 

intervention had no overall effect on levels of bullying
 
in the school as a whole or on 

the likelihood that peers would
 
intervene to help.  

One of the few theoretically based interventions evaluated for outcome is the 

Students for Peace (Orpinas et al., 2000) intervention program.  This multi-

component violence-prevention intervention was designed to reduce aggressive 

behaviours among students of eight middle schools, randomly assigned into 

intervention or control conditions.  The intervention included the formation of a 

School Health Promotion Council, training of peer mediators and helpers, training of 

teachers in conflict resolution, a violence-prevention curriculum, and newsletters for 

parents.  Cohort and cross-sectional evaluations indicated little to no intervention 

effect in reducing aggressive behaviours, fights at school, injuries due to fighting, 

missing classes because of feeling unsafe at school or being threatened to be hurt.  

Although ideal and frequently recommended, the holistic approach to prevention in 

schools in which teachers, administrators and staff model peaceful conflict resolution, 

it is difficult to implement, and in this case, proved ineffective (Orpinas et al., 2000).  

Whilst this intervention was based in social cognitive theory, and deemed to be a 

whole school approach, it appeared to focus on training teachers and peer mediators.  

There was little or no consideration given to skills for the large majority of students 

who were involved either directly or indirectly in the bullying episodes.  A universal 

approach would aim to teach all students the knowledge and skills they would need to 

help them increase the level of human agency related to bullying.  Whilst school 

policy, parents, and peer mediators are an integral link in the reduction of bullying 
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and should not be excluded, a true whole school approach also should address 

bullying from multiple perspectives.   

More recently, Orpinas and Horne (2006) reviewed the research on the 

successful implementation of bullying interventions.  They found that modelling and 

providing knowledge of desired behaviour, defining programme objectives and ways 

to reach them, and giving opportunities for reinforced practice were important 

components of a social learning theory based intervention.  They also discuss 

McGinnis and Goldstein’s (2003) suggestions for generalisation of behaviours.  

Teaching students repeatedly, slowly decreasing or weaning the students from the 

instructions, providing students with novel situations and maintaining a school wide 

plan have been found to increase students’ ability to use the skills they learn in a 

variety of situations.  These findings need to be considered when developing an 

intervention programme.   See Rigby and Slee (2008) for a more current review of the 

effectiveness or anti-bullying progams. 

 

1.4 Social Cognitive Theory as a Basis for Explaining Peer Victimisation 

Bandura (1999a) postulates human agency as being a person’s belief in their 

own ability to produce desired outcomes, shape their destiny and change their 

environment.  A person’s belief that they can shape outcomes contributes to the 

likelihood of changing or meeting the desired outcome.  A person’s belief that they 

cannot change what is happening (e.g., victimisation) may add to the likelihood of 

continuation of the situation (e.g., bullying). 

According to Bandura (1999a), human agency may be individual agency, but 

it can also extend to a collective agency whereby shared beliefs in collaborative 
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power may produce desired outcomes.  It is important to note that collective agency is 

more than the sum of the belief of its individuals; it is the group acting collectively on 

a shared belief, not a disconnected group mind that thinks, aspires, motivates and 

regulates.  Therefore, it would appear that an important part of change is group mind, 

which is a collective agreement about change and acceptable outcomes. 

Bandura proposed that adaptation and change are rooted in the social system, 

with adolescents being deemed active shapers of their world rather than just passive 

recipients.  As such, it would seem important to include input for the development of 

the intervention from the population that is targeted.  A universal approach to 

bullying would include the students as participants, and would also benefit from the 

students becoming actively involved in the intervention process. 

Second, with few exceptions, the majority of studies and interventions are 

bereft of a theoretical basis. A theoretical basis plays an integral part in addressing 

risk factors and causation, determining the structure and content of an intervention, 

and identifying expected outcomes and therapeutic value.  This basis enables 

methodologically sound analysis of intervention results. The primary theories that 

have been applied in this area are moral reasoning and social learning theory.  Harter 

(1986) identified that programs based on social learning theory are generally a 

behavioural modification approach.  These approaches are adequate for younger 

students, however, they are not sufficient for older children who have increased social 

cognitive skills. 

Miller and Dollard (1941) first proposed the basis of social learning theory.  

In 1963, Bandura and Walters extended the theory to include the principles of 

observational learning and reinforcement.  Social learning theory made an important 
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contribution to understanding many adolescent deviant behaviours including 

bullying.  According to this theory, bullying is learned through modelling of 

significant others in an adolescent’s life, such as peers, parents or teachers (Bandura, 

1971).  Adolescents who may experience victimisation at home or who associate with 

aggressive peers are more likely to attend to these behaviours, seeing bullying as 

normal and providing reinforcement through rewards such as peer acceptance, coping 

and escapism; thus making it more likely the behaviour is imitated.  If they are in turn 

rewarded for these behaviours, they are also more likely to continue to victimize 

other children.  In addition, the adolescent may see that they have to continue to bully 

as a means of holding their place within the social hierarchy of the school (Slee, 

1993).   

Social cognitive theory (SCT) was developed from social learning theory 

when it became apparent that learned behaviours and conditioning formed only a part 

of a multiple array of psychological processes that influence behaviour (Bandura, 

1986).  People neither act solely out of response to environmental influences, nor 

autonomously from the rest of the world (Bandura, 1999).  SCT differs from social 

learning theory as it places more emphasis on self-regulatory and self-reflective 

processes.  SCT proposed that “aggressive behaviour can be socially learned the same 

as any other behaviour” but also relies on cognitive reflection to reinforce the 

learning process (Orpinas & Horne, 2006, p. 63).  It reflects a greater understanding 

of the interaction between self-referent thought and the environmental or social 

processes that influence behaviour, whilst holding firm the notions of observational 

learning and reinforcement (Bandura, 1986).  People can learn by watching others, 

where learning is an internal process that may or may not change behaviour.  
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Reinforcement and punishment influence behaviour directly and indirectly.  However 

behaviour is usually goal directed.  Once initiated, it is self-regulated through 

monitoring and evaluation by the individual in an effort to accomplish his or her own 

goals (Bandura, 1986).  

Whilst the literature shows significant support for this theory as a basis for 

understanding adolescent aggressive behaviour, it is also useful for understanding 

bullying behaviour, defined by Orpinas & Horne (2006) as it is a subset of 

aggression. It is important to keep in mind the distinction between aggression and 

bullying as being the difference between  possibly justifiable and unjustifiable acts 

(Rigby, 1996), and that bullying has intent (Besag, 1989).  Like aggression, bullying 

is a learned behaviour (Besag, 1989) and shares many of the attributes identified as 

being key to aggression. Bandura (2002) purports that the social network influences 

bullying behaviors as adolescents tend to model their friends' behaviors, including 

aggressive behaviors. 

According to Guerra and Slaby (1990), SCT explains that this behaviour 

arises from the relationship that occurs between external social events (environmental 

factors) and temperament or behavioural tendencies (personal factors).  The 

environmental and personal factors are seen as being directly influenced by the 

child’s cognitive resources (Guerra & Slaby, 1990).  This can be evidenced by the 

fact that adolescents who engage in aggressive acts such as bullying have been found 

to have deficits in social problem-solving skills.  For example, such individuals have 

been found to have cognitive skill deficits in identifying relevant cues (Dodge & 

Newman, 1981), difficulty producing non-aggressive solutions (Richard & Dodge, 

1982) and identifying consequences in relation to their behaviour (Guerra, 1989; 
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Guerra & Slaby, 1989).  In addition, these individuals are more likely to attribute 

hostile intentions to others in ambiguous social situations (Dodge, 1980).  As bullying 

has been defined as a verbal, relational or physical act of aggression, it makes sense 

that the attributes of aggressive children would also apply to those who bully other 

children. 

Furthermore, Guerra and Slaby (1990) assert that such children are more 

likely to hold outcome expectancies or beliefs that support the use of aggressive acts 

more so than those held by their low-aggressive peers.  These include the belief that 

aggression will lead to positive outcomes, will lead to a decrease in aversive 

treatment by others (Perry, Perry, & Rasmussen, 1986), is a legitimate response, 

increases self-esteem, helps to avoid a negative image, and does not lead to suffering 

by the victim (Slaby & Guerra, 1988).  These beliefs are potentially motivated and 

maintained by self-regulatory functions (Bandura, 1986).  That is, when beliefs about 

outcomes are reinforced as a result of environmental factors or cues, then these 

outcomes reinforce cognitions that aggression is a useful mechanism. This would 

suggest that adolescents who engage in bullying behaviour are more likely to believe 

that their behaviour is likely to bring about the desired outcomes when dealing with 

their peers.   

The most common application of SCT in relation to treatment of bullying is 

the teaching of social skills, as social skills deficits have been identified as a major 

risk factor for much deviant behaviour (Hermann & McWhirter, 1997).  In addition, 

cognitive mediation training programs have also been found to successfully reduce 

the incidence of aggressive behaviour in male and female juvenile offenders (Guerra 

& Slaby, 1990).  Whilst there is support for the use of SCT in explaining bullying, the 
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theory has not been without criticism.   See Sutton Smith & Sweetenham (1999) for a 

complete review of criticisms to this approach. 

SCT proposes that the mind selectively encodes information, performs 

behaviour on the basis of values and expectations, and imposes structure on its own 

actions (Jones, 1989).  Through reciprocal feedback and reinforcement, an individual 

is able to form a notion of acceptable codes of behaviour through the interaction of 

the environment and cognitions.  Those cognitions may change over time as a 

function of maturation, experience and regulation (Bandura, 1989).  The main tenets 

of SCT are self-regulatory processes, triadic reciprocal causation, observational 

learning and self-efficacy, and in the following section these concepts will be 

discussed in the context of bullying. 

1.4.1 Self-Regulatory Processes 

Bandura (1986) proposed that an individual’s behaviour is motivated, not by 

others, but as a result of internal self-regulatory functions.  Self-regulation is a 

cognitive function aimed at maintaining balance between thoughts and external 

influences and provides a basis for purposeful action.  This allows for control over 

one’s thoughts, feelings, motivations, and actions (Bandura, 1989).  Self-regulatory 

processes not only determine whether discrepancies arise between behaviour and 

internal standards and values, but mediate between them, allowing reflective thought 

to occur (Bandura, 1986).  As such, a person’s self-regulatory process may influence 

future events either by reinforcing current thoughts and behaviours, or by modifying 

thoughts and behaviours where they do not fit with a person’s value system.  

Self-regulation occurs through the interaction between external and internal 

sources of influence such as an individual’s internal values and motivations and 
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social standards.  People regularly set goals and compare personal accomplishments 

to those goals.  Self-imposed moral standards or social standards can motivate one to 

work harder or modify behaviour in order to meet a goal or standard.  Motivation can 

occur externally or internally, and is determined by three factors.  First, self-efficacy 

for a given behaviour affects motivation for performing the behaviour.  Second, 

feedback is essential to enable modification of goals and to increase an individual’s 

self-efficacy for the behaviour.  Finally, motivation is influenced by the time 

anticipated for goal attainment (Bandura, 1989).  

Bandura (1986, 1989) commented that the relationship between thought and 

conduct is mediated through the use of moral agency, through evaluative self-

reactions, such as self-approval or self-reprimand, and internalized morals. The 

development of internal and societal moral standards appears to occur through a 

variety of factors such as direct instruction, feedback on behaviours from significant 

others, modelling of moral standards by others (Bandura,1986) and environmental 

factors such as schools, media, religion, and political organizations (Bandura, 1989).  

The environment, by setting social and moral standards, has the capacity to 

regulate behaviour.  For example, a bully may be motivated to victimize someone due 

to an internal standard or belief that bullying leads to power and dominance over 

others.  The bully would then evaluate the victimisation of another child as to 

whether it supports his or her internal standard.  If it does, then the bully is likely to 

repeat the behaviour.  However, if the bully were stopped either through direct 

intervention, lack of support from bystanders, or collectively held social codes of 

conduct, then there would no longer be a sense of power and dominance.  Bandura 

believes this would bring about tension between the actual event and the internal 
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standard.  This disparity would lead to a change either on a cognitive level or a 

behavioural one, or both.  Moreover, an adolescent’s belief that coercion or overt 

aggressive behaviour is necessary to achieve desired outcomes (internal beliefs about 

acceptable conduct) may lead to increased attendance to hostile aspects of social cues 

that suggest a societal acceptance of this behaviour (reinforcement). This would 

increase the likelihood that they access aggressive responses more readily.  The 

adolescent may also anticipate greater positive outcomes for aggressive behaviour 

(Dodge, 1993) through social/environmental reinforcement of their behaviour.   

In contrast, if the adolescent internalises the notion that bullying is not 

acceptable, then internal restrictions will be self-imposed in order to keep behaviour 

in line with personal and social standards. Therefore, if an adolescent is faced with 

watching someone get bullied or assisting with the bullying, he or she would 

anticipate that these actions would violate their personal standards and result in self-

criticism.  As a result, they would regulate their own behaviour by deciding to help 

the victim in some way.  

For victims, continued bullying and a lack of peer-support may lead them to 

believe that they are somehow at fault, or that they cannot stop the bullying.  When 

no help is offered, and the bully continues to victimize, these beliefs can become 

internalized.  In contrast, a child who learns to be assertive and develops social 

problem solving skills may develop a belief that they can do something about 

bullying.  Consequently, when another child bullies the individual, tension arises out 

of the self-regulatory processes that occur as a result of the disparity between 

inactivity and the beliefs about being able to stop the bully. In this way the child will 

be more likely to use the learned skills to bring about a balance. 
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According to Bandura (1986), knowledge and skills are relatively poor 

predictors of performance.  In comparison, self-efficacy or beliefs held about 

individual abilities are better predictors of performance outcome.  Self-efficacy 

affects cognitive processes, and is in itself a form of self-regulatory behaviour.  As 

such, an individual’s belief in their capacity to problem-solve effectively will 

influence their ability to develop appropriate solutions to their problems.  Bandura 

commented that perceptions of efficacy influence the types of anticipatory scenarios 

constructed by individuals.  That is, individuals who have a high sense of efficacy 

imagine successful outcomes that provide positive guides for behaviour, and 

cognitively rehearse the positive outcomes to potential problems.  In contrast, 

individuals who imagine failure outcomes tend to dwell on what will go wrong 

(Bandura, 1989b).  According to Bandura (1989b, p. 729) “such inefficacious 

thinking weakens motivation and undermines performance”.  Therefore, it is 

important to encourage students to formulate more positive outcomes when they are 

thinking about how to deal with a bullying situation.   

1.4.2 Triadic Reciprocal Causation 

According to Bandura (1977), environmental factors and personal variables, 

including our thoughts and feelings, influence our behaviour.  Environmental, 

personal and behavioural factors can influence and can be influenced by each other.  

This notion of triadic reciprocal causation defines how human agency operates.  

Bandura (1999a) described how behavioural patterns (B), environmental events (E) 

and personal factors (P) all interact and influence each other bi-directionally (Figure 

1).  Personal factors and environment may influence behaviour, while adaptation and 

change are seen as embedded in social systems, with adolescents being deemed active 
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shapers of their world rather than just passive recipients.  The adolescent is 

influenced by their family, peers and environment; however, they also have sufficient 

agency/ability to both interact with and influence others in a way that will determine 

the likelihood of bullying.  This influence means they cannot blindly accept their role 

in victimisation (Bandura, 1999a).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Bandura’s (1977) notion of triadic reciprocal causation.  

 

1.4.3 Observational Learning 

According to Bandura (1977), observational learning is the process whereby a 

person’s behaviour changes as a result of being exposed to the behaviour of another 

person or model.  Modelling can occur directly through the physical presence of a 

person, or symbolically through exposure to modelled behaviour indirectly.  For 

example, a person’s behaviour can be influenced through media such as television 

and books (Liebert & Spiegler, 1994).  Regardless of the means, observational 

learning involves a three step process to enable it to occur.  The process includes 

being exposed to a model, acquiring information and cues, and accepting the cues as 

guides for behaviour (Liebert & Spiegler, 1994).  According to Liebert and Spiegler 
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(1994) while the first two steps are necessary, they are not sufficient for acceptance to 

occur.   

Bandura (1989) postulated that observation of behaviour has more influence 

than verbal instruction, particularly with respect to influence on a child’s 

internalisation of moral and societal standards.  Modelled standards are not passively 

internalized.  Rather, they are dependent upon similarity of the model to oneself, the 

value of an activity, and one's perception of the degree of personal control over the 

behaviour.  If these aspects fit with one’s internalized values then the behaviour is 

reinforced.  Where there is a disparity between the behaviours there is the opportunity 

for change.  It is through this process of self-regulation that pro-social behaviour can 

be internally maintained (Bandura, 1989) or developed.  This notion of observational 

learning can help explain both the bully’s and the bystander’s behaviour.  

Adolescents may see and remember how a bully has behaved, but may not 

necessarily behave in that way where this behaviour does not fit with their 

internalized values.  However, if the bully is reinforced through a lack of reprisal for 

the behaviour, there is a greater likelihood of acceptance of the behaviour and 

subsequent imitation by peers.   

Important parts of this process are rewards and punishment, as reinforced 

behaviours tend to recur and punished behaviours tend to decrease (Orpinas & Horne, 

2006).  If an adolescent observes bullying occurring and does not intercede through 

fear of reprisal, any lack of subsequent bullying behaviour toward them may be seen 

as a reward for not intervening, thus reinforcing the non-intervening behaviour.  

Another child cheering for the bully or jeering at the victim may be seen as a 

representation of appropriate behaviour.  The bystander may accept this cue as 
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representing a way of not becoming a victim themselves.  Once again, the negative 

reinforcement that comes from not being bullied, and the possible positive 

reinforcement of being considered “one of the gang”, would increase the likelihood of 

the behaviour occurring.  All the while, their behaviour is seen as reinforcement and 

acceptance by the bully. 

A similar process occurs for the victim.  A child who sees a bully go 

unpunished for the aggressive behaviour is likely to observe that the bully has power, 

that even the teachers cannot stop them, and conclude that the bully is powerful and 

that they (the victim) are weak.  If the child also observes that peers encourage the 

bully either directly or through lack of support for the victim, they are likely to 

become acquiescent, causing the bullying to continue, thus reinforcing the behaviours 

of all parties involved. 

1.4.4 Self-Efficacy 

An individual’s personal belief system not only influences how an individual 

thinks and feels about themselves, it influences the capacity for achievement or 

attainment of goals.  Three important factors have been identified as being integral to 

the formation of self-efficacy.  First, an individual considers past accomplishments, 

with higher accomplishments tending to result in higher self-efficacy.  Second, 

vicarious experience through observing someone accomplish their goals can serve to 

increase the self-efficacy beliefs of the observer.  Finally, verbal persuasion or 

arguments that support the ability to perform can also increase self-efficacy (Bandura 

et al., 1999).  

According to Bandura (1986), self-efficacy determines the choices one makes, 

the effort, motivation and perseverance in challenging situations, and the degree of 
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anxiety or confidence experienced in the situation.  Self-efficacy is the perception or 

belief about one’s capabilities.  Perceived self-efficacy explains why behaviour 

differs widely among individuals even with similar knowledge and skills.  As such, 

an individual who perceives they can cope well in social situations and influence the 

outcome is likely to behave in an assertive and appropriate manner, whereas someone 

who believes that they cannot influence social situations is likely to sit back passively 

and allow things to happen in the belief they cannot change the outcome anyway. 

Perceived self-efficacy is an individual’s estimate of his or her ability to 

perform a specific behaviour, and is often independent of actual abilities.  According 

to Bandura (1986), actions are better predicted by our beliefs about our abilities than 

actual abilities.  However, self-efficacy is more than saying something can be done or 

changed.  It involves a strong conviction of competence that is based on the 

evaluation of various sources of information about the individual’s efficacy in that 

situation (Bandura, 1989).  Moreover, once a task has begun, the amount of energy 

expended and motivation or persistence over time is dependent upon the strength of 

the perceived self-efficacy for the task (Lent, Lopez, & Bieschke, 1991). 

Self-efficacy influences thoughts, feelings and behaviour in a way that is 

consistent with the notion of reciprocal causation.  That is, there is an interaction 

between self-efficacy, actions and emotional and cognitive processes that is bi-

directional and has multiple determinants (Figure 2) (Bandura, 1992).  
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Figure 2. Reciprocal relationship between self-efficacy, actions, cognitive 

processes and emotions. 
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about their own ability to intercede safely, it may mean that the bystander is more 

likely to offer support and comfort to the victim.  The bystander then experiences 

increased feelings of control and supportiveness.  This in turn reinforces thoughts and 

impressions about victims and bullying, thereby increasing the likelihood that the 

bystander would intervene in this way again.  Perceived self-efficacy exerts its effects 

on every phase of personal change (Bandura, 1999), from making the decision to 

interceding, through to a supportive role for the victim and a modelling/mentoring 

role for the bully. 

Perry, Perry and Rasmussen (1986) found that self efficacy influenced a 

student’s decision about whether or not to behave aggressively.  In a study of 

aggressive and non-aggressive students, Perry et al. (1986) found that the aggressive 

group of students reported ease in carrying out aggressive acts but great difficulty in 

inhibiting aggressive acts.  This group of students was also more confident in their 

ability to gain rewards and minimize aversive treatment by their peers as a result.  

Consequently, their perceived inability (low self efficacy) to implement social control 

moderated their ability to respond to other children in a non-aggressive manner. 

Research has shown that students who have confidence in their problem-

solving ability use their cognitive resources more effectively than those who doubt 

their own ability when in a bullying situation (Bandura & Wood, 1989).  Dodge 

(1990) asserts that the degree of confidence students feel about their ability to behave 

in a pro-social manner is a crucial step in determining whether or not they will engage 

in aggressive acts.  The degree of confidence individuals feel about their ability to 

perform pro-social responses is a crucial step in determining whether they choose 

pro-social or aggressive behaviour (Dodge & Crick, 1990).  De Carlo (2000) 
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proposed that aggressive students may not believe they are capable of attaining their 

goals or eliminating aversive stimuli without behaving aggressively.   

 According to Bandura (1995), the degree to which an adolescent believes 

they can cope (coping self-efficacy) in threatening or difficult situations also 

influences how much stress, anxiety and depression they may experience.  Perceived 

self-efficacy to exercise control over stressors plays a central role in anxiety arousal 

in several ways (Bandura, 1991).  Firstly, efficacy beliefs affect not only how 

potential threats are perceived and cognitively processed, but also how acutely they 

are attended to.  As such, adolescents who believe they have some level of control 

over potential threats tend to be less vigilant and worry less about negative events 

occurring.  In contrast, an adolescent’s environment may be seen as fraught with 

danger if potential threats are seen as being out of the individual’s control.  If the 

adolescent dwells on coping deficiencies, the severity of possible threat magnifies, 

and the adolescent begins to worry about things that may not happen.  According to 

Lazarus and Folkman (1984), this inefficacious thinking distresses the individual and 

impairs functioning levels even further, setting up a self-perpetuating cycle (Bandura, 

1995).   

Low self-efficacy has been found to be associated with anxiety, depression, 

helplessness and other psychological problems (Brandstadter, 1992).  According to 

Bandura (1997), anxiety, stress and depression arise as a direct result of failure to 

control disturbing and ruminative thoughts.  This self-regulatory process is a key 

factor in emotional well-being.  Kent and Gibbons (1987) report that it is not the 

sheer frequency of disturbing thoughts that is the major source of distress, but the 

perception of being unable to turn them off.  Feeling unable to control persistent 
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thoughts and fears of potential victimisation may result in anxiety and depression for 

victims and bystanders.  In contrast, perceived coping and control self-efficacies 

operate jointly to reduce anxiety and avoidant behaviour (Ozer & Bandura, 1990). 

High self-efficacy is desirable in most circumstances, however, there are 

times when self-efficacy may be too high and result in an idealistic or unrealistic self-

confidence in the individual’s abilities.  Bullying may be one of those occasions.  It is 

unrealistic to expect bystanders to directly intervene on all occasions because of high 

self-efficacious beliefs of personal ability to help the victim.  This may only put 

bystanders at risk of victimisation or injury themselves.  As such, it is necessary to 

view each situation and apply an appropriate solution that does not put the individual 

at risk. 

Social cognitive theory has been found to be useful in understanding deviant 

behaviours and a wide range of health related behaviours, such as addiction and 

eating disorders (Marlatt, Baer, & Quigley, 1995), alcohol and substance abuse 

(Bandura, 1999b), smoking (Langlois, Petosa, & Hallam, 1999), and violence and 

aggression  (Orpinas et al., 2000).  As these deviant behaviours have many 

commonalties with bullying, it makes sense that SCT is also likely to be useful in 

explaining this form of deviant behaviour. 

 

1.5 The Current Study 

Peer victimisation was identified as one of the major issues facing children, 

parents and the school community during the 1990’s (Kids Helpline, 2000).  What 

became apparent is that it is far more widespread than first thought, with one in six 

children reporting bullying in Australian schools (Rigby, 1997).  More recently, a 
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study involving 4000 high school students over a period of two years found that the 

percentage of children reporting bullying in Australian schools had remained the 

same (Parada, 2006).  Given this replication in reported bullying rates it is clear that 

over the past decade peer victimisation has remained a problem in Australian schools. 

As a result, it is important to find out more about the antecedents and consequences 

of peer victimisation and utilize this information to develop more effective 

preventative and intervention measures.  

This study attempts to identify the self-regulatory process of control, coping 

self-efficacy, and environmental factors as a mechanism that drives bullying or 

influences how individuals are affected by victimisation (Figure 3).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Reciprocal causation model of bullying.  
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This study adds to the knowledge of the antecedents and consequences of peer 

victimisation in several ways.  First, the use of social cognitive theory provides a 

theoretical basis for understanding bullying behaviour in terms of the bully, victim 

and more importantly, the bystander.  Bandura’s (1977) model is useful in describing 

the behaviour of the bully, the victim, the assistant/reinforcer, the outsider and the 

defender as described by Pepler and Craig (1995).  For the bully, the common goals 

include attempting to be powerful and to gain social standing.  In order to fulfil these 

goals, the bully must believe they have the resources to gain control and the ability to 

cope.  They also expect favourable outcomes because of previous experiences of 

bullying or through seeing the outcome for someone else who bullies.  Bullying can 

only flourish if the environment is one that supports it.  The presence and type of 

bystanders often determines the extent of the negative outcome of a bullying episode.  

Peers who reinforce the bully may provide support for the bully’s sense of power and 

social status.  Environmental factors, such as the school ethos and policies with 

respect to bullying, along with modelling by other students, teachers, and even the 

principal, all play a role in setting the environmental scene.  The result is a 

behavioural pattern of victimisation of other children.   

For the victim, the goal is often to be invisible, to survive and to minimise the 

chance of being bullied.  They often have the belief that they do not have the skills to 

cope or have any control over being bullied.  Previous experiences of being bullied 

can lead to outcome expectancies that they can do little about their situation, 

particularly if they see a bully get away with aggressive behaviour.  They may even 

conclude that the bully is powerful, and that they (the victim) are weak.  

Environmentally, lack of peer support and empathy helps to maintain the perception 
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of lack of control and inability to cope with the situation. Further, if the child also 

observes that peers encourage the bully either directly or through lack of support for 

the victim, they are likely to become acquiescent, causing the bullying to continue, 

thus reinforcing the behaviours of all parties involved. The child’s behaviour 

becomes timid and withdrawn, and likely to result in psychological distress.   

For the assistant/reinforcer, the goal may be either to be seen as “one of the 

gang” or to not be bullied themselves.  These children often perceive the bully as 

being the person in control, and may wish to gain some of this control.  Past 

experiences of seeing other children cheering for the bully or jeering at the victim 

may be seen as representing appropriate behaviour, thus leading to outcome 

expectancies that this behaviour is appropriate.  Rewards in the form of vicarious 

control and power that arise from being considered “one of the gang” would increase 

the likelihood of the behaviour occurring again, particularly when the environment is 

conducive to this happening.   

The outsider’s goal may be to distance themselves from the bully, and to 

avoid becoming a victim themselves.  They may hold the belief that they are unable 

to stop or control the situation, that the bully is a powerful individual, or even that the 

victim somehow deserves what is happening.  If non-involvement in a bullying 

episode has resulted in a lack of reprisals from the bully, then these previous 

experiences would lead to an outcome expectancy that the victim will be bullied 

anyway and that if they do nothing they will not be bullied themselves.  

The resulting behaviour for the bystanders would be either active or passive 

support for the bully and lack of support for the victim.  The end result for children 

who play a bystander role may also be one of psychological distress.  On the other 
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hand, the goal of the defender is to develop good relationships and be supportive to 

others.  They may perceive that they have the resources available to intercede in a 

bullying episode and assist or perhaps stop a child being bullied.  They may believe 

that they have sufficient skills and knowledge to enable them to maintain a level of 

control, and to cope well in these situations.  Previous experience of support for other 

children would lead them to expect that they are able to intercede without fear of 

reprisal to themselves.  These children are likely to have built up a supportive 

network of peers, teachers and family.  The resulting behaviour would be supportive, 

assertive, pro-social, and likely to result in greater well-being. 

 Many children do not like to see other children being bullied and often wish 

that someone would stop the situation, but they rarely do something themselves.  

Latane and Darley’s (1970) notion of diffusion of responsibility can be explained by 

SCT.  Children who have a belief system that they cannot do anything, and that they 

have no control over a bullying situation are unlikely to intercede, support, or help the 

victim.   

According to Bandura (1986), environmental factors, personal factors (e.g., 

thoughts and feelings) and behavioural factors can influence and can be influenced by 

each other.  This notion of “reciprocal causality” defines how human agency 

operates.  Whilst personal factors and environment may influence behaviour, 

adaptation and change are seen as embedded in social systems.  Therefore, changing 

the environment may make personal change more likely. 

Soutter and McKenzie (2000) believe that what makes one child a bully and 

another a victim is not necessarily the characteristics of a particular child, but more 

often the situation within which the behaviour occurs.  Therefore, it makes sense to 
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view bullying as being on a continuum, whereby a child might be a bully, a victim, 

and a bystander in different situations rather than holding distinct roles.   

Given that 85% of children attend to bullying incidents in roles other than 

victim or bully, it is important to fully understand the contribution of bystanders in 

the maintenance of bullying through reinforcement or attending behaviours.  Further, 

it is important to understand why many bystanders show little support for the victim.  

Social cognitive theory is a useful basis for understanding these roles.  It also has a 

practical contribution through enabling the development of knowledge and skills, 

increasing self-efficacy for coping and control in bullying situations, and the 

development of pro-social beliefs leading to increased empathy and support for the 

victim from all children.  If the majority of children actively or passively show 

support for the victim, bullying incidents are likely to decrease.  In addition, 

bystander support given to the victim is likely to decrease the negative psychological 

outcomes experienced by many victims of bullying.  Therefore, the above model 

helps explain the behaviour of bullies, victims and particularly bystanders.   

As the type of response given by a bystander has been found to greatly 

influence the likelihood of continuation of the bullying incident(s) (Salmivalli et al., 

1996) it seems sensible that interventions should aim to empower the bystander with 

the belief that they can make a difference, that they have an element of control over 

the situation, and that they can offer support to the victim of a bullying incident.  

Further, moral standards modelled by others should include not reinforcing the bully 

for inappropriate behaviour.  Many peer mediation programs operate from this 

premise, thus it makes sense to add this component to a universal program that may 

motivate bystanders not to be the “reinforcer” or “assistant” to the bully but to 
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become “defenders” or “peer supporters” to the victims and each other. As bullying 

has been found to be detrimental to the health of both the victim and the bully, it 

makes sense that it would also have an effect on those who stand by and watch, or 

passively give support to the bullying.  With the exception of a few studies (e.g., 

Vernberg, 1990; Vernberg, Abwender, Ewell, & Beery, 1992), little research has 

investigated the psychological effects of bullying on the bystander. 

Peer relationships play a major role in the development of social adjustment 

for children and adolescents (Parker & Asher, 1987).  Erwin (1993) found that those 

children who were unpopular with their peers tended to have poorer social problem 

solving abilities and social behaviours.  Putallaz and Gottman (1981) found that 

socially isolated children receive fewer approaches by peers and these interactions 

tended to be short lived and negative.  Moreover, children who are bullied tend to be 

more isolated than their peers (Harter, 1985).  Research would suggest that by 

improving social skills, children would be better able to resolve social dilemmas and 

become more positively involved in peer interactions.  Therefore, consideration 

should be given to including social skills and social problem solving skills in an 

intervention program.   

A large body of research has shown that positive relationships with others 

may lead to positive health outcomes.  For example, an influential study by Cobb 

(1976) found that social relationships promote psychological well-being in several 

ways, and he was the first to emphasize the role of social relationships in buffering 

potentially harmful health outcomes of psychosocial stress.  Other studies have 

shown positive effects of social support on general well-being (House, Landis & 

Umberson, 1988; Pasquali, 2000; Rook, 1984), physical health (Coyne & De Longis, 
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1986), suicide (Carney, 2000), mortality (Berkman & Syme, 1979), a sense of 

belongingness (Hagerty, Williams, Coyne, & Early, 1996), and greater personal 

adjustment (Duck, 1990), reduced depression (Joiner, 1997) and acute and trait 

anxiety (Cohen & Wills, 1985).   

There are fewer studies of the effects of social support in adolescence, 

however, in general the findings are similar.  For example, perceived peer support can 

provide a buffer against feelings of depression and distress as adolescents begin to 

decrease emotional dependency on family members (Feldman, Rubenstein, & Rubin, 

1988). Adolescents without friends are much more likely to be bullied than those who 

have friends (Bukowski, Sippola, & Boivin, 1995), and peer support alleviates 

distress for victimised children (e.g., Boulton & Chau, 1998; Hartup, 1996; Hodges et 

al., 1997).   

Peer support interventions recognize that students who are well supported 

have the capabilities to take on a helpful role in dealing with pro-social issues.  

According to Cowie (2000) peer support systems incorporate active listening, 

empathy for a person with social or emotional difficulties, interpersonal problem-

solving skills, and how to take on a supportive role.  The main aim of peer support 

groups is to teach skills and strategies through modelling that helps the victim find 

solutions to a problem (Cowie, 2000).  Cowie found that peer support systems are 

used by the victimised children, and are perceived as helpful by a high proportion of 

children.   

One of the most interesting findings of this study was that boys from mixed-

sex schools were less likely to use the peer support system and less likely to receive 

support from peer supporters than boys from all boys schools.  One reason may be the 
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over-representation of girls recruited into peer mediation programs (Cowie, 2000), 

which may also coincide with the higher number of girls identified by Salmivalli et 

al. (1996) as defenders.  Further, boys are less likely to be the target of relational 

aggression or to use it as a means of victimisation.  Consequently, they may be less 

inclined to use peer support as an intervention (Cowie, 2000).  

Given the research available, this study proposes that the integration of peer 

and environmental support, social problem solving, social skills, assertiveness and 

cognitive restructuring should form a basis for a universal style peer relationships 

program that would help to engender a moral standard of peer support against 

bullying.  Further, it would provide the opportunity to learn pro-social skills that 

would contribute to a belief that the individual has the skills to be supportive (peer-

support self-efficacy).  

Many victimised children find themselves in a spiral of abuse, violence, 

depression, anxiety and even suicidal ideation. All of these phenomena tax an already 

over-burdened public health system.  Theoretically based programs that intervene at 

the “coal-face” where the victimisation occurs and involve the whole school 

community may help to reduce the burden at a very small cost to both the school and 

community compared to the high costs to both the individual and society once these 

children move into clinical levels of crisis.  Grounded in the research discussed, a 

bullying intervention program was developed based on social cognitive theory.  This 

program was implemented and evaluated in Australian high schools.  The following 

chapters will describe this process and the findings of this evaluation.  
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Chapter Two: Method 

 

2.0 Introduction 

The research comprised five inter-related investigations that consisted of 

within and between schools pre-test/post-test and longitudinal designs.  In addition, 

the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program, a school-wide intervention, was 

developed and implemented.  The aim of the related studies was to determine the 

extent to which the bullying phenomenon could be explained and understood by the 

application of social cognitive theory.  The research project further investigated the 

psychological outcomes associated with bullying and determined whether any or all 

of the social cognitive variables had an effect on such outcomes.  The 10-week peer 

relationships program, built on the premise of social cognitive theory, was evaluated 

in relation to improved relational skills and knowledge, and a reduction of bullying in 

high school students.   

The project was conducted with the approval of the Griffith University 

Human Ethics Research Committee, the Education Queensland Ethics Committee, 

and the Principals of five State high Schools. 

 

2.1 Overview of Materials Utilised in the Research Project  

A questionnaire booklet was compiled for the purposes of the project (see 

Appendix A).  The questionnaire comprised a series of questions and widely-used 

scales that have well-established psychometric properties.  The scales in the 

questionnaire measured social support, coping, bystander role, interpersonal self-

confidence, outcome expectancies, control, relational goal setting, and psychological 
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distress.  Participants answered questions pertaining to their experience of 

victimisation and/or bullying, and demographic information (e.g., age, family 

structure, educational level of parents, and number of friends).  The selection of items 

used in this booklet was identified through evaluation of the current psychological 

and educational literature.   

The questionnaire was 10 pages in length and took between 35 and 45 

minutes to complete – dependent upon reading abilities.  A slightly shorter version 

was used for Time 2 (T2) and Time 3 (T3) follow-ups.  See Appendix B for an 

overview of the scales used in each study. 

A letter was sent to all parents advising of the study prior to commencement 

(see Appendix C).  In addition, a covering letter to the questionnaire advised 

participants to read each question carefully, circle the response most suited to them, 

and complete the questionnaire in one sitting.  In addition, they were advised that 

responses were confidential, voluntary, and that they could withdraw from the project 

at any point without penalty (see Appendix A). 

2.1.1 Bullying and Victimisation Measures 

Participant Role Questionnaire – Short Version (Salmivalli, 1996) is a widely 

used 15-item measure of the participant’s role as victim.  The original peer 

nomination format was adapted to a self-report format due to the large number of 

participants involved.  The dimensions of participant role in the self-report format 

have been shown to have similar alpha levels as the peer report form.  The revised 

scale contained 15 items that were scored on a four-point scale where 1 = not at all, 2 

= sometimes, 3 = often, and 4 = all the time.  Items included: When another kid gets 

picked on or bullied “I am usually the one who starts it”, “I like to stay outside of the 
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situation”, “I try to make other kids stop picking on the kid”, and “I try to help by 

catching the other kid being picked on”.  Internal reliability was found to be 

satisfactory for most dimensions, for example; the defender dimension had a 

Cronbach alpha of .76.  The Cronbach alpha for the Outsider dimension was below 

the desirable range (.55), however, it was similar to alphas identified in the literature 

using the peer report method.  

The Peer Relations Questionnaire (Rigby, 1998) assesses students’ 

perceptions of bullying.  The Peer Relations Questionnaire is a widely used self-

report measure of bullying, and comprises individual items used to identify frequency 

and type of bullying behaviours.  Perceptions of safety from bullying at school was 

measured by two items: “Is your school a safe place for young people who find it 

hard to defend themselves?” and “Do you think that teachers at your school are 

interested in trying to stop bullying?”.  Both were measured on 3-point scales.  

Location of bullying was measured using four items scored on a 3-point scale where 

1 = never, 2 = sometimes, and 3 = often. As the items are individual and aimed at 

gathering descriptive information rather than producing an overall score, no scale 

alpha was calculated. 

2.1.2 Control 

The Control in Relation to Bullying scale was developed specifically for this 

project, and is a measure of perceived control over bullying.  It consists of nine items 

scored on a 5 point scale where 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = neither agree nor 

disagree, 4 = disagree, and 5 = strongly disagree.  Items included “Students are to 

blame if they get bullied”, “My friends think it is OK to bully someone”, “My parents 

think I should stand up for myself more”, “The other kids think I deserve to be picked 
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on”, “Many kids look down upon kids who are bullied”, “If someone is being picked 

on, there is little they can do”, “If I pick on someone, it’s OK because other kids do 

worse things than me”, “Kids who get bullied generally deserve it”, and “If I pick on 

other kids, I am less likely to be bullied myself”.  Internal reliability for the scale was 

high (α = .81).   

2.1.3  Coping 

Kidcope (Spirito, Stark, & Williams, 1988) is a self-report checklist that 

requires adolescents to think about a specific situation and to assess how much they 

would use each of the 10 coping strategies in that situation.  The strategies and items 

are distraction (try to forget it, do something else to forget it), social withdrawal (stay 

on your own, keep quiet about the problem), cognitive restructuring (try to see the 

good side of things), self-criticism (blame yourself for causing the problem), blaming 

others (blame someone else for causing the problem), problem solving (talking to 

someone about it, try to sort the problem out, try to sort it out by doing something), 

emotional regulation (shout, scream, get angry; try to calm yourself down), wishful 

thinking (wish the problem had never happened, wish you could make things 

different), social support (try to feel better by spending time with others like family, 

try to feel better by spending time with friends), and resignation (do nothing because 

the problem could not be solved).  Kidcope has moderate to high correlations with the 

Coping Strategies Inventory and the Adolescent Coping Orientation for Problem 

Experiences (Spirito et al., 1988).  Internal reliability for this scale in the present 

study was high (α = .81). 
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2.1.4 Outcome Expectancies 

The Outcome Expectancies Scale was developed specifically for this project.  

The items were developed from the literature as a brief measure of victim, bully, and 

bystander expectations about their ability to intervene in bullying situations.  Items 

for victim outcome expectancies included, “In a bullying situation, how likely is it 

“you would get hurt”, “you would be laughed at by the other kids”, “you would be 

seen as being silly”, “you would be able to stop it”, “you would be able to stand up 

for yourself”, and “you would be able to get help for yourself”.  Internal reliability 

was satisfactory (α = .64).  Items included for outcome expectancies for the bystander 

consisted of “In a bullying situation, how likely is it “you would be able to help/do 

something”, “you would get hurt”, “you would be picked on yourself”, “you would 

be laughed at by the other kids”, “you would be seen as being silly”, and “you would 

feel good about trying to help”.  Internal reliability for the bystander outcome 

expectancies was found to be satisfactory at α = .71.  Items included for outcome 

expectancies for the bystander consisted of “In a bullying situation, how likely is it 

“that you would get hurt”, “you would be laughed at by the other kids”, “you would 

be seen as silly”, “you would be able to stop it if you wanted to”, “other kids would 

try and stop it”, “the kid who is being picked on will want help”, and “the teachers 

would try and stop it”.  Internal reliability for outcome expectancies for the bully was 

found to be satisfactory (α = .81). 

2.1.5  Goals 

The Relational Goal Scale consisted of 12 items and was developed 

specifically for this project.  The items were developed from the literature as a brief 

measure of victim, bully, and bystander relational goals.  Items for goals for the 
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victim included “I would like to be more self-confident in social situations at school”, 

“I would like to be able to get more support from the other kids”, “I would like to 

learn skills to deal better with being bullied”, and “I would like to be able to deal 

better with conflicts with other kids”.  Goals for the bully included “I would like to 

treat other kids better”, “I would like to learn to control my anger”, “I would like to 

get along with other kids”, and “I would like to be more friendly with other kids”.  

Goals for the bystander included “I would like to be able to be more supportive of my 

friends”, “I would like to be more supportive of kids who get bullied”, “I would like 

to be more confident to help other kids who need it”, and “I would like to see less 

bullying”.  Items were scored on a 4-point scale where 1 = not at all, 2 = sometimes, 

3 = often, and 4 = all the time.  Internal reliability was found to be satisfactory (α = 

.89). 

2.1.6 Social Support 

The Social Support Scale (Colarossi, 2001) assesses students’ perceptions of 

social support from across different sources: parents, peers, teachers and close 

friends.  For the purposes of this study, only the close friends scale was used.  The 

sub-scale contained six items scored on a 4-point scale, where 1 = never, 2 = once or 

twice, 3 = a couple of times, and 4 = almost every day.  The six items consisted of 

“How often do your friends talk to you about your problems or worries”, “How often 

do your friends help you with something important to you?”, “How often do your 

friends make you feel loved and cared for?”, “How often do your friends listen 

carefully to your point of view?”, “How often do your friends do things with you that 

you enjoy?”, and “How often do your friends give you advice?”.  A Cronbach’s alpha 
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of α = .90 indicates that internal reliability for the scale was high for the present 

study. 

2.1.7 Self Efficacy 

The Interpersonal Self Efficacy Scale (Cohen, Work, Hightower, Wyman 

Parker, & Lotyczewski, 1991) measures student self efficacy for interpersonal 

situations.  The scale contains 22 items measured on a 4 point scale where 1 = very 

hard, 2 = hard, 3 = easy, and 4 = very easy. Items included “Some kids are teasing 

your friend. Telling them to stop is ____ for you”, “You want to start a game.  Asking 

other kids to play the game is ____ for you”, “A kid tries to take your turn during a 

game.  Telling the kid it’s your turn is ____ for you”, “A kid cut in front of you in 

line.  Telling the kid not to cut in is ____ for you”, “A kid wants to do something that 

will get you into trouble.  Asking the kid to do something else is ____ for you”.  

Internal reliability for the scale in the present study was high (α = .93). 

2.1.8 Psychological Distress 

The 12 item General Health Questionnaire (GHQ; Goldberg & Williams, 

1988) is a well used self-report questionnaire focusing on symptoms of psychological 

distress, rather than lifelong traits.  Responses are made on a four-point scale, with 

high scores indicating higher levels of distress.  Items include: Have you recently, 

“been able to concentrate on whatever you’re doing”, “lost much sleep over worry”, 

felt you couldn’t overcome your difficulties”, “been feeling unhappy and depressed”, 

and been thinking of yourself as a worthless person”.  The GHQ converges well with 

both the SCL-R-90 (Ganster & Victor, 1988) and the Clinical Interview Schedule, 

and has shown strong internal reliability.  Additional psychometric properties for the 
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scale are reported in the manual (Goldberg & Williams, 1988).  Reliability in this 

study was also found to be strong (α = .89). 

 

2.2 Validity of the Study Measures 

To test the construct validity of the scales used in the study, all 110 items 

(Participant Role Questionnaire = 15 items; Control = 9 items; KidCope = 15 items; 

Outcome Expectancies = 19 items; Goals = 12 items; Social Support Scale = 6 items; 

Interpersonal Self Efficacy Scale = 22 items; General Health Questionnaire = 12 

items) were included in a principal axis factor analysis, using a direct oblimin 

rotation.  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.88) and 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (F = 27595.15, p < .001) indicated the suitability of the 

data for factor analysis (Tabachnik & Fidell, 1996).  Initially 23 factors were 

identified with eigenvalues greater than one, however, examination of the Scree Plot 

suggested that nine factors were clearly present and distinct from the others.  As a 

result, it was deemed appropriate to force the selection into nine discrete factors.  The 

nine factors were rotated (to reflect the seven scales and their sub-scales).  However, 

this solution was factorially complex and not interpretable because of multiple factor 

loadings for two items from KidCope and three items from the Participant Role 

Questionnaire.  When these items were removed, nine interpretable factors remained.  

These all had eigenvalues greater than one, and accounted for 42.3% of the variance.  

Examination of the pattern matrix indicated that items from the Interpersonal Self 

Efficacy Scale, General Health Questionnaire, Goals (Victim/Bully/Bystander), 

Participant Role Questionnaire, Control, Outcome Expectancies (bystander), Social 
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Support Scale, Outcome Expectancies (bully), and KidCope loaded onto their 

respective factors.  Two factors accounted for victim outcome expectancies (victim). 

 

2.3  Participant Numbers 

In total 958 students participated in this research.  In the first and second studies, 618 

students from two schools took part.  In the first part of Study 3, five schools 

participated, including one school that acted as a control group.  A total of 958 

students participated from these five schools of which 400 students were from the 

control group.  In the second part of Study 3, one school participated in the follow-up.  

Of the original 958 students, 336 were eligible to take part however; on the day 218 

students actually participated in the research.  The participant numbers do change 

across the various studies and analyses due to the number of valid responses.  This 

will be explained in greater detail later on in this section as well as in the chapters for 

each study and particularly in chapter six which discusses attrition rates.  

 

2.4 Study 1:  Cross-Sectional Analysis 

2.4.1  Aims   

The main aim of Study 1 was to gain an understanding of bullying frequency 

and behaviours in high school students at different ages; specifically, whether 

bullying and victimisation decrease as students’ age.  An additional aim was to 

investigate how bystander roles vary in relation to age and gender in high school 

students; specifically, whether a developmental trend occurs where students take on 

more defender roles and less aggressive roles.  Based on the literature reviewed in 

Chapter 1, the specific hypotheses were: 



                                                  Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  63 

1. Younger students will report being bullied by other students more frequently 

than will older students.  Further, female students will report being “picked 

on” more frequently than male students. 

2. Older students will perceive the school environment to be safer from bullying 

than younger students.  Further, female students will perceive the school to be 

safer than male students. 

3. Older students will be more likely to believe that teachers are interested in 

stopping bullying than younger students.  Further, female students will be 

more likely to believe that teachers are interested in stopping bullying than 

will male students. 

4. Frequency of bullying experienced by students in high schools is expected to 

differ across year level and gender.  Specifically, younger students and boys 

will experience more bullying by an individual student than female and older 

students.  Further, female and younger students will experience more bullying 

by a group of students than male and older students.  

5. Older students and female students will experience more relational bullying 

than younger students and male students.  Further, younger students and male 

students will experience more physical bullying than older students and 

female students. 

6. Younger students will be more likely to bully other students than older 

students.  Further, males will be more likely to bully other students than 

female students. 

7. Female students will engage more frequently in group bullying of another 

student than male students. 
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8. Students of different genders and in different year levels will participate in 

bullying other students for different reasons. 

9. Older students will have fewer negative beliefs about bullying, greater coping 

and interpersonal self-efficacy, and positive outcome expectancies in relation 

to bullying incidents than younger students.  

10. Bystander roles will differ across year level and gender.  Specifically, older 

students will participate in fewer bullying and reinforcing behaviours and 

more defender behaviours than younger students.  Further, female students 

will participate in more defender behaviours whilst male students will 

participate in more bully and reinforcer behaviours. 

2.4.2 Design 

To meet the objectives of the project, a cross-sectional design was employed 

to enable comparisons among students across ages.  Specifically, 618 students from 

Years 8 to 12 across two schools were recruited to assess the type, extent and 

developmental trends of bullying behaviours that were present in the schools, the 

perceptions of the students relating to their ability to cope with the bullying 

behaviour, interpersonal self-confidence, psychological well-being and perceived 

support from peers and teachers.  Further, development trends in bystander roles, 

interpersonal self-efficacy, and ability to cope with bullying situations were examined 

across the different year levels. 

2.4.3 Participants 

The participants consisted of 618 students (female: N = 278, male: N = 314, 

unidentified: N = 26) from two Brisbane high schools. The participants ranged in age 

from 13 to 18 years.  The composition of students per year level was as follows: Year 
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8: N = 112, Year 9: N = 124, Year 10: N = 140, Year 11: N = 126, Year 12: N = 115.  

The majority of students (63.9%) lived in a two-parent home, comprising one or both 

of the biological parents.  The remaining students lived in a single parent home 

(mother only, 21.8%; father only, 5.0%; shared guardianship, 1.6%), with guardians 

(2.1%), grandparents (.8%), or with other people (4.6%).  A non-significant chi-

square test of relatedness/independence, χ
2 

(4) = 6.69, p = .17 showed that both 

schools had a similar number of students, both within the school and within each year 

level.  Similarly, there were no significant differences between genders, χ
2
(1) = 2.03, 

p = .16 or family composition, χ
2
(8) = 13.13, p = .11.  Assumptions for chi-square 

were met as the minimum expected cell frequency for year level (53.55) and gender 

(133.36) were both > .05.  Randomisation of sampling was not possible as year level 

and gender are pre-existing groups.  Overall, the non-significant findings suggest a 

reasonably homogenous group of students across the two schools.  

The participants largely comprised students of English/Australian 

backgrounds (58.8%).  The remaining participants identified themselves as 

Aboriginal/Torres Strait Islander (3.7%), European (12.9%), Asian (10.0%), New 

Zealander (2.4%), Middle Eastern (3.1%), Russian (.7%), or other (8.3%).  A 

significant chi-square test of relatedness/independence χ
2
(7) = 37.53, p = .001 

suggested differences in ethnic composition between the two schools.  However, the 

results of this test may not be robust as both the assumptions of random allocation 

and minimum cell count (1.95) were violated. 

Parental consent for student participation was sought prior to the 

commencement of the project.  Notices advising parents of the survey and its purpose 

were sent home by each school to parents prior to commencement of the survey.  
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Participants were selected on the basis of their attendance at school on the day of the 

survey.  Students were informed as to the purpose and content of the survey 

questionnaire, and advised that participation was not compulsory and non-

participation would not result in any penalty.  All students who participated in the 

project were given a voucher from McDonald’s Family Restaurants upon completion 

of the questionnaire.   

2.4.4 Procedure   

All students were provided with a copy of the questionnaire booklet to 

complete during the course of their normal classes at the beginning of the fourth term 

of the 2001 school year.  A team of researchers delivered instructions to the 

participants (see Appendix D).  Students were instructed that the contents of the 

questionnaire were confidential and that they were required to read and sign the 

consent form on the front cover.   

 

2.5 Study 2: Social Cognitive Model 

2.5.1 Aims 

This study evaluated outcomes gathered from the cross-sectional study to help 

determine the extent to which the social cognitive model could explain bullying and 

victimisation in Year 8 to 12 students.  The social cognitive (outcome expectancies, 

interpersonal self-efficacy, goals) and additional personal variables (coping, support, 

well-being) were used to predict the likelihood of being a bully and/or a victim of 

bullying and the perception of the school environment as being a safe place from 

bullying.  Results were expected to show differences in predictive outcome between 
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students who bully and those who were victims of bullying.  The specific hypotheses 

were: 

1. Interpersonal self-efficacy, outcome expectancies, goals, coping, social 

support and psychological well-being will predict the frequency of being 

bullied by another student.  

2. Interpersonal self-efficacy, outcome expectancies, goals, coping, social 

support and psychological well-being will predict the likelihood of being 

bullied by a group of students. 

3. A student’s ability to respond and stop students from bullying will be 

predicted by their interpersonal self-efficacy, outcome expectancies, goals, 

coping, social support and psychological well-being. 

4. Interpersonal self-efficacy, outcome expectancies, goals, coping, social 

support and psychological well-being will predict the perception of school as 

a safe place from bullying. 

5. Interpersonal self-efficacy, outcome expectancies, goals, coping, social 

support and psychological well-being will predict the likelihood of bullying 

another student this year.  

6. Interpersonal self-efficacy, outcome expectancies, goals, coping, social 

support and psychological well-being will predict being part of a group that 

bullies another student. 
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2.5.2 Design   

The information gathered in the cross-sectional study was employed to 

determine the predictive ability of the social cognitive variables, using a series of 

hierarchical regression analyses.   

2.5.3 Participants   

The participants consisted of the same 618 students (female: N = 278, male: N 

= 314, unidentified: N = 26) from two Brisbane High Schools as reported in the cross-

sectional study.   

2.5.4 Procedure   

All students were provided with a copy of the questionnaire booklet to 

complete during the course of their normal classes at the beginning of the fourth term 

of the 2001 school year.  Students were instructed that the contents of the 

questionnaire were confidential and that they were required to read and sign the 

consent form on the front cover.   

 

2.6 Study 3 - Part 1: Analysis of Immediate Outcomes of Intervention 

2.6.1 Aims of Immediate Outcomes 

This study evaluated outcomes arising from the implementation of the Cool 

Schools Peer Relationships Program.  The Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program 

was designed to increase pro-social behaviour, support, social problem solving and 

help to create an environment that is not conducive to bullying, based on a 

manipulation of social cognitive theory variables.  Specifically, the program 

appraised the value of the peer relationships intervention in terms of increasing 

coping self-efficacy, perceived control and perceived peer support through learning 
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skills such as increased support, assertiveness, social problem solving and conflict 

resolution skills.  Results were expected to show changes in beliefs regarding the 

ability to cope and level of control in peer relational situations, increased perception 

of peer support, and change in outcome expectancies as a result of participation in the 

program.  Further, it was expected that adolescents would alter their behaviour as a 

result of increased skills to identify themselves in the more socially supportive and 

acceptable role of the defender, rather than assistant/reinforcer and outsider roles. The 

main focus of this study was addressed by the following research questions and 

hypotheses: 

1. Does the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program have an effect on students’ 

perceptions and well-being in relation to bullying situations?  

It was expected that: 

1.1. Students’ perception of bullying beliefs/expectancies in social situations 

would be more positive at post-intervention.  

2. Will students use a greater number of positive coping strategies and fewer 

negative coping strategies in relation to bullying situations post intervention?  

It was expected that: 

2.1. Student perception of peer social support would be greater after participation 

in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program. 

2.2. Students who participate in the intervention would have higher self-efficacy 

for interpersonal interactions post intervention. 

2.3. Students would report lower psychological distress after participation in the 

Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program, in comparison to those who do 

not participate in the program. 
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3. Does the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program affect the types of bullying 

role behaviours engaged in by students?  

It was expected that: 

3.1. Students who participated in the intervention would report fewer bully and 

reinforcer type behaviours. 

3.2. Further, participating students would report more defender type behaviours 

post-intervention. 

4. Does the incidence of victimisation and perception of school safety improve 

following participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program?  

It was expected that: 

4.1. Students would report fewer incidences of bullying by an individual student 

or group of students post intervention. 

4.2. Students who participate in the intervention would perceive their school to be 

a safer place than those who do not participate in the program. 

5. Does the intervention have a differential gender impact in relation to student 

bullying and victimisation?  

It was expected that: 

5.1. There would be differences between pre-intervention and post-intervention 

outcomes for male and female students in relation to perceived control and 

expectations of outcomes in relation to bullying, coping strategies, 

interpersonal self-efficacy, social support, and well-being. 

5.2. Male students would report a decreased likelihood of participating in bully 

or bystander type behaviours.  Female students were expected to report an 
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increased likelihood of participating in defender type behaviours post 

intervention. 

5.3. Female students would report fewer instances of bullying by individual 

students or groups of students, whilst male students would report fewer 

instances of individual student bullying.  Both male and female students 

were expected to report an increased sense of safety at school post 

intervention. 

6. Does participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program have 

differential effects in relation to bullying and victimisation experiences for high 

resilient students compared to low resilient students?  

It was expected that: 

6.1. Students in the low resiliency group (bottom 25% at T1) would report 

greater gains in perceived control and positive expectations of outcomes in 

relation to bullying, fewer negative coping strategies, greater gains in 

interpersonal self-efficacy, greater gains in social support, and greater gains 

in well-being compared to students in the high resiliency group (top 25%), 

post intervention. 

6.2. Students in the low resiliency group would report fewer bully or bystander 

type behaviours and more defender type behaviours post intervention when 

compared to students in the high resiliency group.  

2.6.2 Design   

To meet the objectives of the project, a pre-test/post-test design was employed 

to enable comparisons between student-reported incidences of bullying behaviours, 

victimisation, coping skills, self-efficacy for interpersonal situations, and bystander 
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roles before and after participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program.  

Specifically, 958 Year 8 students from 4 schools were recruited, first, to assess the 

type and extent of bullying behaviours that were present in the school, their 

perceptions relating to their ability to cope, interpersonal self-confidence, 

psychological well-being and perceived support from peers and teachers, and second, 

to undertake a ten lesson skills building intervention program. 

2.6.3  Participants 

The participants consisted of 958 students (female: N = 442, male: N = 497 

unidentified: N = 19).  The students formed two groups for the purpose of this study: 

558 students from three Brisbane schools and one Gold Coast School, whilst a control 

group comprised 400 students from one Gold Coast State high School. The 

participants ranged in age from 12 to14 years.   

The majority of students (76.5%) lived in a two-parent home, comprising one 

or both of the biological parents.  The remaining students lived in a single parent 

home (mother only, 12.7%; father only, 2.7%; shared guardianship, 5.4%), with 

grandparents (0.7%), or guardians (0.6%).  Twelve students did not provide 

information on their family structure (1.3%). 

The participants largely comprised students of English/Australian 

backgrounds (64.6%).  The remaining participants identified themselves as Asian 

(10.1%), European (7.1%), New Zealander (4.2%), British (4.3%), Aboriginal/Torres 

Strait Islander (2.0%), Middle Eastern (1.3%), Russian (0.4%), or other (4.0%).  

Twenty students did not identify their ethnic background (2.1%). 
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2.6.4  Procedure 

All students were provided with a copy of the questionnaire booklet to 

complete during the course of their normal classes during the 2002 school year.  

Students were instructed that the contents of the questionnaire were confidential and 

that they were required to read and sign the consent form on the front cover.  Students 

then participated in 10 skills building lessons run by teachers during their normal 

class hours.  The Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program aimed to increase student 

awareness of skills necessary to create satisfying relationships and a safe school 

environment.  Students completed a shorter version of the initial questionnaire 

booklet after completion of the 10 lessons. 

Parental consent for student participation was sought prior to the 

commencement of the project.  Notices advising parents of the survey and its purpose 

were sent home by each school to parents prior to commencement of the survey.  

Participants for the survey were selected on the basis of their attendance at school on 

the day of the survey.  Students were informed as to the purpose and content of the 

survey questionnaire, and advised that participation was not compulsory and non-

participation would not result in any penalty.  However, all students (those who 

attended on the day of the survey and those who did not) participated in the Cool 

Schools Peer Relationships Program.  

 

2.7 Study 3 - Part 2: Analysis of Long Term Outcomes of Intervention 

2.7.1 Aims 

This study evaluated the sustainability of outcomes arising from participation 

in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program.  Results were expected to show 
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sustained outcomes of the intervention in terms of increased coping and interpersonal 

self-efficacy, perceived control over outcomes of bullying, and increased perception 

of peer support.  Further, it was expected that students would show sustained changes 

in their behaviour in relation to bystander roles.  The specific research questions and 

hypotheses were as follows: 

1. What are the long term effects of the intervention on student experiences of 

bullying and victimisation?  

It was expected that: 

1.1. Positive coping skills, positive beliefs/expectancies, increased interpersonal 

self-efficacy, and overall well-being outcomes from participation in the Cool 

Schools Peer Relationships Program would be sustained over time. 

1.2. Accounts of bully and reinforcer role behaviour and continued or increased 

reports of defender role outcomes would be sustained over time. 

1.3. Reduced frequency of reported victimisation and greater perceived safety 

outcomes arising from participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships 

Program would be sustained over time. 

2.7.2 Design 

To meet the objectives of the project, a pre-test/post-test design was employed 

to enable comparisons between student reported incidences of bullying behaviours, 

victimisation, coping skills, self-efficacy for interpersonal situations, and bystander 

roles before and after participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program.  

Specifically, 1128 Year 8 and Year 9 students were recruited, first, to assess the type 

and extent of bullying behaviours that were present in the school, their perceptions 

relating to their ability to cope, interpersonal self-confidence, psychological well-
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being and perceived support from peers and teachers, and second, to undertake a ten 

lesson skills building intervention program. 

2.7.3 Participants 

From the initial recruitment of 1128 students, 958 students actually 

participated in this research.  The 336 participants for the long term follow-up 

consisted of a sample of those original 958 students.  Of the original cohort from the 

Brisbane School, 218 students were present on the day of the three month follow up 

survey.  The participants ranged in age from 12 to14 years. 

2.7.4 Procedure 

All students were provided with a copy of the questionnaire booklet to 

complete during the course of their normal classes during the 2002 school year.  

Students were instructed that the contents of the questionnaire were confidential and 

that they were required to read and sign the consent form on the front cover. 

2.7.5 Attrition Rates 

An inherent problem with longitudinal studies is that students drop out of the 

study between Time 1 (T1) and subsequent collection times (Hansen, Collins, 

Mallotte, Johnson, & Fielding, 1985).  Initially, an attrition analysis was conducted 

on T1 to T2 data in relation to demographics and study variables at T1 to see if there 

were any differences between those who attended both testing sessions and those who 

did not.  Specific details in relation to the attrition analysis are reported in Chapter 

Six, and only a brief overview will be presented here.  Dropouts and non-dropouts 

differed in terms of ethnicity, χ
2
(8) = 25.84, p = .001.  However, there were no 

significant differences in ethnicity between students who dropped out from the 
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intervention group and the wait-list control group (p = .33).  There was a significant 

difference between dropouts and non-dropouts in frequency of being bullied by an 

individual student for the intervention and wait-list control group, χ
2
(2) = 10.24, p = 

.006.  Thus, attrition produced little bias in the sample at T2, indicating that the 

results can be interpreted with confidence.  

Due to a range of unforeseeable difficulties only one Brisbane school was able 

to participate in the 3-month follow-up.  Thus, T3 attrition was calculated on data 

from one school only.  T3 dropouts and non-dropouts were compared at T1 in 

relation to demographics, the social cognitive related dependent variables (DVs), the 

three bystander role DVs, and the three victimisation measures.  There were no pre-

intervention differences between those who attended the third testing session and 

those who did not on any of these variables.
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Chapter Three: Study One 

Findings of a Cross Sectional Study on Bullying and Victimization in High School 

 

3.0 Introduction - Summary of Aims 

Two decades of research have painted a picture of the extent of bullying and 

victimisation occurring in schoolyards and classrooms.  Along with gender 

differences (see Chapter 1) in the ways in which students bully, studies have shown 

bullying to be more prevalent in younger adolescents (Dowling, 1980).  Evidence 

suggests that the incidence of bullying is on the increase, and that girls are 

participating in more physical types of bullying than in the past (Pepler & Craig, 

1995).  The purpose of this study was twofold.  The first aim was to investigate 

current developmental trends in bullying behaviour and victimisation.  More 

specifically, it was designed to gain an understanding of gender differences in 

behaviour and reasons for engaging in bullying, and to gain a greater understanding 

of bullying behaviour in adolescence.  Second, outcomes from this study were used to 

inform an intervention program for adolescent students.   

To determine current trends of victimisation by individuals and groups, this 

study looked at differences in reported occurrence of bullying in students across 

secondary year levels (Years 8 through Year 12) and gender.  In addition, current 

gender and adolescent developmental trends in reported incidences of bullying of 

other students, and participation in different bystander roles, were assessed.   
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3.1 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Past research has shown that girls engage in more verbal and relational 

bullying behaviours than boys; whilst boys engage in more physical bullying 

behaviours (Rigby, 1996).  Further, it is believed that bullying behaviours peak 

around the Year 8 period for students, and subsequently declines after that point 

(Rigby, 1996).  Little research exists to determine whether different bullying 

behaviours are preferred at different ages.  Nor has research identified the more 

prevalent types of bullying behaviours or the extent of those behaviours for older 

students.  The purpose of this study was to gather data to help identify developmental 

trends in bullying incidence and behaviour in a sample of Year 8 to 12 students.  The 

two areas of focus for this study were addressed by the following hypotheses: 

1. Younger students will report being “picked on” by other students more frequently 

than older students.  Further, female students will report being “picked on” more 

frequently than male students. 

2. Older students will perceive the school environment to be safer from bullying 

than younger students.  Further, female students will perceive the school to be 

safer than male students. 

3. Older students will be more likely to believe that teachers are interested in 

stopping bullying than younger students.  Further, female students will be more 

likely to believe that teachers are interested in stopping bullying than male 

students. 

4. Frequency of bullying experienced by students in high schools is expected to 

differ across year level and gender.  Specifically, younger students and boys will 
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experience more bullying by an individual student than female and older students.  

Further, female and younger students will experience more bullying by a group of 

students than male and older students. 

5. Older students and female students will experience more relational bullying 

(being left out of things on purpose) than younger students and male students.  

Further, younger students and male students will experience more physical 

bullying (being hit or kicked, being threatened with harm) than older students and 

female students. 

6. Younger students will be more likely to bully other students than older students.  

Further, males will be more likely to bully other students than female students. 

7. Female students will engage more frequently in being “part of a group bullying 

another student” than male students. 

8. Students of different genders and in different year levels will participate in 

bullying other students for different reasons. 

9. Older students will have fewer negative beliefs about bullying, greater coping and 

interpersonal self-efficacy, and positive outcome expectancies in relation to 

bullying incidents than younger students. 

10. Bystander roles will differ across year level and gender.  Specifically, older 

students will participate in fewer bullying and reinforcing behaviours and more 

defender behaviours than younger students.  Female students will participate in 

more defender behaviours whilst male students will participate in more bully and 

reinforcer behaviours. 
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3.2 Overview of the Analyses 

Descriptive statistics were obtained across year levels in relation to 

developmental changes in perceptions of school safety, teacher concerns about 

bullying, location of bullying incidences, interpersonal self-efficacy, and coping in 

bullying situations.  Multiple regression analyses provided outcomes pertaining to the 

prediction of psychological distress based on ability to cope in bullying situations, 

perceived control in bullying situations, outcome expectancies in bullying situations, 

interpersonal self-efficacy, and social support. 

Correlations were computed to determine simple linear relationships between 

independent and dependent variables (see Table 1).  The hypotheses were tested using 

analysis of variance (ANOVA), multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), and 

layered cross-tabulations.  The assumptions of ANOVA were tested.  Random 

selection was not assumed as the subject pool was the total population on the day.  

The assumption of homogeneity of variance was violated for each ANOVA.  

However, examination of the variances showed Fmax between +3, suggesting that 

violation was not severe for any analysis, thus no adjustment to the alpha level was 

made.  Further, ANOVA is robust to violations to this assumption if equal groups are 

assumed and sample size is greater than 12 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  A chi-

square analysis of the school year levels suggested that there was no significant 

difference between group size, χ
2
(4) = 3.91, p = .42.  Sample size for the year levels 

ranged from N = 112 to N = 140.   

The assumptions of MANOVA were tested.  Preliminary multiple regression 

analyses were conducted to detect univariate and multivariate outliers.  To guard 

against Type 1 errors and any weakening of the analysis, a Pillai’s Trace criterion was 
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used as it is more robust to violations of assumptions than other statistical inference 

criteria (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  Inspection of the correlation matrices showed 

modest correlations among all variables (see Table 1).  As all correlations were 

relatively low, the assumption of multi-collinearity/singularity was not violated.  

Box’s M was assessed for violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance-

covariance.  Unless stated otherwise, assumptions were met for each of the analyses.  

All statistics are reported at a significance level of p < .05 unless stated otherwise.  

The available pool of 618 participants was reduced to 591 as some students did not 

identify gender and/or year level.   

 

3.3 Study Hypotheses 

3.3.1 Hypothesis 1 

A two-way factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted in order to 

test the hypothesis that younger students will report being “picked on” by other 

students more frequently than older students, and that female students will report 

being “picked on” more frequently than male students.   

ANOVA was performed on the dependent variable of frequency of being 

picked on.  The independent variables were year level with five levels (Year 8 to 

Year 12) and gender with two levels (male and female).  A table of the descriptive 

statistics was produced (see Table 2).  There were no univariate outliers at p < .001.  

A significant main effect for year level F(4, 581) = 3.38, p = .01 suggested a 

significant difference in frequency of being picked on by other students across year 

levels.   



                                                  Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  82 

Table 1 

Correlation Matrix (N = 519) 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

1. Year level 1.0                 

2. Gender -.02 1.0                

3. School safe -.15*** .03 1.0               

4. Teachers -.15*** .12*** -.36*** 1.0              

5. Bullied 1 .13*** . 9* -18*** .10** 1.0             

6. Bullied 2 .16*** .05 -.16*** .16*** .53*** 1.0            

7. Teased -15*** -.01 .22*** -.20*** -.54*** -.53*** 1.0           

8. Name calling -.24** -.04 .28*** -.20*** -.55*** -.51*** .66*** 1.0          

9. Left out -.15*** .01 .23*** -.10** -.37*** -.43*** .54*** .54*** 1.0         

10. Threatened -.10** -.08 .27*** -.20*** -.38*** -.43*** .46*** .45*** .50*** 1.0        

11. Hit or kicked -.13*** -.17*** .17*** -.15*** -.38*** -.41*** .47*** .44*** .46*** .62*** 1.0       

12. Bullied another -.04 -.08 .19*** -.14*** -.16*** -.25*** .30*** .27*** .36*** .34*** .34*** 1.0      

13. Group bullying -.23*** -.09** .20*** -.15*** -.26*** -.25*** .28*** .30*** .22*** .26*** .26*** .20*** 1.0     

14. Part of group -.16*** -.07 .17*** -.17*** -.12*** -.65*** .21*** .24*** .20*** .24*** .19*** .20*** .50*** 1.0    

15. Belief/outcomes .24*** .2*** -.11*** .17*** .10** .14*** -.17*** -.15*** -.13*** -.20*** -.20*** -.05 -.31*** -.28*** 1.0   

16. Coping .06 .06 -.03 .08 -.03 -.05 .05 .04 .13*** .07 -.04 .06 -.12*** -.11*** .11 1.0  

17. IPSE .18*** .10** -.10** .11*** .21*** .25*** -.29*** -.27*** -.27*** -.25 -.28*** -.15*** -.14*** -.12*** .18*** -.07 1.0 

Note. Belief/Outcomes = beliefs in relation to control over bullying and its outcome; Coping = coping in a bullying situation; IPSE = Interpersonal Self-Efficacy  

 ** p  < .01 . *** p < .001 .
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Post hoc examination showed Year 8 students reported greater frequency of 

being picked on than all other year levels.  Year 8 students also experienced 

significantly more bullying by an individual student than Year 12 students (p = .01). 

There was no main effect for gender and no interaction between year level and gender 

on frequency of being picked on. 

These findings suggest partial support for Hypothesis 1 as Year 8 students 

reported being picked on more regularly than all other students.  Examination of the 

means demonstrated a decreasing trend in the reported frequency of being picked on 

by both male and female students as they progressed through school (see Table 2).   

 

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics for Frequency of Being Picked On, by Gender and Year Level  

(N = 591) 

 Female Male Total 

Year level N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

8 55 2.42 .57 53 2.33 .54 108 2.37 .56 

9 62 2.11 .70 57 2.33 .57 119 2.22 .65 

10 75 2.28 .58 58 2.05 .63 133 2.15 .62 

11 62 2.09 .60 58 2.11 .63 120 2.10 .61 

12 60 2.10 .41 51 2.23 .56 111 2.17 .50 

Total 277 2.24 .56 314 2.16 .62 591 2.19 .60 
Note. Scale 1 = never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often 
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There were no significant differences between males and females in the 

reported frequency of being “picked on” across all year levels, although there was a 

trend for females to report a greater frequency of being picked on in Year 8 and 10.  

In contrast, the trend for male students was for them to report being picked on more 

regularly in Year 8, Year 9 and then again in Year 12. 

3.3.2  Hypothesis 2 

A two-way factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted in order to 

test Hypothesis 2: Older students will perceive the school environment to be safer 

from bullying than younger students.  Further, female students will perceive the 

school to be safer than male students. 

An ANOVA was performed on the dependent variable of the perceived safety 

of the school in relation to bullying.  The independent variables were year level with 

five levels (Year 8 to Year 12) and gender with two levels (male and female).  Almost 

70% of students perceived school to be safe from bullying, usually (59.7%) or always 

(9.9%).  A further 18.9% of students perceived that school was hardly ever safe from 

bullying and 9.9% of students did not see school as safe from bullying at all.  Table 3 

depicts the descriptive statistics for gender and age.   

A significant univariate effect for year level F(4, 575) = 4.22, p = .002 was 

identified, suggesting a significant difference in perception of a safe school 

environment from bullying across year levels.  Post hoc examination showed that 

Year 11 and 12 students perceived the school to be safer from bullying than Year 8 

and 9 students.  There was no main effect for gender and no interaction between year 

level and gender on perceived safety at school from bullying.   

 



                                                  Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  85 

Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Safety in School from Bullying, by Gender and 

Year Level   (N = 585) 

 Female Male Total 

Year level N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

8 52 2.63 .82 55 2.29 .83 107 2.46 .84 

9 57 2.53 .73 61 2.33 .97 118 2.42 .87 

10 57 2.21 .64 73 2.34 .88 130 2.28 .79 

11 58 2.12 .59 61 2.15 .79 119 2.13 .70 

12 51 2.12 .58 60 2.22 .66 111 2.17 .63 

Total 275 2.32 .70 310 2.27 .83 585 2.29 .78 
Note. Scale 1 = yes, always, 2 = yes, usually, 3 = no, hardly ever, 4 = no, never 

 

These findings suggest partial support for Hypothesis 2, as older students 

perceived the school to be safer from bullying than younger students.  Whilst there 

were no overall gender differences in perception of the school as being a safe place 

from bullying, examination of the means suggested that male students perceived the 

school to be safer from bullying in Year 8 and 9 than female students.  There were no 

gender differences across Years 10, 11 and 12. 

3.3.3 Hypothesis 3 

A two-way factorial ANOVA was conducted in order to test Hypothesis 3: 

Older students will be more likely to believe that teachers are interested in stopping 

bullying than younger students.  Further, female students will be more likely to 

believe that teachers are interested in stopping bullying than male students. 
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An ANOVA was performed on the dependent variable concerning the belief 

that teachers are interested in stopping bullying.  The independent variables were year 

level with five levels (Year 8 to Year 12) and gender with two levels.  Descriptive 

statistics are shown in Table 4. 

 

Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics for Perception of Teacher Being Interested in Stopping Bullying 

by Gender and Year Level (N = 581) 

 Female Male Total 

Year level N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

8 52 2.83 1.18 55 2.62 1.24 107 2.72 1.21 

9 57 2.60 .97 61 2.62 1.18 117 2.61 1.08 

10 57 2.96 .92 73 2.56 1.06 129 2.74 1.02 

11 58 3.24 .86 61 2.90 1.04 119 3.08 .97 

12 51 3.22 .79 60 2.88 .94 109 3.04 .89 

Total 307 2.97 .98 274 2.71 1.10 581 2.84 1.05 
Note. Scale 1 = not really, 2 = only sometimes, 3 = usually they are, 4 = they always are  

 

There was a significant, univariate main effect for year level, F(4, 571) = 

4.65, p = .001, suggesting a significant difference in perception of teachers being 

interested in stopping bullying across year levels.  Post hoc examination showed that 

Year 11 and 12 students perceived teachers to be more interested in stopping bullying 

than Year 8, 9 and 10 students.  There was also a significant univariate main effect 

for gender, with female students perceiving teachers to be more interested in stopping 
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bullying than male students, F(1, 571) = 8.80, p = .003.  However, there was no 

significant interaction between year level and gender on perception of teachers being 

interested in stopping bullying.  These findings suggest support for Hypothesis 3 as 

older students and female students perceived teachers to be more interested in 

stopping bullying. 

3.3.4  Hypothesis 4 

A between-groups MANOVA was conducted to test Hypothesis 4: It was 

expected that younger students and male students would experience more bullying by 

an individual student and a group of students than older students and female students.  

The independent variable was year level, with five levels (Year 8 to Year 12), and the 

two dependent variables were bullied by another student and bullied by a group of 

students.  Of the 618 original respondents one respondent was excluded as his/her 

year level was unknown (N = 617).   

Although the Levene’s test for univariate homogeneity of variance for the 

dependent variables was significant for both bullied by another student, F(4, 612) = 

3.38, p = .01 and bullied by a group of students, F(4, 612) = 5.31, p = .001, inspection 

of the P-P plots for the dependent variables showed strong linear relationships 

suggesting that the violation was modest.   

A Pillai’s Trace criterion for the combined dependent variables showed a 

significant multivariate effect of year level, F(8, 1224) = 2.64, p = .007, but not 

gender, F(2, 580 ) = 2.57, p = .08.  The results reflect strong associations between 

year level and the combined dependent variables.  An examination of the univariate 

main effect for year level on each dependent variable showed a significant individual 

contribution of year level in predicting being bullied by another student, F(4, 581) = 
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3.09, p = .02, and bullied by a group of students, F(4, 581) = 4.29, p = .02.  A 

univariate main effect was found for gender on being bullied by another student, F(1, 

581) = 5.15, p = .02, but not for being bullied by a group of students, F(1, 581) = 

1.57, p = .21.   

Post hoc analysis showed that Year 8 students experienced significantly more 

bullying by an individual student than Year 12 students, but not significantly more 

than other year levels.  Year 9 students did not differ from Years 8 through 12.  

Further, Year 8 students experienced significantly more bullying by a group of 

students than Year 10, Year 11 and Year 12 students.  Again, Year 9 students did not 

differ from other year levels. 

Examination of the marginal means showed that boys experienced 

significantly more bullying by an individual student, although there was a gradual 

decrease in their reports of this as they aged.  In contrast, there was considerable 

fluctuation for girls in relation to being bullied by another student (see Table 5).  

Boys were also more likely to be the victim of bullying by a group of students than 

girls at all year levels, excluding Year 10.  However, there was an overall decrease in 

the likelihood of victimisation by a group of students for both boys and girls with age.   

These findings suggest partial support for Hypothesis 4, as Year 8 students 

experienced significantly more bullying by individual students than students in Years 

10, 11 and 12.  However, Year 9 students did not experience significantly more 

bullying by an individual or group of students than students in any higher year level.  

In addition, Year 8 students also experienced significantly more bullying by a group 

of students than Year 10, 11 and 12 students.  Examination of the means suggested 

that although bullying was still occurring in Year 12, as students progressed through 
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high school they were less likely to experience bullying by an individual student or 

by a group of students (see Table 5).    

In terms of gender differences, girls experienced less bullying by an 

individual student and/or group of students than boys.  Moreover, both boys and girls 

reported a gradual decline in frequency of victimisation across the year levels. 

Examination of the means suggest that group bullying was greatest for girls in Year 

10. 
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Table 5 

Descriptive statistics for frequency of victimisation by gender and year level: Bullied 

by another student versus bullied by a group of students (N = 591) 

 Female Male Total 

Year Level N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Bullied by another student 

   8 53 1.55 .72 55 1.87 .75 108 1.71 .75 

   9 57 1.60 .59 62 1.68 .72 119 1.65 .68 

   10 58 1.40 .59 75 1.64 .65 133 1.52 .63 

   11 58 1.53 .73 62 1.53 .74 120 1.55 .74 

   12 51 1.43 .61 60 1.42 .62 111 1.43 .62 

   Total 277 1.50 .65 314 1.62 .71 591 1.57 .69 

Bullied by a group of students 

   8 53 1.58 .71 55 1.69 .79 108 1.65 .75 

   9 57 1.46 .65 62 1.53 .74 119 1.50 .70 

   10 58 1.45 .68 75 1.36 .58 133 1.40 .62 

   11 58 1.31 .62 62 1.42 .69 120 1.36 .65 

   12 51 1.25 .59 60 1.40 .61 111 1.34 .62 

   Total 277 1.41 .66 314 1.47 .78 591 1.45 .67 
Note. Scale 1=never, 2=sometimes, 3=often 

In summary, the experience of being bullied by an individual student or group 

of students was more likely in Years 8 and 9, with a gradual decline in incidence by 

Year 12.  Both genders were more likely to report being bullied by an individual 

student or a group in Year 8, with a similar decline in likelihood with age.  Overall, 
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boys experienced more bullying by an individual student than girls, whereas both 

genders reported similar levels of being bullied by a group of students. 

3.3.5 Hypothesis 5  

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted in order to 

test Hypothesis 5: It was expected that male students and younger students would 

experience more physical types of bullying (being hit, kicked, or threatened with 

harm), whilst female students and older students would experience more relational 

styles of bullying (being left out of things on purpose).  Further, female students and 

younger students would be more likely to experience verbal bullying (being called 

hurtful names or being teased in an unpleasant way). 

The assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance was violated with a 

Box’s M greater than p < .001.  According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), 

violations to this test are tolerated if there are equal sample sizes (p. 330).  Other than 

the six different types of bullying violation of homogeneity of variance, all other 

assumptions for MANOVA were met. 

A MANOVA was performed on the dependent variables.  The independent 

variables were year level across five levels and gender across two levels.  Descriptive 

statistics are shown in Table.6. 
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Table 6 

Descriptive Statistics for Type of Bullying Encountered by Year Level and Gender (N 

= 591) 

 Teased Names Left out Threatened Hit/kicked Other 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Year level             

   8 1.56 .67 1.75 .71 1.51 .72 1.34 .60 1.30 .57 1.13 .39 

   9 1.51 .67 1.66 .73 1.29 .56 1.29 .56 1.30 .56 1.12 .39 

   10 1.42 .64 1.50 .65 1.26 .55 1.23 .52 1.20 .49 1.07 .33 

   11 1.40 .64 1.37 .64 1.22 .54 1.19 .29 1.12 .40 1.04 .27 

   12 1.26 .53 1.26 .55 1.20 .48 1.20 .28 1.14 .42 1.10 .40 

Gender             

   Male 1.44 .66 1.51 .69 1.28 .59 1.29 .58 1.29 .57 1.10 .39 

   Female 1.43 .62 1.50 .67 1.30 .58 1.21 .47 1.12 .38 1.08 .33 

   Total 1.43 .64 1.51 .68 1.29 .58 1.25 .53 1.21 .50 1.09 .36 
Note. Scale 1 = never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often 

Using a Pillai’s Trace Criterion, significant multivariate effects were found for 

year level, F(24, 2316) = 2.40, p = .001 and gender, F(6, 576) = 4.00, p = .001, 

suggesting that year level and gender influence the type of bullying reported by 

students.  However, there was no significant interaction between gender and year 

level.   

Due to the number of comparisons, a Bonferroni correction was applied to 

correct for family wise error (.05/6 = .008) prior to examining the analyses for 

univariate effects (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1996).  Examination of the 
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univariate effects showed that year level influenced “being teased in an unpleasant 

way” (p = .006), “called hurtful names” (p = .001), “left out of things on purpose” (p 

= .001), and “being hit or kicked” (p = .008).  No significant univariate effect was 

found for “threatened with harm” (p = .13) or “bullying – other” (p = .16). Post-hoc 

examination showed that Year 8 students were teased significantly more than Year 12 

students, and Year 9 students were more likely to experience being hit or kicked than 

Year 11 students.  Further, each successive year level experienced fewer instances of 

being called hurtful names and being left out of things on purpose than the previous 

year level.  

Examination of the univariate effects for gender showed that only being hit or 

kicked, F(6 , 576) = 4.00, p = .001 was influenced by the gender of the student, with 

male students being more likely to be hit or kicked in a bullying incident than female 

students (p = .001).  These findings suggest partial support for Hypothesis 5 as boys 

and younger students were found to be more likely to experience physical forms of 

bullying and younger students were more likely to experience verbal forms of 

bullying and relational forms of bullying.  The hypotheses that girls would experience 

more relational and verbal bullying were not supported. 

3.3.6  Hypothesis 6 

A two-way factorial analysis of variance was conducted in order to test 

Hypothesis 6: Younger students would be more likely to bully other students than 

older students.  Males were more likely to bully other students than female students. 

Although homogeneity of variance was violated (p = .001), Fmax values were between 

+3, suggesting that the violation was not severe.   
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The ANOVA was performed on the dependent variable of “have you bullied 

another student this year?”  The independent variables were year level with five 

levels and gender with two levels.  Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 7. There 

were no univariate outliers at p < .001.   

 

Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics for Reported Bullying of Other Students Gender and Year Level 

(N=591) 

 Female Male Total 

Year level N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

8 53 2.04 .81 55 2.09 1.09 108 2.06 .96 

9 57 1.86 .88 62 2.08 1.06 119 1.97 .98 

10 58 1.69 .90 75 1.83 1.02 133 1.77 .97 

11 58 1.57 .82 62 1.66 .99 120 1.62 .91 

12 51 2.22 .58 60 1.57 .89 111 1.41 .78 

Total 277 1.68 .85 314 1.84 1.02 591 1.77 .96 
Note. Scale 1 = no, 2 = yes, only once,  3 = yes, a few times, 4 = yes, lots of times 

A significant univariate main effect was found for year level, F(4, 581) = 

9.62, p = .001, suggesting a significant difference in year level on reported bullying 

of other students.  Post hoc examination showed a significant decrease in reports of 

bullying of other students as the year level increases after Year 9.  There was no 

significant difference between Year 9 and Year 8.  A significant univariate main 

effect was also found for gender, F(4, 581) = 9.62, p = .001, with males (M = 1.84) 

reporting more bullying of other students than females (M = 1.67).  Examination of 
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the means also show that boys engaged in significantly more bullying in the earlier 

years than girls, whereas girls showed an increase in reported bullying of another 

student in Year 12.  However, there was no interaction effect between year level and 

gender for reported bullying of other students.  These findings demonstrated support 

for Hypothesis 6 as younger students and males reported more frequent incidences of 

bullying than female students and older students. 

3.3.7  Hypothesis 7 

An ANOVA was conducted in order to test Hypothesis 7: It was expected that 

young students and female students would engage more frequently in “being part of a 

group bullying another student” than older students and male students. A two-way 

factorial ANOVA was performed on the dependent variable, frequency of being part 

of a group that bullied another student.  The independent variables were year level 

and gender.  A significant effect for year level on frequency of being part of a group 

that bullied another student was found, F(4, 581) = 5.11, p = .001, suggesting that the 

year level  of  a student influences the frequency of being part of a group that bullied 

another student.  Examination of the marginal means showed that younger students 

engaged more frequently in being a part of a group that bullied another student.  

There were no significant gender differences found in relation to being bullied by a 

group of students (p = .68).  However, examination of the means shows that male 

students (M = 1.95) participated more frequently in groups bullying another student 

than females (M = 1.79), see Table 8. 

 



                                                  Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  96 

Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics for Being Part of a Group that Bullied another Student  

(N = 591) 

 Female Male Total 

Year level N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

8 53 2.30 .99 55 2.00 1.25 108 2.06 .96 

9 57 2.04 1.05 62 2.10 1.34 119 1.97 .98 

10 58 1.71 .94 75 1.08 .97 133 1.77 .97 

11 58 1.60 .86 62 1.95 1.31 120 1.62 .91 

12 51 1.31 .56 60 1.92 1.06 111 1.41 .78 

Total 277 1.79 .95 314 1.95 1.18 591 1.77 .96 
Note. Scale 1 =no, 2 = once or twice, 3 = sometimes, 4 = once a week, 5 = several times a week 

A significant interaction was found for year level and gender on frequency of 

being part of a group that bullied other students, F(4, 581) = 2.81, p = .025 (see 

Figure 4).  These findings provide partial support for Hypothesis 7, as younger 

students reported greater frequency of being part of a group who bullied another 

student.  Contrary to expectations, other than for Year 8, male students were part of a 

group who bullied more frequently than female students.   
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Figure 4. Interaction of gender and year level on frequency of being part of a 

group that bullied other students. 

3.3.8  Hypothesis 8 

Multiple dichotomy analysis and crosstabs were conducted to assess 

Hypothesis 8.  It was expected that student gender and year level would be associated 

with bullying of other students for different reasons.  The independent variables were 

year level, with five levels and gender.  The dependent variable was Reasons for 

Bullying, with nine levels (do it for fun, do it because they annoyed you, do it 

because they were wimps, do it to get things or money from them, do it to show how 

tough you are, do it because the other kids were doing it, do it to get even, do it so 

you wouldn’t be picked on, and other).  

The students were given nine common reasons and asked to indicate which of 

these were valid reasons for bullying another student.  Inspection of the frequency 

table for the multiple dichotomous set indicated that “do it because they annoyed 
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you” (25.9%), closely followed by “do it to get even” (23.4%), were the most 

frequently chosen reasons (see Figure 5).   

Figure 5. Percentage of total responses to reasons for bullying. 

A crosstabs analysis was used to identify any differences across gender and 

year level in reasons for bullying.  Examination of the results showed a significant 

difference between year levels for “do it because they were wimps”, χ
2
(4) = 10.29, p 

= .036 and “do it so you wouldn’t be picked on”, χ
2
(4) = 15.83, p = .003. 

Examination of gender differences within year level showed distinct differences 

across reasons by gender by year level (see Table 9).  Year 8 boys were more likely 

to bully for fun, whilst Year 8 girls were more likely to bully to get even.  Further, 

Year 8 students were significantly more likely to bully to avoid being bullied 

themselves than all other year levels. 

Year 9 boys were more likely to bully than girls if they thought the other 

student was a wimp, to show how tough they were, or to avoid being bullied.  In 

contrast to the Year 9 boys, the Year 9 girls were no more likely to bully other 
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students if they annoyed them, to get even, or for other reasons.  Year 10 boys were 

more likely to bully for fun, because the other student was a wimp, and to show how 

tough they were.  Year 10 girls were no more likely to bully for any specific reason 

than the Year 10 boys.  Both Year 9 and 10 students were more likely to bully other 

students they considered to be wimps than any other year level.  In contrast to Year 

11 girls, the Year 11 boys were more likely to bully if they considered the other 

student to be a wimp, or because the other kids were doing it.  Year 12 boys were 

more likely to bully to get even than Year 12 girls.      
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Table 9 

Gender and Year Level Differences in Reasons for Engaging in Bullying of Other Students (N = 591) 

 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 

Reasons 

Boy 

% 

Girl 

% 

Total 

% 

Boy 

% 

Girl 

% 

Total 

% 

Boy 

% 

Girl 

% 

Total 

% 

Boy 

% 

Girl 

% 

Total 

% 

Boy 

% 

Girl 

% 

Total 

% 

Do it fun 17.6
a
 6.5 24.1 17.6 10.9 29.0 18.8

a
 7.5 26.4 19.2 12.5 31.7 15.3 9.9 27.6 

They annoy you 38.9 35.2 75.0 40.3 41.2 81.5 36.8 33.1 67.5 40.0
a
 28.3 74.8 38.7 36.0 73.1 

They’re wimps 11.1 5.6 17.0 14.3
a
 5.9 20.2

b
 15.0

a
 5.3 20.0

b
 7.5 4.2 11.1 3.6 4.5 15.6 

Get money etc 6.5 1.9 8.0 5.9
a
 0.8 7.3 8.3 2.3 10.0 4.2 1.7 5.6 2.7 4.5 7.0 

Show how tough 8.3 4.6 12.5 10.1
a
 2.5 12.1 15.0

a
 4.5 19.3 7.5 4.2 11.9 6.3 9.0 14.8 

Other kids do it 12.0 7.4 18.8 14.3 9.2 22.6 14.3 6.0 19.3 13.3
a
 5.8 19.8 8.1 8.1 17.4 

To get even 26.9 37.0
a
 63.4 31.1 31.9 62.1 39.1 30.8 69.3 35.0 31.7 66.7 40.5

a
 26.1 67.0 

Wouldn’t be picked on 19.4 25.0 42.9
b
 21.0

a
 9.2 29.8 22.6 13.5 35.0 10.8 8.3 19.8 14.4 14.4 29.6 

Other reason 14.8 21.3 35.7 14.3 16.0 29.0 11.3 11.3 22.9 10.8 14.2 24.6 15.3 35.1 26.1 
Note. a gender difference within year level; b difference between year levels
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3.3.9  Hypothesis 9 

A between-groups MANOVA was used to assess Hypothesis 9.  The 

independent variable was year level, with five levels, and the four dependent 

variables were beliefs about bullying (beliefs), perceived coping in bullying situations 

(coping), interpersonal self-efficacy (IPSE), and outcome expectancies in relation to 

bullying incidents.  Of the 618 original respondents one respondent was excluded as 

his/her year level was unknown.   

Removal of fifteen multivariate outliers improved normality and linearity (N = 

602).  A significant Box’s M, F(1.839, 40) = 74.70, p = .001 suggested that the 

assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance was violated.  However, 

MANOVA is fairly robust to violations of this assumption where sample sizes are 

equal and the number of cases greater than 30 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  All other 

assumptions for this test were met. 

A Pillai’s Trace criterion for the combined dependent variables showed that 

they were significantly affected by year level, F(16, 2268) = 4.06, p = .001.  The 

results reflect strong associations between year level and the combined dependent 

variables.  Due to the number of comparisons, a Bonferroni Correction was applied to 

control for error rate (.05/4 = .0125).  An examination of the univariate main effect 

for each dependent variable indicated that control, F(4, 567) = 11.14, p = .001, IPSE, 

F(4, 567) = 4.09, p = .003, and outcome expectancies, F(4, 567) = 3.27, p = .01, were 

all significantly influenced by year level.  In contrast, coping was not influenced by 

changes in year level (p = .20).  Examination of the means suggest that perceived 

control and IPSE increased as year level increased (see Table 10). 
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Table 10 

Mean Differences across Year Level in Control, Coping, Interpersonal Self-efficacy 

and Outcome Expectancies (N = 584) 

 Control Coping 

Interpersonal self-

efficacy 

Outcome 

expectancies 

Year 

level N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

8 100 29.52 7.44 100 35.31 9.18 100 59.87 13.54 100 44.15 9.74 

9 120 29.46 6.43 120 34.55 7.62 120 62.34 12.17 120 41.85 8.10 

10 130 30.59 7.22 130 34.63 8.89 130 64.04 11.59 130 39.71 9.60 

11 121 31.79 5.64 121 35.46 7.73 121 66.67 11.25 121 42.41 8.41 

12 113 34.05 4.72 113 36.90 7.23 113 66.02 11.88 113 43.44 7.62 

Total 584 31.09 6.56 584 35.35 8.16 584 63.95 12.79 584 41.69 8.79 

 

3.3.10 Hypothesis 10 

A between-groups MANOVA was performed on the four Bystander Roles 

(Bully, Reinforcer/Assistant, Outsider, and Defender).  The independent variable was 

year level, with five levels. Of the 618 original respondents, one respondent was 

excluded as his/her Year level was unknown, and a further 21 were excluded due to 

missing data points in the bystander roles (N = 600).   

There was one univariate outlier and five cases identified as having a 

significant multivariate outlier with Mahalanobis Distance scores greater than critical, 

χ
2
(4) = 18.467, p < .001.  Removal of the cases improved normality and linearity, so 

they were left out (N = 590).  Levene’s tests for univariate homogeneity of variance 

for the dependent variables were non-significant for bully, F(4, 585) = 1.87, p = .11, 

outsider, F(4, 585) = 1.89, p = .11, and defender, F(4, 585) = 1.17, p = .32.  However, 
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a significant value was found for reinforcer/assistant, F(4, 585) = 2.84, p = .02.  

Calculation of an Fmax value to determine the extent of the violation showed that 

reinforcer/assistant had a value between +3, indicating no serious violation of the 

assumption.  All other assumptions of the MANOVA were met. 

With the use of a Pillai’s Trace criterion, the combined dependent variables 

were significantly affected by year level, F(16, 234) = 2.89, p = .001.  Due to the 

number of comparisons, a Bonferroni Correction was applied to control for error rate 

to each variable (.05/3 = .016).  An examination of the univariate main effect for each 

dependent variable indicated that bully, F(4, 585) = 5.42, p = .001, and 

reinforcer/assistant, F(4, 585) = 5.67, p = .001, were significantly different across 

year levels.  In contrast, the role of defender (p = .03) was not significantly different 

across year levels at the adjusted alpha level.  Examination of the means reflect the 

gradual decline in both bullying and reinforcer behaviours as students age.  They also 

show the trend toward increasing defender behaviours (see Table 11). 

 

Table 11 

Mean Differences across Year Levels in Bystander Roles (N = 596) 

 Bully Reinforcer Defender 

Year level N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

8 105 6.57 2.29 105 7.28 2.73 105 6.56 2.30 

9 122 6.19 2.29 122 6.70 2.36 122 6.73 2.33 

10 135 6.20 2.32 135 7.01 2.58 135 6.93 2.68 

11 123 5.69 2.13 123 6.28 2.17 123 7.07 2.42 

12 111 5.32 2.25 111 5.97 1.98 111 7.55 2.46 
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These findings suggest partial support for Hypothesis 10 as bullying 

behaviours and reinforcer behaviours decrease as the students progress through 

school.  The increase in means for defender behaviour would suggest a trend in 

increased defender behaviour with progression through school, however, these 

changes were not significant.  

 

3.4 Discussion 

In order to investigate developmental and gender trends in bullying behaviour 

and victimisation, a number of hypotheses were tested.  First, this study looked at 

differences in reported occurrences and experiences of victimisation by individual 

and groups of students across year level and gender.  In addition, reported bullying of 

other students, and reasons why a student might bully another student were compared 

by year level and gender.  Finally, participation in different bystander roles was 

compared across year levels and gender to determine whether developmental 

differences in likelihood to participate in the different roles change as a function of 

age and/or gender. 

3.4.1 Hypothesis 1 

It was hypothesized that younger students would report being picked on by 

other students more frequently than older students; further, female students would 

report being picked on more frequently than male students. Partial support for the 

prediction that younger students would report being picked on more often than older 

students was found.  Findings suggest that older students, who had progressed 

through school, were less likely to be picked on.  No support was found for the 
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prediction that female students would report a greater frequency of being picked on 

than male students.  However, the trends suggested that the frequency of being picked 

on declined after Year 9 for boys, only to increase again in Year 12.  Girls reported a 

decline in being picked on after Year 8, followed by an increase in frequency in Year 

10 and a subsequent decline.  Whilst the age differences were consistent with past 

literature (Rigby, 1996), the gender differences were not.  Much of the past literature 

leads us to believe that being picked on in school (or bullied) decreases dramatically 

after Year 9 for both genders.  However, the present findings suggest that there are 

peaks and troughs at differing points in time for boys and girls throughout their 

school lives, with the most interesting being the increase in Year 12 for boys but not 

girls.  The different findings across studies may also be attributable to perceived 

meaning of the term “picked on”.  Whilst the term “picked on” is an Australian term 

that is often used in place of the term “bullying”, being picked on may not be viewed 

as negatively as being bullied by some students.  Therefore, the older male students 

may have felt less threatened by this term than the word bullied.  On the other hand, it 

may be that as male students reach Year 12 they are once again jostling for position 

in the peer hierarchy as they traverse another significant transitional stage; that of 

completing formalised schooling and entering the workforce. 

3.4.2 Hypothesis 2 

It was proposed that older students would perceive the school environment to 

be safer from bullying than younger students, and female students would perceive the 

school to be safer than male students.  Partial support was found for Hypothesis 2, as 

older students perceived the school to be safer from bullying than younger students, 

however, gender differences in the perception of school safety were non-significant.   
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Rigby and Slee’s (1995) Australian study showed that whilst less than 20% of 

students felt the school was a safe place from victimisation all the time, and slightly 

less than 70% of students usually felt safe, only about 10% to 12% of students 

expressed concerns about the school hardly ever or never being safe.  Outcomes from 

this study suggest that perceived safety from bullying at school has changed 

somewhat since Rigby and Slee’s study. Less than 10% of students perceived school 

as safe all of the time, whereas approximately 60% of students perceived school to be 

safe from bullying most of the time; both have decreased since previous findings.  

More importantly, almost 30% of students perceived school to be hardly ever or 

never safe from bullying; a substantial increase on previous findings.  

Closer examination of the trends suggested that male students perceived the school to 

be safer from bullying than female students in Year 8 and Year 9. There were no 

gender differences in Years 10, 11 and 12. These findings are interesting, as 

traditionally male students were thought to be at greater risk of bullying  (Rigby, 

1996).  Rigby’s (1996) research found that boys expressed slightly more concerns 

about safety than girls at each year level.  The current findings, however, with respect 

to gender differences, are non-significant.  These findings point to younger, female 

students feeling less safe in relation to bullying at school.  This may be a function of 

the types of victimisation received by students who are bullied, or a result of social 

changes in gender relational behaviour over the past decade (Pepler & Craig, 1995).  

Given that the percentage of students who feel the school is a safe place from 

bullying has also decreased, this suggests that these findings may well reflect social 

changes.  
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3.4.3 Hypothesis 3 

Older students would be more likely to believe that teachers are interested in 

stopping bullying than younger students; female students would be more likely to 

believe that teachers are interested in stopping bullying than male students. 

Support was found for Hypothesis 3, as significant differences were found for gender 

and age in relation to students’ perceptions that teachers were interested in stopping 

bullying.  Specifically, older students were more likely to perceive that teachers were 

interested in stopping bullying than younger students and female students were more 

likely to perceive teachers to be interested in stopping bullying than male students.  

Research has shown that teachers are concerned about school bullying (Keogh 

& Rigby, 1996), yet it appears that students, particularly younger ones, do not 

perceive that teachers are interested in controlling bullying.  This difference of 

perception may arise due to actual intervention compared to the desire to intervene or 

stop bullying by teachers.  Actual intervention is an overt behaviour and can be 

interpreted by students as a desire to stop school bullying (Rigby, 1996).  In contrast, 

teachers may be concerned about bullying and want to stop it, but may not feel they 

have the appropriate skills to do so.  Therefore, concern (whether verbalised or not), 

that is not acted upon, may be interpreted by students as teachers not wanting to stop 

bullying.  Perceptions in relation to the desire or capacity to stop bullying by teaching 

staff would influence the perception of the school as being a safe place from bullying. 

3.4.4 Hypothesis 4 

It was hypothesised that the frequency of bullying experienced by students in 

high schools would differ across year level and genders; specifically, that younger 

students and boys would experience more bullying by an individual student than 
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female and older students.  Further, female and younger students would experience 

more bullying by a group of students than male and older students.  

Partial support was found for Hypothesis 4.  Whilst individual bullying was 

still occurring at all year levels, there was a gradual decline as year level increased.  

In addition, bullying by groups still remained; however, the decline was more 

significant as students aged.  That is, as students got older they were less likely to 

experience bullying by either an individual student or a group of students.  Bullying 

by an individual student was most predominant in Year 8 for both boys and girls.   

These findings are somewhat consistent with past literature.  Although still 

present in Year 12, reported bullying appears to decline as students’ progress through 

school.  Moreover, boys were more likely to be the victim of bullying by an 

individual student than girls.  Both findings are consistent with Rigby’s (1996) 

previous research.  However, boys were no less likely than girls to be the victim of 

bullying by a group of students, which contrasts with previous findings that girls 

report more bullying by a group than boys (Rigby, 1996).   

Social change may also account for the changes in group bullying, as it may 

be a function of gang culture that appears to be growing both overseas and in 

Australia (Australian Research Alliance for Children and Youth, 2007).  Future 

research could explore these cultural influences on how bullying manifests itself 

and/or changes and the possible effects of gang culture on bullying. 

3.4.5 Hypothesis 5 

This research expected to find that male students and younger students would 

experience more physical types of bullying (i.e., being hit, kicked or threatened with 

harm) and that female students and older students would experience more relational 
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styles of bullying (i.e., being left out of things on purpose).  Further, female students 

and younger students would be more likely to experience verbal bullying (i.e., being 

called hurtful names or teased in an unpleasant way). 

Consistent age differences were found for type of bullying experienced.  

However, there were few gender differences evident.  Younger students were found 

to experience more physical and relational bullying than older students.  Specifically, 

younger students were more likely to be teased, hit or kicked, called hurtful names 

more often, and left out of things on purpose.  

In terms of gender differences, male students were more likely to be hit or 

kicked in a bullying incident than female students.  There were no differences in the 

experience of relational bullying.  These results suggest partial support for 

Hypothesis 5 as boys and younger students were found to be more likely to 

experience physical forms of bullying, and younger students were more likely to 

experience verbal forms of bullying and relational forms of bullying.  The hypothesis 

that girls would experience more relational and verbal bullying was not supported.  

These findings in relation to gender are in line with those found by Rigby (1996), 

excluding the relational forms of bullying.  Rigby found that boys tended to 

experience more exclusionary tactics as they aged, but their primary methods of 

bullying others were physical. Girls, however, predominantly experienced relational 

bullying at all ages.   

The findings of this research project suggest that girls were no more likely to 

be the victim of relational styles of bullying (e.g., exclusion) than boys, at all ages.  

As relational bullying is commonly experienced as exclusion from the group, this 
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increase in relational bullying experienced by boys may once again reflect the 

increasing nature of gang culture in Australia.  

3.4.6  Hypothesis 6 

It was hypothesised that younger students would be more likely to bully other 

students than older students and that males would be more likely to bully other 

students than female students.  Partial support was found for the predictions that age 

and gender influence the frequency of engaging in the bullying of another student, 

either as an individual or a group.  Findings suggested that younger students and male 

students were more likely to engage in bullying another student, than female and 

older students.  However, there were some interesting characteristics that are worthy 

of comment.  First, whilst boys do show a decline in incidence of bullying another 

student, the decline does not start until after Year 9, compared to Year 8 for girls.  

However, girls also reported an increase in bullying of other students by female 

students in Year 12 after several years of declining bullying.  As most programs 

aimed at reducing bullying behaviours focus on Year 8 and Year 9 students, these 

findings have implications for schools and anti-bullying programs. 

 3.4.7  Hypothesis 7 

This research proposed that younger students and female students would 

engage more frequently in being “part of a group bullying another student” than older 

students and male students.  Partial support was found for Hypothesis 7.  The year 

level of a student was a strong predictor of the frequency of being part of a group that 

bullies other students.  Specifically, younger students participated more frequently in 

group bullying than older students.  In contrast to expectations, female students were 

no more likely to participate in group bullying than male students.  Past research 
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(Rigby, 1986) has shown that female students tend to use relational modes of 

bullying. They were therefore more likely to bully in groups in the form of exclusion 

from the group.   

3.4.8  Hypothesis 8 

According to Hypothesis 8, it was expected that students of different genders 

and in different year levels would participate in bullying of other students for 

different reasons.  Support was found for Hypothesis 8.  Student responses suggested 

gender and year level differences in the reasons why they might bully someone.  

Overall, the most commonly reported reasons for bullying other students were 

“because they annoyed you” or “to get even”.  Significant differences were more 

notable in Year 8, 9 and 10 students. 

Some specific gender by year differences were found using cross-tabulation 

analyses on the individual items.  Year 8 boys were more likely to bully “for fun”, 

whilst Year 8 girls were more likely to bully “to get even”.  Further, Year 8 students 

were significantly more likely to bully “to avoid being bullied themselves” than all 

other year levels.  Year 9 boys were more likely to bully than girls if they “thought 

the other student was a wimp”, to “show how tough they were”, or “to avoid being 

bullied”.  In contrast, Year 9 girls were no more likely to bully than the boys.  Year 

10 boys were more likely to bully “for fun”, because “the other student was a wimp”, 

and to “show how tough they were”.  Both Year 9 and Year 10 students were more 

likely to bully “other students who they thought were wimps” than any other year 

level.  Year 11 boys were more likely to bully if they “thought the other student to be 

a wimp”, or because the “other kids were doing it” than the Year 11 girls.  Year 12 

boys were more likely to bully “to get even” than Year 12 girls.  These findings 
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suggest that students in different year levels are more likely to bully for specific 

reasons, and these reasons may also differ by gender.  Overall, reasons for bullying 

appeared to change more for boys across year levels than for girls. 

Whilst some students in all year levels and across both genders endorsed some 

reasons more than others, all reasons for bullying were evident within each year level 

and across both genders.  However, the findings suggested that some reasons may be 

more prominent than others at different developmental stages.  These differences also 

appear to be different for boy and girls within year levels and at different year levels.  

However, due to measurement issues, the significance of these differences cannot be 

determined.  If these differences were found to be significant, the implication is that 

different problematic behaviours may need to take a greater focus at different points 

in time within anti-bullying programs.  

3.4.9  Hypothesis 9 

It was expected that older students would have greater perceived control, 

coping self-efficacy, and positive outcome expectancies in relation to bullying 

incidents than younger students.  Some support was found for this hypothesis, with 

greater perception of control over bullying and higher self efficacy for interpersonal 

situations being held by older students.  In contrast to the hypotheses, there was a 

return to a negative perception of outcomes in Year 12 despite more positive 

expectancies about outcomes in bullying situations being held after Year 8.  

However, these findings appear to be in line with others that indicate an increase in 

bullying in Year 12. 
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 3.4.10  Hypothesis 10 

This research hypothesised that bystander roles would differ across year level 

and gender.  Specifically, older students would participate in fewer bullying and 

reinforcing behaviours and more defender behaviours than younger students.  Further, 

female students would participate in more defender behaviours while male students 

would participate in more bullying and reinforcer behaviours.  Partial support was 

found for this hypothesis, as trends, although not significant, were in the expected 

directions.  Specifically, students were found to engage in significantly fewer bully 

and/or bystander behaviours as they progressed through school, particularly after 

Year 10. Whilst the increase in defender behaviours did not reach significance at the 

adjusted alpha level, it suggested a trend in the expected direction.  As a result, it 

would appear that maturation influences the likelihood of the type and extent of 

behaviour students engage in. 

 

3.5  Summary of Findings 

There were clear age differences in experiences and perceptions in relation to 

bullying in schools.  Older students were less likely to be picked on, were more likely 

to perceive their school environment to be safe from bullying and were more likely to 

perceive teachers as wanting to stop bullying in their school.  Younger students 

reported a greater incidence of bullying by both individual students and groups of 

students.  Further, younger students experienced bullying by either an individual 

student or a group of students more frequently than older students. 

Male students experienced more bullying (both by an individual and a group) 

and were more likely to be picked on in their early high school years, with a decline 
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experienced after Year 9.  Interestingly, they reported an increase in victimisation in 

Year 12.  Female students reported a decline in bullying after Year 8, with an increase 

in Year 10, and a subsequent decline after Year 10.  Girls were no more likely than 

boys to engage in relational bullying, although boys reported more physical bullying 

than girls.  Girls were no more likely to perceive their school as a safe place from 

bullying than boys, although they were more likely to believe that teachers were 

interested in stopping bullying in schools. 

Whilst the reasons a student might bully another student changed across year 

levels, girls reported a steady decline in bullying other students across year levels, 

with an unexpected increase in Year 12.  Whilst the decline begins at a later age for 

boys, it is more likely to be sustained in Year 12.  Neither gender appears to be more 

likely to engage in group bullying, with both boys and girls equally as likely to be a 

group participant.   

Most students perceived themselves to have greater control over bullying as 

they progress through school.  Moreover, they reported having greater ability to deal 

effectively with social and interpersonal situations.  Interestingly, whilst students 

perceived better outcomes in relation to bullying as they got older, this reverses in 

Year 12.  Finally, students showed a maturational decline in the participation in 

bullying or reinforcer behaviours as they got older.  The trend was also evident in 

relation to increased likelihood to defend other students. 

Many of these findings are consistent with previous findings in relation to age 

and gender differences in experiences of being bullied or bullying others.  Although 

frequency of experiencing bullying and the likelihood of bullying others were greater 

for Year 8 and 9 students; it appeared to return in Year 12.   
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There appeared to be a decrease in the boundaries in relation to gender 

differences.  Boys were engaging in more relational bullying and group bullying than 

in the past, and girls engaged in more bullying than reported in the past.  In fact, 

bullying appears to have increased in terms of the number of students who reported 

experiencing it.  This could be a function of having a greater knowledge of what 

constitutes bullying behaviours, or it could be influenced by students’ acceptance and 

adaptation in relation to answering surveys.   

In the past, surveys may have been viewed with scepticism, concern or even 

fear in relation to breaches of confidentiality.  Students of the past may have refrained 

from total honesty due to concerns about presenting a socially desirable picture of 

oneself, or out of fear of being identified and labelled, perhaps even getting into 

trouble.  Today, survey research in schools is commonplace.  This may have led to a 

lack of concern about answering sensitive personal questions, or it may be that young 

people today are more open about their experiences and feelings.  These findings may 

also reflect an increased familiarity with the concept of bullying as discussed by 

Orpinas and Horne (2006).  As bullying has become a more common term, students 

may now be able to put a label to the way they have been treated. Terminology may 

also influence a student’s likelihood of responding to questions.  For example, older 

students were more likely to identify being picked on than bullied, yet functionally 

they are the same thing.  This may be a reflection of the student’s cognitive processes 

of seeing ‘being picked on’ as the lesser of two evils of undesired peer interaction.  It 

may be less socially desirable to identify themselves as being bullied than picked on.  

Finally, the changes may reflect an increase in gang culture in Australia (Australian 

Research Alliance for Children and Youth, 2007).  Despite these propositions, it 
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seems that the experience of victimisation as a result of bullying appears to have 

increased and that students are less likely than in the past to perceive their school as a 

safe place from bullying. 

 

3.6 Implications for Intervention Design 

The results of this cross-sectional study provided useful guidelines for the 

intervention design.  They hint at the skills needed to help promote student perception 

and ability to cope with bullying incidences, facilitate greater self-efficacy for 

interpersonal skills, and to promote helpful coping strategies. 

Perception of negative outcomes in relation to bullying by students was 

influenced by the confidence level of students to effectively deal with challenging 

interpersonal situations. Therefore, developing skills shown to increase interpersonal 

self efficacy (e.g., assertiveness, social problem solving, coping strategies and self 

awareness) should result in an increased belief about positive outcomes for bullying 

and ability to cope if bullied.  As such, programs should include topics such as 

assertiveness skills training, choice of coping strategy, social problem solving, self 

awareness, and awareness of what constitutes bullying behaviour.  An increase in 

these skills should result in increased interpersonal self efficacy, less likelihood of 

becoming a victim, and thus greater likelihood to take on a defender role for someone 

else. 

 



                                                  Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  118. 

Chapter Four: Study Two 

Predicting Bullying using Social Cognitive Variables 

 

4.0 Overview 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether Bandura’s (1986) social 

cognitive theory provided a workable theoretical basis for understanding bullying 

behaviour.  Factors such as the school ethos and policies in relation to bullying, along 

with modelling by other students, teachers, and principals are all known to play an 

environmental role (Orpinas & Horne, 2006).  Other known factors include 

perception of support and general well-being and behavioural styles such as a 

student’s coping style and interpersonal skills (Orpinas & Horne, 2006).  More 

importantly, these factors are reciprocal as they influence and are influenced by a 

student’s perception of control over a bullying situation and their beliefs about the 

likely outcome of a bullying situation.   

Students who are victimised often believe they have little control over being 

bullied, do not have the skills to cope with bullying and may experience symptoms of 

anxiety and depression as a result (Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Rigby, 2003b; Wolke, 

Woods, Bloomfield, & Karstadt, 2001).  These students may have a low self-efficacy 

for interpersonal situations and therefore may avoid social contact with other 

students, thus decreasing their available social networks (Veenstra et al., 2005).  

Further, previous experiences may also influence the belief that they can do little 

about their situation, that others may not help them and that school is an unsafe place 

for students who are bullied. 
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In contrast, a student who bullies other students and perceives that he or she is 

able to “get away with it” is reinforced for their behaviour, and is thus more likely to 

repeat this behaviour (Orpinas & Horne, 2006).  They may often attempt to influence 

the behaviour of other students by encouraging them to join in.  Bullies often employ 

poor coping strategies and experience symptoms of anxiety and depression.  These 

students often have large social networks that may be built on coercion and power 

rather than friendships.  According to Bandura (1986), environmental factors, 

personal factors (e.g., thoughts and feelings) and behavioural factors are all reciprocal 

and define how human agency operates.  This enables the development of a 

theoretical explanation of bullying behaviour and from these concepts measurable 

social cognitive variables can be discerned.  For this research, the previous literature 

pointed to the social cognitive variables of self-efficacy (Cowie, 2000), relationship 

goals and expectancies about the outcome of bullying (Bandura, 1999a), along with 

social support (Boulton & Chau, 1998), general psychological well-being (Rigby, 

2003b) and coping skills (Bijttebier & Vertommen, 1998).  These have been shown to 

be important factors to examine in relation to predictors of bullying and victimisation.      

 

4.1 Main Aims and Hypotheses 

As the literature suggests, social cognitive theory (SCT) has much to offer in 

providing an understanding of the predictors associated with peer victimisation and 

the potential negative psychological outcomes which emerge as a consequence.  

Given that there are different pathways by which bullying and peer victimisation 

affect an individual, it is of interest to test the social cognitive model presented in 
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order to examine whether the established social cognitive variables can predict the 

various outcomes.   

The main aim of this study was to test the predictive ability of the social 

cognitive variables of interpersonal self-efficacy (IPSE), expectancies about control 

over outcomes of bullying (outcome expectancies), and relational goals (goals), plus 

the variables of coping (coping), social support (support) and psychological well-

being (GHQ) in relation to a variety of outcomes.  These outcomes included 

frequency of being bullied by other student(s), being bullied by an individual student 

or group of students, being able to respond and stop students from bullying you, the 

perception of school as a safe place, having bullied another student and whether the 

student has been a part of a group that bullied another student.  To help identify the 

predictive ability of specific variables from social cognitive theory, the following 

hypotheses were proposed: 

1. Interpersonal self-efficacy, outcome expectancies, relational goals, coping, 

social support and psychological well-being will predict:  

(a) The frequency of being bullied by another student. 

(b) The likelihood of being bullied by another student. 

(c) The likelihood of being bullied by a group of students. 

(d) A student’s ability to respond and stop students from bullying. 

(e) The perception of school as a safe place from bullying. 

(f) The likelihood of bullying another student this year. 

(g) The likelihood of being part of a group that picks on another student. 
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4.2 Overview of Analyses 

This study comprised a series of seven hierarchical regression analyses.  The 

analyses were conducted using SPSS.  Prior to conducting the analyses, negatively 

worded items were re-coded so that high scores represented the most positive 

responses for all variables, excluding coping and psychological well-being.  A high 

response on the coping scale indicated a greater use of negative coping strategies, 

additionally a high score on psychological well-being reflected poorer psychological 

well-being. 

4.2.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics were obtained for the independent and dependent 

variables (see Table 12) and the reliability of the scales was then addressed (see 

Chapter 2).  Correlations were computed to determine the simple linear relationships 

between the independent and dependent variables (see Table 13). 
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Table 12 

Descriptive Statistics for Outcome Variables and Predictor Variables (N=618) 

  Mean SD 

Outcome variables   

Frequency of being bullied by other student(s) 5.20 1.16 

Bullied by an individual student 2.57 .61 

Bullied by a group of students 2.68 .56 

Ability to stop bullying      1.73 .62 

School is a safe place from bullying 2.19 .65 

Bullied another student  1.47 .76 

Been part of a group that bullied another student  2.36 1.26 

Predictor variables   

   Interpersonal self-efficacy (IPSE) 64.38 10.33 

   Outcome expectancies 45.41 6.93 

   Relational goals (GOALS) 31.73 8.18 

   Coping (Cope) 34.43 4.43 

   Social support (Support) 15.64 4.42 

   Well-being (GHQ) 21.88 5.77 
Note. SD = Standard deviation   
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Table 13 

Correlation matrix of the independent and dependent variables 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. Frequency of being bullied by 

other student(s) 1.00 -.15** -.22** .06 -.09** .73** .70** .21** -.15** -.13** -.05 .06 -.23** .11** -.00 

2. Ability to stop bullying  1.00 -.07* .00 .02 -.14** -.10* -.35** -.00 .10** .10** -.08* .15** .10** .01 

3. Bullied another student    1.00 .07* .15** -.23** -.21** .06* -.08* -.07* .14** -.03 .07* -.13** -.00 

4. Been part of a group that bullied    1.00 -.07* .06 .01 .03 -.01 -.10** .08* .01 .01 -.04 -.13** 

5. School is a safe place from bullying     1.00 -.05 -.10** -.03 .00 -.01 .11** -.05 .07* -.04 .09** 

6. Bullied by an individual student      1.00 .56** .19** -.07* -.09** -.07* .07* -.17** .10** .02 

7. Bullied by a group of students       1.00 .17** -.11** -.09** -.08** .08* -.20** .11** -.04 

8. Interpersonal self-efficacy (IPSE)        1.00 -.06 -.14** -.10** .18** -.31** -.08** -.00 

9. Outcome expectancies         1.00 .45** -.09** .16** .09** .01 -.11** 

10. Goals          1.00 -.16** .25** .12** .19** -.05 

11. Coping (COPE)           1.00 -.18** .24** -.10** .06 

12. Social support (Support)            1.00 -.05 .34** .03 

13. Well-being (GHQ)             1.00 .09** .05 

14. Gender              1.00 .02 

15. Year level               1.00 
Note. * p< 0.05.**p< 0.01.
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4.2.2 Testing the Assumptions of Multiple Regression Analysis 

The data were then tested to ensure that assumptions of a multiple regression 

analysis were met.  The ratio of cases to independent variables was ample for 

hierarchical regression due to the large sample size afforded by the study.  Prior to 

examining the relationship between the independent and dependent variable for each 

regression, the data were tested for the assumptions of normality.  Skewness and 

kurtosis values indicated normality and assumptions of linearity, homoscasdicity and 

independence of residuals were all met.  Multi-collinearity among variables was not a 

problem, as the partial regression plots indicated a modest linear relationship between 

the outcome variables and each predictor variable. 

A preliminary standard regression analysis was undertaken for each of the 

dependent variables of interest to obtain information regarding multivariate outliers.  

The data were examined for outliers, which were removed as necessary.  

Mahalanobis distance points were calculated and examined, and where appropriate, 

removed (see Table 14).  Cook’s distance values were inspected to identify any 

multivariate points of influence.  No scores appeared to deviate from the majority of 

cases.  As a result, the remaining data points were left in the analyses. 
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Table 14  

Mahalanobis Distance points greater than critical, χ
2
(5) = 20.52, p < .001 

Dependent variable 

Case 

# 

Frequency 

of being 

bullied  

Bullied by an 

individual  

Bullied by a 

group 

Ability to 

stop 

bullying      

School is a 

safe place  

Bullied 

another 

student 

Been part of 

a group that 

bullied  

39 29.59 29.59 29.59 29.40 31.20 29.59 29.59 

40 30.90 30.90 30.90 31.26 30.61 30.90 30.90 

41 25.19 25.19 25.19 25.82 24.99 25.19 25.19 

44 21.48 21.48 21.48 21.93 21.29 21.48 21.48 

45 21.51 21.51 21.51 21.49 21.36 21.51 21.51 

173 43.92 43.92 43.92 43.66 44.23 43.92 43.92 

292 21.74 21.74 21.74 21.84 21.55 21.74 21.74 

309 27.59 27.59 27.59 27.43 27.50 27.59 27.59 

432 24.88 24.88 24.88 25.22 24.68 24.88 24.88 

618 28.77 28.77 28.77 28.58 28.76 28.77 28.77 

 

4.2.3 Predictors of Victimisation 

Inspection of the correlations (see Table 13) showed that all social cognitive 

predictors were significantly related to each of the outcome variables of victimisation.  

Results of a principal axis factor analysis identified that each of the predictor 

variables was unique, with eigenvalues greater than one (see Chapter 2). 

To control for the effects of demographic variables, gender and year level 

were entered at Step 1.  The social cognitive predictor variables of perceived 

interpersonal self-efficacy, beliefs about the expected outcome of bullying, and 
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relational goals were entered at Step 2.  Based on current knowledge, the predictor 

variables of social support and coping are thought to have the most significant effect 

in relation to bullying outcomes.  As such, these variables were entered at Step 3 in 

order to determine an actual effect for the social cognitive predictor variables without 

the influence of the shared variance.  Psychological well-being was entered at Step 4.  

 

4.3 Results 

4.3.1 Prediction of the Frequency of Being Bullied by another Student or Group 

of Students from Social Cognitive Variables 

A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine the 

effects of IPSE, outcome expectancies, goals, coping, support and psychological 

well-being on frequency of being bullied by another student or group of students.  Six 

outliers were detected when looking at frequency of being bullied by another student 

or group of students.  Each case was removed to determine its effects on the 

distribution.  Removal did not significantly affect the variance explained in the 

regression analysis, thus these cases were left in the data set.  

The multiple R for regression at Step 1 was significantly different from zero, 

F(2, 541) = 24.40, p < .001, with gender and year level accounting for 8.3% of the 

variability.  Step 2 was also significantly different from zero, F(5, 538) = 24.19, p <    

.001, with IPSE and outcome expectancies accounting for an additional 10.1% of 

variability.  In contrast, goals did not make a significant contribution to explaining 

the variability.  An additional .3% of the variability was accounted for at Step 3, F(7, 

536) = 17.52, p < .001.  However, neither coping nor social support contributed 

significantly to predicting the frequency of being bullied by another student or group 
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of students.  The addition of psychological well-being at Step 4 accounted for an 

additional 2% of the variance, F(8, 535) = 16.83, p < .001.  Collectively, the model at 

Step 4 accounted for 20.2% of the variability in predicting frequency of being bullied 

by another student or group of students (see Table 15). 

When the influence of all predictors was taken into account only year level, 

outcome expectancies in relation to control over bullying outcomes, interpersonal 

self-efficacy and psychological well-being emerged as significant predictors of 

frequency of being bullied by another student or group of students. 
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Table 15 

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of how often you have been 

bullied by another student or group of students (N = 558) 

Block variables B SE B ß t value Sig.  

Step 1        

 Grade – Year Level .28 .04 .28 6.76 .000  

 Gender .21 .11 .08 1.84 .066  

Step 2        

 Grade – Year Level .23 .04 .23 5.84 .000  

 Gender .14 .10 .05 1.33 .182  

 IPSE .03 .01 .30 7.67 .000  

 Outcome Expectancies -.04 .01 -.11 -2.69 .007  

 Relational Goals -.00 .01 -.02 -.52 .600  

Step 3        

 Grade – Year Level .23 .04 .23 5.71 .000  

 Gender .13 .11 .05 1.18 .235  

 IPSE .03 .01 .31 7.43 .000  

 Outcome Expectancies -.04 .01 -.12 -2.95 .003  

 Relational Goals -.01 .01 -.04 -.95 .341  

 Coping .01 .01 .05 1.31 .189  

 Social Support .00 .01 .01 .25 .797  

Step 4        

 Grade – Year Level .25 .04 .25 6.27 .000  

 Gender .16 .11 .06 1.45 .148  

 IPSE .03 .01 .27 6.47 .000  

 Outcome Expectancies -.04 .01 -.12 -2.80 .005  

 Relational Goals -.01 .01 -.04 -.92 .355  

 Coping .01 .01 .07 1.70 .089  

 Social Support .00 .01 .01 .17 .864  

 GHQ Score -.02 .01 -.13 -3.15 .002  

                 R
2
 = .65  

    Adjusted R
2
 = .62  
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4.3.2 Prediction of Being Bullied by an Individual Student from Social Cognitive 

Variables 

SPSS hierarchical regression was used to analyse the predictors of being 

bullied by another student.  Predictors were IPSE, outcome expectancies, goals, 

coping, social support and psychological well-being.  Gender and year level made a 

small but significant contribution at Step 1, F(2, 541) = 7.13, p < .01, accounting for a 

modest 3% of the variance in being bullied by another student.  At Step 2, IPSE made 

an additional 1% contribution, F(5, 538) = 4.05, p < .01.  Outcome expectancies and 

goals did not significantly contribute to the model at this step.  Coping and social 

support were entered at Step 3, F(7, 536) = 2.95, p < .01, but neither variable added a 

unique contribution to the analysis.  At the final step of this model, psychological 

well-being accounted for a further 1.3% of the variance in being bullied by another 

student, F(8, 535) = 3.53, p < .001.     

Overall, with all predictors taken into account, gender, year level, 

interpersonal self-efficacy and psychological well-being were found to add unique 

contributions after the shared variance in predicting being bullied by another student.  

Collectively, the predictor variables accounted for only 5.1% of variability in the 

outcome variable. 
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Table 16 

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of being bullied by another 

student (N = 571) 

Block variables B SE B ß t value Sig.  

Step 1        

 Grade – Year Level .11 .03 .13 3.05 .002  

 Gender .22 .09 .09 2.26 .024  

Step 2        

 Grade – Year Level .09 .04 .11 2.55 .011  

 Gender .20 .09 .09 2.09 .037  

 IPSE .01 .00 .10 2.30 .022  

 Outcome Expectancies -.00 .01 -.00 -.04 .968  

 Relational Goals -.00 .01 -.02 -.54 .591  

Step 3        

 Grade – Year Level .09 .04 .11 2.50 .013  

 Gender .21 .10 .09 2.00 .046  

 IPSE .01 .00 .11 2.30 .022  

 Outcome Expectancies -.00 .01 -.01 -.20 .838  

 Relational Goals -.00 .01 -.03 -.68 .495  

 Coping .01 .01 .03 .68 .495  

 Social Support -.00 .01 -.00 -.07 .941  

Step 4        

 Grade – Year Level .11 .04 .13 3.00 .003  

 Gender .23 .10 .10 2.23 .026  

 IPSE .01 .00 .07 1.56 .119  

 Outcome Expectancies -.00 .01 -.00 -.06 .950  

 Relational Goals -.00 .01 -.03 -.66 .513  

 Coping .01 .01 .05 1.01 .312  

 Social Support -.00 .01 -.01 -.15 .880  

 GHQ Score -.02 .01 -.12 -2.71 .007  

                 R
2
 = .15  

    Adjusted R
2
 = .11 
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4.3.3 Prediction of Being Bullied by a Group of Students from Social Cognitive 

Variables  

To determine the contribution of social cognitive variables as predictors of 

being bullied by a group of students, a hierarchical regression analysis was used.  

After controlling for the significant demographic variables, predictors included IPSE, 

outcome expectancies, goals, coping, social support and psychological well-being.  

The demographic variables of gender and year level accounted for a minor 

2.3% of the variation at Step 1, F (2,541) = 6.47, p <.002.  At Step 2, IPSE and 

outcome expectancies were found to have a significant effect, and accounted for an 

additional 5.3% of the variance in being bullied by a group of students, F(5, 538) = 

8.93, p < .001.  Goals did not make a significant contribution at this step.  The model 

at Step 3 was significant, F(7, 536) = 6.55, p < .001.  However, coping and social 

support did not account for any additional unique variance in the outcome variable.  

Psychological well-being made no individual contribution at Step 4, F(8, 535) = 6.16, 

p < .001.   

The final model indicated that year level, interpersonal self efficacy and 

outcome expectancies about control over outcomes of bullying offered the only 

unique contribution to predicting being bullied by a group of students after 

accounting for the shared variance.  Overall, this model explained 8.4% of the unique 

variance in predicting being bullied by a group of students. 
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Table 17 

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of being bullied by a group of 

students (N = 571) 

Block variables B SE B ß t value Sig.  

Step 1        

 Grade – Year Level .07 .02 .14 3.26 .001  

 Gender .09 .06 .07 1.57 .118  

Step 2        

 Grade – Year Level .06 .02 .11 2.66 .008  

 Gender .07 .06 .05 1.28 .200  

 IPSE .01 .00 .21 4.92 .000  

 Outcome Expectancies -.02 .01 -.11 -2.45 .014  

 Relational Goals -.00 .00 -.03 -.59 .554  

Step 3        

 Grade – Year Level .060 .02 .12 2.74 .006  

 Gender .09 .06 .07 1.53 .126  

 IPSE .01 .00 .23 5.03 .000  

 Outcome Expectancies -.02 .01 -.11 -2.36 .019  

 Relational Goals -.00 .00 -.02 -.44 .662  

 Coping .00 .00 .02 .48 .629  

 Social Support -.01 .01 -.05 -.98 .326  

Step 4        

 Grade – Year Level .07 .02 .13 3.05 .002  

 Gender .10 .06 .08 1.68 .094  

 IPSE .01 .00 .20 4.43 .000  

 Outcome Expectancies -.02 .01 -.10 -2.27 .024  

 Relational Goals -.00 .00 -.02 -.42 .676  

 Coping .00 .00 .03 .70 .484  

 Social Support -.01 .01 -.05 -1.04 .301  

 GHQ Score -.01 .00 -.08 -1.80 .072  

                 R
2
 = .26  

    Adjusted R
2
 = .23  
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4.3.4 Predicting Students’ Ability to Respond and Stop Students from Bullying 

them from Social Cognitive Variables 

IPSE, outcome expectancies, goals, coping, social support and psychological 

well-being were tested using hierarchical multiple regression in order to establish 

their ability to predict student perception of their ability to respond and stop other 

students from bullying them.  

When predicting students’ ability to respond and stop students bullying them, 

five univariate outliers were detected.  Removal made little difference to the 

outcomes.  However, ten data points were identified with Mahalanobis Distance 

points greater than critical, χ
2
(5) = 20.52, p < .001 (see Table 14).  These points were 

subsequently removed from the analyses. The multiple R for regression at Step 1 was 

significantly different from zero, F(2, 533) = 4.30, p < .01 with year level making a 

unique 2% contribution.  A significant 8% of variability was accounted for at Step 2.  

However, only IPSE made a unique contribution, F(5, 530) = 10.69, p < .001.  

Coping and social support did not add any additional contribution to the variance at 

Step 3, F(7, 528) = 7.66, p < .001.  Psychological well-being was added in the final 

step, F(8, 527) = 6.78, p < .001.  However, it also failed to add to the predictive value 

of the regression analysis (see Table 13). 

Of all the predictor variables entered, only year level and IPSE added unique 

variance to predicting ability to respond and stop students from bullying. However, 

the initial contribution of year level was negligible at Step 3.  Together, these two 

variables accounted for 9.2% of the variance in predicting ability to respond and stop 

students from bullying.   
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Table 18 

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of ability to respond and stop 

students of your own age bullying you (N = 569) 

Block variables B SE B ß t value Sig.  

Step 1        

 Grade – Year Level -.06 .02 -.12 -2.84 .005  

 Gender -.05 .06 -.03 -.77 .441  

Step 2        

 Grade – Year Level -.03 .02 -.06 -1.39 .167  

 Gender -.012 .06 -.01 -.28 .780  

 IPSE -.02 .00 -.27 -6.19 .000  

 Outcome Expectancies -.01 .01 -.07 -1.68 .094  

 Relational Goals .00 .00 .03 .73 .468  

Step 3        

 Grade – Year Level -.03 .02 -.06 -1.44 .150  

 Gender -.03 .06 -.02 -.40 .687  

 IPSE -.02 .00 -.27 -6.01 .000  

 Outcome Expectancies -.02 .01 -.08 -1.74 .082  

 Relational Goals .00 .00 .02 .44 .662  

 Coping .00 .00 .02 .35 .728  

 Social Support .00 .01 .02 .44 .657  

Step 4        

 Grade – Year Level -.03 .02 -.07 -1.58 .116  

 Gender -.03 .06 -.02 -.47 .637  

 IPSE -.02 .00 -.26 -5.58 .000  

 Outcome Expectancies -.02 .01 -.08 -1.78 .075  

 Relational Goals .00 .00 .02 .44 .662  

 Coping .00 .00 .01 .25 .805  

 Social Support .00 .01 .02 .46 .646  

 GHQ Score .00 .00 .04 .80 .424  

                 R
2
 = .29  

    Adjusted R
2
 = .25  
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4.3.5 Prediction of Perception of School as a Safe Place from Social Cognitive 

Variables 

The social cognitive predictor variables outlined in the study were again 

entered into a multiple regression analysis in order to predict students’ perception of 

school as a safe place.  The two demographic variables were entered at Step 1 of the 

analysis.  The multiple R was significantly different from zero, F(2, 536) = 6.41, p < 

.002 with year level predicting 2% of the variance in students’ perception of the 

school as a safe place.  At Step 2 of the regression model, IPSE, outcome 

expectancies and goals contributed 1% to explaining the variance, F(5, 533) = 3.81, p 

< .002.  Coping and social support were added at Step 3, F(7, 531) = 2.77, p < .008 

although adding little to explaining the variance.  At Step 4, psychological well-being 

added an additional 1% to explaining the variance, F(8, 530) = 3.12, p < .002.  

When the influence of the demographic and predictor variables was taken into 

account, only interpersonal self efficacy and well-being were significant predictors of 

students’ perception of school as a safe place, altogether explaining only 4.5% of 

variance.  
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Table 19 

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of perception of school as a 

safe place from bullying (N = 570) 

Block variables B SE B ß t value Sig.  

Step 1        

 Grade – Year Level -.09 .02 -.15 -3.58 .000  

 Gender .01 .07 .00 .10 .923  

Step 2        

 Grade – Year Level -.08 .03 -.14 -3.14 .002  

 Gender .04 .07 .02 .56 .573  

 IPSE -.01 .00 -.09 -1.94 .054  

 Outcome Expectancies .01 .01 .04 .80 .426  

 Relational Goals -.01 .00 -.08 -1.74 .082  

Step 3        

 Grade – Year Level -.08 .03 -.14 -3.06 .002  

 Gender .04 .07 .03 .60 .551  

 IPSE -.01 .00 -.09 -1.86 .064  

 Outcome Expectancies .01 .01 .04 .94 .348  

 Relational Goals -.01 .00 -.07 -1.35 .178  

 Coping -.00 .01 -.03 -.60 .551  

 Social Support -.00 .01 -.01 -.20 .839  

Step 4        

 Grade – Year Level -.09 .03 -.16 -3.48 .001  

 Gender .03 .07 .02 .41 .685  

 IPSE -.00 .00 -.06 -1.22 .223  

 Outcome Expectancies .01 .01 .04 .82 .413  

 Relational Goals -.01 .00 -.07 -1.38 .169  

 Coping -.00 .01 -.04 -.88 .379  

 Social Support -.00 .01 -.01 -.14 .888  

 GHQ Score .01 .01 .11 2.33 .020  

                 R
2
 = .14  

    Adjusted R
2
 = .10  
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4.3.6  Prediction of the Likelihood of Bullying another Student from Social 

Cognitive Variables 

A hierarchical regression was used to analyse the predictors of being bullied 

by another student.  In predicting frequency of bullying another student, only one 

outlier was detected.  However, removal of this outlier made little difference and it 

therefore remained in the data set.  In contrast, ten data points were identified with 

Mahalanobis Distance points greater than critical, χ
2
(5) = 20.52, p < .001 (see Table 

14).  All of these were subsequently removed.   

At the first step, IPSE emerged as a modest predictor, F(2, 540) = 19.65, p < 

.001, accounting for 7% of the variance in being bullied by another student.  Outcome 

expectancies and relational goals were entered at Step 2, F(5, 537) = 9.57, p < .001, 

and accounted for an additional 1.4% of the variance.  Coping and social support 

were added at Step 3, F(7, 535) = 8.09, p < .001, which accounted for 1.4% of the 

variation.  At the final step of this model, GHQ accounted for less than 1% of the 

variance in being bullied by another student, F(8, 534) = 6.42, p < .001.    

Overall, the variables accounted for 10.3% of variability in the dependent 

variable, with all predictors making a unique contribution in predicting likelihood of 

bullying another student after the shared variance was taken into account.  
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Table 20 

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of how often you have bullied 

another student this year (N = 571) 

Block variables B SE B ß t value Sig.  

Step 1        

 Grade – Year Level -.17 .03 -.24 -5.80 .000  

 Gender -.20 .08 -.10 -2.46 .014  

Step 2        

 Grade – Year Level -.16 .03 -.22 -5.22 .000  

 Gender -.15 .08 -.08 -1.84 .066  

 IPSE -.01 .00 -.09 -2.01 .045  

 Outcome Expectancies .00 .01 .01 .30 .765  

 Relational Goals -.01 .01 -.10 -2.17 .031  

Step 3        

 Grade – Year Level -.16 .03 -.23 -5.27 .000  

 Gender -.19 .09 -.10 -2.18 .030  

 IPSE -.01 .00 -.11 -2.55 .011  

 Outcome Expectancies .01 .01 .04 .78 .439  

 Relational Goals -.01 .01 -.07 -1.54 .125  

 Coping -.01 .01 -.12 -2.50 .013  

 Social Support .01 .01 .06 1.29 .199  

Step 4        

 Grade – Year Level -.17 .03 -.24 -5.57 .000  

 Gender -.20 .09 -.10 -2.34 .020  

 IPSE -.01 .00 -.09 -1.96 .050  

 Outcome Expectancies .01 .01 .03 .67 .501  

 Relational Goals -.01 .01 -.08 -1.57 .118  

 Coping -.02 .01 -.13 -2.73 .007  

 Social Support .01 .01 .07 1.33 .183  

 GHQ Score .01 .01 .09 2.00 .046  

                 R
2
 = .35  

    Adjusted R
2
 = .31  
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4.3.7 Prediction of Being Part of a Group that Bullied another Student from 

Social Cognitive Variables  

A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to predict whether 

a student might be part of a group that picked on another as a result of responses in 

terms of IPSE, outcome expectancies, coping, support and psychological well-being. 

Three univariate and ten multivariate outliers were detected when looking at whether 

students had been part of a group that picked on another student.  The univariate 

outliers did not significantly affect the analyses.  However, the multivariate outliers 

did significantly affect the outliers.  As a result, they were subsequently removed 

from the analyses. 

At Step 1 of the analysis, IPSE was found to have a significant effect, F(2, 

539) = 5.19, p < .01 and accounted for 2% of the variance.  Outcome expectancies 

and goals were added at Step 2 accounting for 5.4% of the variance, F(5, 536) = 8.42, 

p < .001.  Support and coping were added at Step 3, F(7, 534) = 7.66, p < .001, and 

accounted for 2% of the variance.  GHQ was added in the final step, F(8, 533) = 7.52, 

p < .001, and contributed 1% of the variance.     

Overall, the final model indicated that when the influence of all variables was 

taken into account, all the outcome variables were significant in predicting whether a 

student would bully another student.  The total model explained 10.1% of the 

variance in predicting the likelihood of being part of a group that bullied another 

student.  
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Table 21 

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis of predictors of having been part of a 

group that picked on another student (N = 564) 

Block variables B SE B ß t value Sig.  

Step 1        

 Grade – Year Level .08 .03 .11 2.68 .008  

 Gender .15 .08 .08 1.83 .068  

Step 2        

 Grade – Year Level .07 .03 .10 2.42 .016  

 Gender .07 .08 .04 .86 .392  

 IPSE .00 .00 .01 .23 .821  

 Outcome Expectancies -.00 .01 -.01 -.30 .764  

 Relational Goals .03 .01 .24 5.42 .000  

Step 3        

 Grade – Year Level .07 .03 .11 2.48 .013  

 Gender .11 .08 .06 1.28 .201  

 IPSE .00 .00 .04 .89 .372  

 Outcome Expectancies -.01 .01 -.04 -.88 .382  

 Relational Goals .02 .01 .21 4.42 .000  

 Coping .02 .01 .14 2.92 .004  

 Social Support -.01 .01 -.07 -1.38 .169  

Step 4        

 Grade – Year Level .09 .03 .13 2.93 .004  

 Gender .12 .08 .07 1.47 .141  

 IPSE .00 .00 .01 .24 .810  

 Outcome Expectancies -.01 .01 -.03 -.75 .453  

 Relational Goals .02 .01 .21 4.47 .000  

 Coping .02 .01 .15 3.22 .001  

 Social Support -.01 .01 -.07 -1.44 .151  

 GHQ Score -.01 .01 -.11 -2.46 .014  

                 R
2
 = .29  

    Adjusted R
2
 = .25  
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4.4 Summary of Findings  

SCT was used to add clarity in understanding a student’s bullying behaviour 

of another student, to help explain why a student may become a victim of bullying, 

and to understand the perceptions of safety from bullying at school.  In the past 

literature, positive coping strategies (Bijttebier & Vertommen, 1998), positive 

outcome expectancies  (Bandura, 1999a), high self efficacy for interpersonal 

situations (Cowie, 2000), and social support (Boulton & Chau, 1998; Hartup, 1996; 

Hodges et al., 1997) were all found to be predictive of bullying outcomes.  

The current study is in line with past literature in demonstrating the link 

between bullying and victimisation and social cognitive variables.  Examination of 

the analyses suggests that whilst the shared variance was considerable, there were 

some variables that were able to offer a unique contribution.  Moreover, the variables 

that contributed differed in terms of the likelihood of bullying another student or 

being bullied and perceptions of safety.  

Outcomes of this study showed that students who were not confident in 

interpersonal situations, had negative expectancies and beliefs about outcomes of 

bullying, and experienced greater psychological distress were more likely to be 

bullied by another student.  They were also found to be more frequently bullied by 

other students. Interestingly, only interpersonal self-efficacy and beliefs about the 

outcomes of bullying situations contributed to explaining the experience of being 

bullied by a group of students.  In addition, the same two variables added a unique 

contribution to understanding a student’s perception of school as being a safe place 

from bullying. 
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Interpersonal self efficacy and beliefs about outcomes of bullying situations 

were also instrumental in predicting a student’s perception of ability to stop 

themselves from being bullied by another student.  The negative relationship between 

the two variables suggests that the lower the student perceived their ability to 

successfully manage interpersonal situations, the less in control they felt of being able 

to stop themselves from being bullied. In contrast, students who engaged in bullying 

and who had lower interpersonal self efficacy and employed poorer coping strategies 

were more likely to be part of a group that picked on other students.  Unexpectedly, 

social skills did not offer any unique contribution to this study. 

 

4.5 General Implications of this Research 

The above analyses indicate that a student’s perception of their ability to 

manage interpersonal situations was the best predictor of being bullied, frequency of 

bullying, perceptions of being able to protect oneself from bullying, perceived school 

safety, and bullying of another student.  Perceptions about the likely outcome of 

bullying situations added to understanding these variables for the victim, but not the 

bully.  In contrast, poor coping strategies were predictive of bullying.  

In terms of predictive ability, the social cognitive variables added little unique 

contribution after the shared variance was accounted for.  This would suggest that no 

one variable can adequately predict victimisation or bullying, rather it is the 

combination of all variables, with unique contributions from different aspects.   

Overall, the social cognitive variables of beliefs and expectancies about 

control over outcomes of bullying, coping, interpersonal self-efficacy, social support 

and psychological well-being differed in the degree to which they were predictive of 
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specific bullying or victimisation outcomes.  Therefore, a universal approach to 

bullying in schools will need to take into account these differential contributing 

factors. 
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Chapter Five: Development of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program 

 

5.0 Rationale 

Bullying has been identified as one of the major issues facing children, 

parents and the school community during the last 15 years.  It has become apparent 

during the past decade that bullying is far more widespread than first thought, with 

6% to 10% of children reporting being bullied in Australian schools (Bauman et al., 

1996; Rigby, 1996; Slee, 1993) and up to 40% participating in bullying (Bourhours & 

Demostheious, 2002).  Moreover, it is such a widespread phenomenon that it is 

almost certain to appear in every school to some degree (Olweus, 1993). 

Up to 85% of students are either actively involved in bullying incidents or 

passively through witnessing incidents (Pepler & Craig, 1995).  Most of these 

students dislike what is happening and feel that “someone” should stop the bully, but 

feel unable to do so themselves.  Students often perceive they are unable to change 

the outcomes of bullying and stand by watching.  Sadly, bullying thrives on an 

audience as it is an expression of power.  Therefore, the students who watch passively 

become part of the problem because they reinforce the bully’s behaviour by their 

laughter or their silent acknowledgement of the bully’s power (Pepler & Craig, 1995).  

However, these students are an important resource that can be used to monitor 

behaviour and make bullying less socially acceptable within the school.   

The wider school community may also be a contributing factor to bullying 

behaviour.  School culture is influenced by relationships between teachers and 

students, staff awareness of bullying in the school and staff willingness to take action 

to reduce bullying and protect children who are victimised.  As such, anti-bullying 
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programs need to take into account all people and systems that may contribute to the 

occurrence and persistence of bullying.  The complexity and diverse range of sub-

systems of the school community suggest that addressing the problem will require a 

multifaceted and universal approach.  

When considering the individual skills to be taught within a universal 

approach, research has shown that students who engage in positive coping strategies 

and problem solving skills (Bijttebier & Vertommen, 1998), hold positive outcome 

expectancies (Bandura, 1999a), have high self-efficacy for interpersonal situations 

(Cowie, 2000), have strong social support networks (Boulton & Chau, 1998; Hartup, 

1996; Hodges et al., 1997) are less likely to suffer any negative effects of bullying.  

Outcomes from Study 2 (see Chapter 4) also support the notion that 

interpersonal self-efficacy, positive outcome expectancies, coping and psychological 

well-being may offer important protective factors in relation to bullying.  Moreover, 

lower self-efficacy for interpersonal situations coupled with unhelpful coping 

strategies appear to contribute to the likelihood of bullying another student.   

The Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program was developed with a focus on 

the victim, bully and the bystander, as well as the environment in which these people 

exist.  The Program’s aim was to raise awareness, empower students, and enlist 

students in the school’s efforts against bullying.  It was designed to help facilitate 

change to the social climate conducive to social and psychological risk.  This 

program was for all students, not just victimised ones.  The Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships Program focuses on increasing students’ knowledge about bullying and 

providing them with skills to help support victimised children, while avoiding 

victimisation themselves.  Thus, it was expected that participating in this Program 
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would result in increased self-efficacy in interpersonal relationships, increased skills 

and knowledge for bystanders and victims, better understanding and empathy from 

the bully, reduced psychological distress for the victimised child, and overall a 

happier and safer school environment.  The program has an early intervention or 

preventative focus and was developed for students entering Years 8 and 9. 

 

5.1 Early Intervention, Prevention and Universal Programs 

Early intervention programs differ from prevention programs in so far as early 

intervention programs target individuals at risk of developing a problem or showing 

early or mild stages of the problem.  In contrast, prevention programs do not require 

that a student is either at risk or showing any signs of a problem.  Preventative 

programs are often referred to as “primary prevention” and “universal programs”.  

Understanding the difference between the types of prevention programs is also 

important as they each involve a different set of procedures for screening and 

evaluation (see Table 22).   
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Table 22 

Summary of Primary, Secondary and Tertiary Programs 

Prevention level Description 

Primary Interventions that target individuals before they show any 

signs of a problem.   

The focus is on preventing the development of a problem 

Secondary Interventions that target individuals showing symptoms of a 

problem who do not meet diagnostic criteria, but may go on to 

display the full blown problem.   

The focus is on ensuring that the problems do not become 

more serious. 

Tertiary Interventions targeting individuals with a diagnosed condition.   

The focus of a tertiary intervention is to prevent suffering by 

limiting the intensity of the problem or, the duration of an 

episode, and increasing the interval between episodes (e.g., 

between depressive episodes). 

 

Because of its broad scope the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program 

could be classified as a primary, secondary or tertiary level intervention.  The focus 

of this program is to target students at all levels in a universal fashion.  Universal 

programs include all subjects in a particular setting, for example all children in Year 8 

of a school.  As universal programs are offered to all students, there is a potential for 

these programs to become part of the school curriculum (Institute of Medicine, 1996). 
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5.2 Overview of the Program  

5.2.1 Theoretical Basis 

As discussed previously, social cognitive theory (SCT) is a well-known 

theory of behaviour formulated by Bandura (1971).  It puts forward a theory to 

predict and alter behaviour and thinking through social interaction.  It is built upon 

the following assumptions: 

1. People are not passive recipients in their environment; 

2. Belief systems play a major role in the extent to which people are 

supportive of one another; and 

3. Human behaviour is flexible and receptive to change. 

According to Bandura (1999a), these assumptions imply human agency, in 

other words, that an individual interacts in an active way to influence and change 

their world.  Human adaptation and change are seen as embedded in social systems 

and therefore not only people but communities are deemed active shapers of their 

world.  As such, collective agency of shared beliefs in collaborative power may also 

produce desired outcomes.  Taken within a context of a universal intervention 

program, a collective desire and belief in the ability for change to occur may bring 

change to fruition.   

SCT examines relationship related behaviour (e.g., assertiveness, aggression, 

and social support) and is based on four central concepts.  These concepts include: 

interpersonal self efficacy, perceived control, outcome expectancies, and problem 

solving or coping skills.  These concepts were integral to the development of the Cool 

Schools Peer Relationships Program. 
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As such, the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program was developed with a 

dual focus:  first, a focus on increasing student skills and knowledge; and second, a 

whole school community focus through vicarious involvement in the Cool Schools 

Peer Relationships Program. 

5.2.2 Curriculum Framework 

Due to the relational and interactive nature of the Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships Program, it was expected that students would develop a greater sense 

of belonging or connectedness to their school.  Connectedness to school has been 

found to be a major protective factor against health risk behaviours in young people.  

The school curriculum characteristics that contribute to negative outcomes for young 

people need to be targeted when linking a program to a school (Batten & Russell, 

1995; Capuzzi & Gross, 1996; Catalano & Hawkins, 1996). 

The Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program was developed with a 

curriculum framework in mind.  The language used is easy to understand and the 

activities are age appropriate.  Activities were designed to assist students to develop 

their understanding of how to communicate ideas and information.  Moreover, 

students learn to consider outcomes and consequences of their actions; and to 

recognise that everyone has the right to feel valued and safe in all aspects of their 

school lives and relationships.  The Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program was 

designed so that students could take an active problem solving approach when 

determining which skills to employ in differing situations, and with different people.  

In addition, generalization of the skills is promoted to enhance social and problem 

solving competence, and result in increased self-efficacy for interpersonal skills. 
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5.3 Overview of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program 

The Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program was developed to increase 

student awareness of skills that will help to create satisfying peer relationships and a 

school environment that is safe and not conducive to bullying.  Arising from the 

identification of personal and school values, students develop a sense of self respect, 

respect for others and respect for their school.  Students learn skills that will enable 

them to problem solve in social situations.  Activities and instructions are designed to 

help students to develop the skills to appropriately interpret and appraise social 

situations, beliefs, values, and personal qualities, and to gain an understanding of the 

link between their beliefs, values and behaviour.  Overall, the aims were to: 

1. Enhance self-awareness and awareness of others; 

2. Enhance students’ interpersonal skills and knowledge; 

3. Enhance students’ coping and social problem solving skills; and 

4. Facilitate a safe and supportive school climate and ethos that promotes 

healthy peer relationships. 

5.3.1 Lesson Sequence 

The Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program was aimed at building pro-

social competence in peer relationships.  The Course runs for 10 weeks taking up one 

70-minute lesson per week.  The first and last weeks allow the students to get to 

know each other and to review and share their learning.  Data collection and 

assessment of content were contained to the middle 8 weeks.  The middle eight 

lessons build upon the notion of individuals having an active influence upon their 
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environment.  This influence extends to their peer relationships.  See Appendix F for 

a brief overview of each session.   

5.3.2 Teacher and Student Manuals 

A teacher’s manual (the Manual) was developed that contained outlines for 

materials needed, aims and activities for each session.  In addition, the Manual 

contains detailed lesson plans, information sheets, black-line masters and overhead 

transparencies.  Student workbooks were also developed to enable students to 

complete tasks within the classroom and also as weekly home activity tasks.  Many of 

the activities were designed so that students may present their findings to the entire 

school population during assembly, via a web-page, or through school publications 

such as school newsletters, thus allowing for a vicarious learning effect to occur 

throughout the whole school. 

The Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program provides a useful framework 

that could be adopted more widely throughout the school system.  A whole-school 

approach to bullying should include the use of universal programs targeting the 

development of protective factors and prevention of bullying behaviours. 

 

5.4 Vicarious Exposure and Building Community Awareness 

As part of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program, teachers were 

encouraged to get students involved in class and individual projects that could be 

assessed, allowing the basic principles from the Cool Schools Peer Relationships 

Program to be learned vicariously by other students, and building a greater 

community awareness around the issue of bullying and the Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships Program. Projects included the development of a series of school 
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newsletters, public speaking and debates in relation to victimisation and it effects, 

creation of posters depicting principles of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships 

Program, development of a Cool Schools web-page, or a class video in relation to 

victimisation.  Teachers were also encouraged to put on a community awareness 

evening where the students could display or present their projects, allowing vicarious 

learning to occur and the building of community relationships. 

 

5.5 Summary  

The Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program was developed in line with the 

key assumptions of social cognitive theory that people interact with their world rather 

than have it only impact upon them.  Strong interpersonal self efficacy, perceived 

control, outcome expectancies and collaborative social problem solving all help to 

promote a sense of the ability to actively participate in changing behaviour and in the 

belief that one can play an active part in positive change in their community.   

Lesson plans were developed out of the key findings from the literature and in 

relation to bullying and victimisation.  In addition, outcomes from Studies 1 and 2 

identified key factors for intervention.  Finally, consultation with a group of students 

helped to identify real world needs of students in secondary schools and teaching staff 

helped to set a focus for the intervention. 

In summary, the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program was based on a 

whole-school approach that began with skills building but also involved ensuring that 

policies, procedures and activities throughout the whole school were consistent with 

the aims of making the school a place that nurtures and promotes the mental health 

and wellbeing of students.  Further, it emphasised the need for student involvement in 



                                                  Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  153. 

the development of policies and procedures, a positive and safe school environment, 

the school ethos and community partnerships.  Moreover, an emphasis on community 

awareness helped to build an active involvement of the whole school community (i.e. 

students, community groups, parents, teachers, staff, and people from the broader 

community).
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Chapter Six: Study Three 

Efficacy of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program in Increasing Relational 

Skills and Reducing Victimization Behaviour 

 

6.0 Overview  

Formal and informal discussions with student bodies and guidance staff 

identified that students could benefit from having skills to deal with bullying 

themselves rather than have someone “try to fix it”.  The students reported that they 

“wanted to have some control over what was happening to them”, that they “wanted 

to be able to stand up for themselves”, and “would be less likely to be bullied by 

other students if they knew how to deal with bullying”.  Questions were raised as to 

what constituted bullying behaviour as opposed to teasing.  The students all reported 

a culture of “no tell” in relation to bullying as they felt “they were more likely to 

suffer ongoing bullying if they reported it”. 

Examination of the literature suggested that students who engaged in   

positive coping strategies and problem solving skills (Bijttebier & Vertommen, 

1998), held positive outcome expectancies  (Bandura, 1999a), high self efficacy for 

interpersonal situations (Cowie, 2000), and had strong social support networks 

(Boulton & Chau, 1998; Hartup, 1996; Hodges et al., 1997) were less likely to suffer 

any negative effects of bullying. All of the above variables were consistent with SCT.  

SCT was considered to be a useful explanatory model to explain both the peer 

victimisation process and also the potential negative psychological outcomes.  

Outcomes from Study 2 also identified the role of interpersonal self efficacy, coping 

and outcome expectancies in relation to bullying. 
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Based on the key assumptions of SCT, the Cool Schools Peer Relationships 

Program was developed from this research and past literature. The Program was 

based on a whole-school approach that began with skills building and finished with 

active involvement by students in developing policies and procedures in relation to 

bullying.  The emphasis on developing community awareness within the school and 

broader community also helped to enhance a shared understanding of the outcomes of 

bullying and a united belief in the ability to reduce bullying.   

 

6.1 Main Aims and Purpose of Intervention Study 

The purpose of this study was to provide a preliminary evaluation of the Cool 

Schools Peer Relationships Program.  The outcomes which were assessed in Study 2 

were reassessed.  The variables examined in Study 2 focused on three separate 

aspects of peer relations, and were grouped accordingly. First, the social cognitive 

variables assessed were coping with bullying, beliefs/expectancies in relation to 

outcome and control over bullying situations, interpersonal self-efficacy, social 

support and well-being.  

The second group of variables consisted of differential role behaviour(s) 

identified in bullying situations, as outlined by Salmivali (1994).  Separate analyses 

were undertaken to identify whether students in the intervention group participated in 

more/less of the behaviour identified for each of the bystander roles after 

participation in the intervention compared with students in the wait-list control group.  

The third group of variables included reported incidence of victimisation perpetrated 

by individual students or a group of students, and perception of the school being a 

safe place for students who experienced bullying.  Analyses were run to identify 
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changes in experience of bullying and perceived safety at school for students who 

were bullied. 

The aim of the first part of Study 3 was to determine whether the intervention 

had influenced participant thoughts, feelings and skills in relation to bullying, the 

type of bullying related behaviours engaged in, the reported incidence of and 

perception of school safety, and whether its impact differed according to gender.  Pre-

test and post-test data from the groups were compared to give gender by group 

comparisons.  Each of the three groups of variables was analysed using multivariate 

analysis of variance.  The analyses aimed to test differences between the intervention 

group and wait-list control group after participation in the Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships Program.  Gender differences were also examined in relation to all 

three groups of variables to identify whether there were gender specific differences in 

outcomes arising from the intervention.    

To add further insight into the effectiveness of the intervention, the 

intervention group was also split into three groups.  Data from the participants who 

fell into the top 25% and bottom 25% at T1 were compared for skill increase and 

bullying incidences post intervention.   

The final part of this study focused on the long term outcomes of the 

intervention.  This longitudinal study utilized data gathered at three testing times 

which were labelled T1, T2, and T3.  The wait-list control group was not available for 

collection of data at T3.  As such, the T3 analyses were performed on the one school 

that participated at all time points.  Outcomes found immediately after the 

intervention were compared to those at the three-month follow-up to identify whether 

outcomes identified at post intervention were maintained.    
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6.2 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The study aimed to identify changes in social cognitive related variables, 

bystander roles, as well as reported victimisation and perceived safety as a result of 

participating in the intervention.  The Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program was 

designed to create an environment that was not conducive to bullying, based on a 

manipulation of social cognitive variables.  More specifically, the intervention was 

developed to increase pro-social behaviour among students, as measured by positive 

social problem solving and conflict resolution skills, increased support, and fewer 

incidences of victimisation.  It was proposed that the negative effects of bullying 

could be minimised by increased positive coping strategies for bullying situations.  

Identification of additional sources of social support and changed expectancies and 

beliefs involving control over, and outcomes in, bullying situations would be gained 

through increased assertiveness, social problem solving skills and improved self-

efficacy for interpersonal relationships.  Results were expected to show increased 

frequency of using positive coping strategies in bullying situations, an increase in the 

perception of control over the outcome of a bullying situation, increased perception of 

peer support, and greater belief in the ability to assert oneself in interpersonal 

situations.  Moreover, such changes were expected to result in lower levels of 

psychological ill-health.   

Furthermore, it was expected that adolescents would alter their behaviour as a 

result of increased skills to identify themselves in the more socially supportive and 

acceptable role of the defender, rather than in bully and reinforcer roles.  In addition, 

results were expected to show decreased reported victimisation by either an 

individual student or group of students after participation in the Cool Schools Peer 
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Relationships Program compared to those who were in the wait-list control group.  

The main focus of this study was addressed by six research questions and their 

associated hypotheses: 

1. Does the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program have an effect on 

students’ perceptions and well-being in relation to bullying situations? It was 

expected that, in comparison to students who did not participate in the 

program: 

1.1. Students’ perception of bullying beliefs/expectancies in social situations 

would be more positive at post-intervention. 

1.2. Students would use a greater number of positive coping strategies and 

fewer negative coping strategies in relation to bullying situations post-

intervention. 

1.3. Student perception of peer social support would be greater after 

participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program. 

1.4. Students would have higher self-efficacy for interpersonal interactions 

post-intervention. 

1.5. Students would report lower psychological distress after participation in 

the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program. 

2. Does the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program affect the types of 

bullying role behaviours engaged in by students? It was expected that: 

2.1. Students who participated in the intervention would report fewer bully 

and reinforcer type behaviours. 

2.2. Participating students would report more defender type behaviours at 

post-intervention. 
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3. Does the incidence of victimisation and perception of school safety improve 

following participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program? It 

was expected that: 

3.1. Students would report fewer incidences of bullying by an individual 

student or group of students post-intervention. 

3.2. Students who participate in the intervention would perceive their school 

to be a safer place than those who did not participate in the program. 

4. Does the intervention have a differential gender impact in relation to student 

bullying and victimisation? It was expected that: 

4.1. There would be differences between pre-intervention and post-

intervention outcomes for male and female students in relation to 

perceived control and expectations of outcomes in relation to bullying, 

coping strategies, interpersonal self-efficacy, social support, and well-

being. 

4.2. Male students would report a decreased likelihood of participation in 

bully- or bystander-type behaviours.  Female students were expected to 

report an increased likelihood of participating in defender type 

behaviours post-intervention. 

4.3. Female students would report fewer instances of bullying by individual 

students or group of students, whilst male students would report fewer 

instances of individual student bullying.  Both male and female students 

were expected to report an increased sense of safety at school post-

intervention. 
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5. Does participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program have 

differential effects in relation to bullying and victimisation experiences for 

high resilient students compared to low resilient students? It was expected 

that: 

5.1. Students in the low resiliency group (bottom 25% at T1) would report 

greater gains in perceived control and positive expectations of outcomes 

in relation to bullying, fewer negative coping strategies, greater gains in 

interpersonal self-efficacy,  greater gains in social support, and greater 

gains in well-being compared to students in the high resiliency group (top 

25%), post-intervention. 

5.2. Students in the low resiliency group (bottom 25% at T1) would report 

fewer bully or bystander type behaviours and more defender type 

behaviours post-intervention when compared to students in the high 

resiliency group (top 25%). 

6. What are the long term effects of the intervention on student experiences of 

bullying and victimisation? It was expected that: 

6.1. Positive coping skills, positive beliefs/expectancies, increased 

interpersonal self-efficacy, and overall well-being outcomes from 

participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program would be 

sustained over time. 

6.2. Accounts of bully and reinforcer role behaviour and continued or 

increased reports of defender role outcomes would be sustained over 

time. 
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6.3. Reduced frequency of reported victimisation and greater perceived safety 

outcomes arising from participation in the Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships Program would be sustained over time. 

 

6.3 Method 

6.3.1 Design 

Study 3 comprised a mixed factorial design.  Three 3-way repeated-measures 

MANOVAs were conducted on the survey data.  The within-subjects independent 

variable (IV) was Time, with two levels (T1 and T2).  The between-subjects IVs were 

group, with two levels (intervention and control), and gender.  Three groups of DVs 

were used in all analyses.  The DV for each MANOVA was firstly, the social 

cognitive variables (beliefs/expectancies, coping, interpersonal self-efficacy, social 

support, and well-being), secondly, the bystander roles (bully, reinforcer, and 

defender), and finally, the victimisation variables (bullied by an individual and/or 

group) and perception of school as a safe place from bullying.   

To enable a comparison of students whose scores fell into the bottom 25% 

and top 25% for each DV at T1, two three-way repeated-measures MANOVAs were 

conducted.  For ease of comparison, these percentile groupings were termed high 

resiliency for those students who had a high level of skill and low resiliency for those 

students who did not.  Three two-way repeated-measures MANOVAs were also 

conducted using the data collected from School 3, who participated in data collection 

at T1, T2, and the three month follow-up at T3.   

The presentation of the intervention was staggered.  Thus, the T1 and T2 

survey times were different for the schools involved.  School 3 undertook the 



                                                  Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  162. 

intervention in term 1 of the school year, Schools 2 and 3 participated in the 

intervention in term 2, whilst School 5 participated in the intervention in term 3 of the 

school year.  Each intervention school participated in a pre-intervention survey at the 

beginning of the term, prior to the intervention.  Due to 10 week school terms, post-

intervention surveys were collected at the beginning of the following term.  The wait-

list control group (School 4) participated in survey collection at the beginning of 

Term 2 and Term 3.  Table 23 provides a summary of the timetable for intervention 

and survey data collection. 

 

Table 23 

Study 2 Design of Survey Times, Groups, and Intervention Schedule 

 Survey and intervention times 

Group 

Term 1 

(February) 

Term 2  

(April) 

Term 3  

(July) 

Term 4  

(October) 

Intervention         

   School 1   T1 

Survey 

Collection 

Intervention T2 

Survey 

Collection   

   School 2   T1 

Survey 

Collection 

Intervention T2 

Survey 

Collection   

   School 3 T1 

Survey 

Collection 

Intervention T2 

Survey 

Collection   T3 

Follow-up 

Survey 

Collection 

   School 5     T1 

Survey 

Collection 

Intervention T2 

Survey 

Collection 

Control         

   School 4   T1 

Survey 

Collection T2 

Survey 

Collection   
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Additional analyses were carried out sixteen weeks post intervention to 

determine the sustainability of any effects identified as arising from participation in 

the program.  The IVs at T3 were gender, and Time (three levels; T1, T2, and T3). 

The same dependent variables were assessed.  The students’ T1 and T2 data were 

used as a comparison as control group data were not available at that point. 

6.3.2 Participants 

The students who took part in Study 2 at T1 comprised the Year 8 cohorts 

from three Brisbane State high schools, one Gold Coast State high school and one 

Gold Coast Catholic secondary college.  T1 participants consisted of 958 students 

(female: N = 442, male: N = 497, unidentified: N = 19).  The students formed two 

groups for the purpose of this study, with 558 students from three Brisbane schools 

and one Gold Coast school comprising the intervention group, and a further 400 

students from a Gold Coast school comprising the wait-list control group. The 

participants ranged in age from 12 to14 years.   

The majority of students (76.5%) lived in a two-parent home, comprising one 

or both biological parents.  The remaining students lived in a single parent home 

(mother only, 12.7%; father only, 2.7%; shared guardianship, 5.4%), or with 

grandparents (0.7%), or guardians (0.6%).  Twelve students did not provide 

information on their family structure (1.3%). The participants largely comprised 

students of English/Australian backgrounds (64.6%).  The remaining participants 

identified themselves as Asian (10.1%), European (7.1%), New Zealander (4.2%), 

British (4.3%), Aboriginal/Torres Strait Islander (2.0%), Middle Eastern (1.3%), 
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Russian (0.4%), or other (4.0%).  Twenty students did not identify their ethnic 

background (2.1%). 

Subject attrition by T2 was 12.8%.  The T2 participants consisted of 794 

students (female: N = 373, male: N = 406, unidentified: N = 15).  The majority of 

students at T2 (79.9%) lived in a two-parent home, comprising one or both biological 

parents.  The remaining students lived in a single parent home (mother only, 13%; 

father only, 2.7%; shared guardianship, 3.4%), with grandparents (0.5%), or 

guardians (0.6%).  Information was not available for seven students at T2.  The T2 

participants largely comprised students of English/Australian backgrounds (65.4%).  

The remaining participants identified themselves as Asian (11.1%), European (6.3%), 

New Zealander (4.9%), British (4.9%), Aboriginal/Torres Strait Islander (1.9%), 

Middle Eastern (1.3%), Russian (0.1%), or other (4.1%).  Fourteen students did not 

identify their ethnic background. 

Only the students from one intervention school (School 3) were available at 

T3.  T3 for each of the other three intervention schools fell around the final exam 

time, and thus access to the students during this time was not readily available.  This 

was also the case for the control school that had the added difficulty of having to deal 

with a number of school fires, which had unsettled many of the students.  As a result, 

access to the students comprising the control school was not available at T3. 

The T3 participants consisted of 257 students (female: N = 118, male: N = 

134, unidentified: N = 5).  The majority of students at T3 (80.6%) lived in a two-

parent home, comprising one or both biological parents.  The remaining students 

lived in a single parent home (mother only, 8.6%; father only, 3.5%; shared 

guardianship, 6.6%), or with grandparents (0.8%).  No participant reported living 
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with guardians or foster parents.  The participants at T3 largely comprised students of 

English/Australian backgrounds (58.4%).  The remaining participants identified 

themselves as Asian (24.9%), European (5.1%), British (3.5%), New Zealander 

(1.9%), Middle Eastern (1.6%), Aboriginal/Torres Strait Islander (0.8%), Russian 

(0.4%), or other (3.5%).   

6.3.3 Instruments 

The instruments used in all T1 surveys were identical and thus, the reader is 

referred to Chapter 3, which outlines those measures.  The T2 and T3 surveys were in 

a somewhat reduced format that retained the key DVs and a smaller number of key 

individual items.  The key instruments contained in all three surveys were Outcome 

Expectancies in Relation to Bullying (Marsh, 2001), KidCope (Spirito, Stark, & 

Williams, 1988), Interpersonal Self-Efficacy (Cohen, Work, Hightower, Wyman 

Parker, & Lotyczewski, 1991), Social Support Scale (Colarossi, 2001), the 12 item 

General Health Questionnaire (Goldberg & Williams, 1988), and the Participant Role 

Questionnaire – Short Version (Salmivalli, 1996).  Demographics and experiences of 

victimisation or bullying made up the remaining items on the survey. 

6.3.4 Procedure 

All surveys were administered in the same manner as the pre-intervention 

collection described in Chapter 3.  There was a lapse of approximately12-weeks 

between the T1 survey and T2 survey collection.  This was followed by an additional 

12 weeks for the T3 survey collection. 
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6.4 Results 

To determine if the intervention schools could be collapsed and compared as 

one intervention group with the control, a multivariate MANOVA was run to test for 

any significant differences between schools in relation to the DVs at T1.  The T1 DVs 

were the social cognitive variables with five levels, the bystander roles with three 

levels, and victimisation with three levels.  Due to the number of comparisons the 

alpha level of .05 was divided by the number of tests being conducted (i.e., .05/3 = α 

of .017) to guard against Type 1 error, as recommended by Hair, Anderson, Tathum, 

and Black (1996).  No differences were found on the social cognitive related DVs 

(Coping, Beliefs/Expectancies, Interpersonal Self-Efficacy, Social Support, and 

GHQ, see Table 24).   
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Table 24 

Summary of Descriptive Statistics for the Social Cognitive Variables by Intervention 

School (N = 957) 

    95% CI 

Variable School M SD 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Beliefs/Expectancies 1 30.50 5.66 38.98 32.02 

 2 32.28 5.16 20.53 34.02 

 3 32.61 5.67 32.12 33.11 

 5 31.97 5.83 30.90 33.03 

Coping  1 35.54 4.66 34.29 36.78 

 2 34.42 4.94 32.74 36.09 

 3 34.50 4.20 34.05 34.94 

 5 33.80 4.39 33.00 34.60 

IPSE 1 63.61 12.79 60.18 67.03 

 2 63.94 12.56 60.69 69.20 

 3 64.01 9.60 62.99 65.03 

 5 64.22 10.89 62.24 66.21 

Social support 1 9.54 3.42 8.62 10.45 

 2 9.69 3.90 8.38 11.01 

 3 9.98 3.81 9.57 10.38 

 5 8.91 4.16 8.15 9.67 

GHQ 1 39.83 4.63 38.54 41.11 

 2 40.44 3.69 39.16 41.73 

 3 39.42 4.24 38.97 39.87 

 5 39.70 4.41 38.90 40.50 
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When examining the three bystander role DVs (i.e., Bully, Reinforcer/ 

Assistant, Defender) the schools differed in terms of Bully, F(3) = 94.65, p < .001, 

and Reinforcer, F(3) = 65.14, p < .001, with students from School 1 being more likely 

to participate in bullying and reinforcer behaviour(s) than the other schools (see Table 

25).   

 

Table 25 

Descriptive Statistics for the Three Bystander Roles by Intervention School             

(N = 551) 

    95% CI 

Variable School M SD 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Bully 1 7.74 3.13 7.20 8.27 

 2 5.33 1.57 4.68 5.99 

 3 5.29 1.64 5.07 5.50 

 5 5.85 2.36 5.49 6.21 

Reinforcer 1 7.83 2.80 7.30 8.36 

 2 6.11 1.64 5.47 6.76 

 3 5.81 1.66 5.60 6.02 

 5 6.36 2.38 6.01 6.71 

Defender 1 7.28 2.78 6.66 7.91 

 2 7.28 2.42 6.52 8.04 

 3 7.34 2.17 7.10 7.59 

 5 7.41 2.50 7.00 7.83 
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Examination of the three victimisation items revealed significant differences 

between the Intervention group schools for Bullied by an Individual student, F(3) = 

13.34, p < .001.  No significant differences were found for Bullied by a Group of 

students or perceived Safety from bullying at school.  Examination of the mean 

differences identified that School 1 contributed to the variance (see Table 26).  As 

there were few differences among the schools at T1 it was considered appropriate to 

collapse all intervention schools and analyse data as one group. 
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Table 26 

Descriptive Statistics for the Three Victimisation Variables by Intervention School  

(N = 556) 

    95% CI 

Variable School M SD 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Bullied by an 1 1.59 .63 1.44 1.74 

individual student 2 1.28 .61 1.09 1.46 

 3 1.28 .51 1.22 1.34 

 5 1.60 .64 1.50 1.70 

Bullied by a group 1 1.41 .68 1.28 1.55 

of students 2 1.19 .52 1.02 1.37 

 3 1.25 .47 1.9 1.31 

 5 1.39 .61 1.29 1.48 

Perceived safety from 1 2.14 .62 1.98 2.31 

bullying at school 2 2.11 .67 1.89 2.34 

 3 2.06 .55 2.00 2.12 

 5 2.24 .53 2.14 2.33 
 

 

6.4.1 Participant Attrition from T1 to T2 

An attrition analysis was conducted to test for differences between students 

who were present at both testing times and those who did not complete the two 

surveys.  Attrition was examined to determine the level of confidence with which 

results of the longitudinal analyses could be interpreted.  Initially, students who only 
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completed the first survey were compared with those who completed the first and 

second survey, on the T1 data.  The first analysis illustrated that there was a 

difference in the proportion of drop-outs from T1 to T2 between the intervention and 

wait-list control groups, χ
2
(1) = 12.42, p = .001. Inspection of expected and observed 

frequencies revealed a discrepancy for the wait-list control group students absent for 

the second survey (81.5 expected and 104 observed), meaning that a greater 

percentage of wait-list control participants dropped out.  

Students comprising the wait-list control were surveyed during their home-

group classes (similar to a form class).  Discussions with teaching staff indicated that 

absenteeism during these classes was normal, and was not related to the survey.  The 

intervention group lost 10.6% of students at the T2 survey; whilst the wait-list control 

group lost 16.3% of participants (see Table 27).   
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Table 27 

Student Attrition  

                                    T1 T2  

 Male Female N Male Female N Loss 

Intervention schools  

   School 1 32 20 52 30 18 48 7.7% 

   School 2 19 15 34 18 12 30 11.8% 

   School 3 176 162 338 152 145 297 12.2% 

   School 5 57 61 117 55 55 110 5.9% 

Control school        

   School 4 181 169 350 151 142 293 16.3% 

Total 465 427 892 406 372 778 12.8% 
 

 

The differential attrition was most likely due to environmental factors.  Two 

sets of data from classes of the wait-list control school were collected by teachers and 

stored in the library office awaiting collection.  However, several fires occurred in the 

wait-list control school over the year of data collection, including one in the library.  

The data belonging to the two classes were burned during one of the fires.  

Unfortunately, a repeat of the data collection was not possible, and information from 

60 to 80 students was lost from the data set.   

These environmental incidences at the wait-list control school had several 

effects.  Firstly, they brought about a sense of camaraderie and support that did not 

appear to be present at T1.  Steps were taken by the school to ensure the emotional 
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and psychological health of students as a result of the fires.  Both of these aspects 

may have influenced outcomes at T2.  Second, due to the unsettling nature of the 

fire(s), for both the students and the school, further access to those students at the 

time of the T3 follow-up was not allowed.   

Attrition from T1 to T2 for the intervention and wait-list control groups 

combined was examined in relation to demographics and study variables at T1 to see 

if there were any differences between those who attended both testing sessions and 

those who did not. Chi-square analyses of demographic variables demonstrated that 

there were no differences in terms of familial composition.  However, dropouts and 

non-dropouts differed in terms of ethnicity, χ
2
(8) = 25.84, p = .001, with students 

from European backgrounds being more likely to drop out and students from Asian 

backgrounds being least likely to drop out.  Further examination indicated no 

significant differences in ethnicity between students who dropped out from the 

intervention group and the wait-list control group (p = .33).  There were no overall 

gender differences, with boys (12.7%) being no more likely to drop out at T2 than 

girls (12.9%).   

No differences between dropouts and non-dropouts were found on the social 

cognitive related DVs (i.e., coping, beliefs/expectancies, interpersonal self-efficacy, 

social support, and well-being) when examined via t-tests with a Bonferroni 

correction of .01.  No significant differences were found between dropouts and non-

dropouts for the bystander roles (i.e., bully, reinforcer, and defender) when examined 

via t-tests with a Bonferroni correction of .016.   
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Finally, inspection of a chi-square test with an alpha correction of .016 

identified a significant difference between dropouts and non-dropouts in frequency of 

being bullied by an individual student for the intervention and wait-list Control 

group, χ
2
(2) = 10.24, p = .006, with students more likely to be bullied by an 

individual more likely to drop out.  No significant differences were found between 

those who dropped out from either the intervention or wait-list control group for 

being bullied by a group (p = .85), or perceived safety from bullying at school (p = 

.59).  Thus, attrition produced little bias in the sample at T2, indicating that the results 

can be interpreted with confidence.  

6.4.2 Attrition at T2 and T3 

T2 and T3 attrition was calculated on data from the one school, where data 

were collected at three time points.  This group consisted of students from one of the 

intervention schools only.  Access for a third follow-up was not possible for the other 

three schools due to the timing (end of year exams) and a series of fires at the wait-

list control group (School 4).  T3 dropouts and non-dropouts were examined in 

relation to T1 demographics (i.e., familial composition ethnicity and gender), the 

social cognitive related DVs, the three bystander role DVs, and the three 

victimisation measures. There were no pre-intervention differences between those 

who attended the third testing session and those who did not on any of these 

variables. 

As a result, findings of the intervention outcome and longitudinal follow-up 

analyses discussed in this chapter may be regarded with some degree of confidence. 

Students who completed T1, T2 and T3 surveys were found to be generally similar to 

those who missed survey sessions. Thus, the longitudinal results are unlikely to be 
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biased by the relatively small number of participants who dropped out of the study at 

each of the survey collection times.  

The data were examined using the Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS), Version 11.0.  Examination of the correlation matrix showed modest 

correlations among the variables.  Extensive screening of all pre-test, post-test and 

follow-up data was undertaken to detect problems with skewness and kurtosis and to 

locate any data input errors (see Appendices K, L and M).  Where skewness or 

kurtosis scores were greater than 2.5, each variable was investigated separately by 

calculation of an Fmax value to determine the extent of the violation.  However, no 

variable showed an Fmax value greater than +3, indicating no serious violation of the 

assumption.  Fmax is the ratio of the largest cell variance to the smallest.  However, 

where sample sizes were relatively equal (within a ratio of 4 to 1), an Fmax as great as 

10 is acceptable (Milligan, Wong, & Thompson, 1987).  As such, the 2:1 ratio 

evidenced in this study suggested that no serious violation was indicated.  Inspection 

of the scatter plots indicated no violations to the assumption of linearity.  Summary 

descriptive statistics for the social cognitive, bystander roles, and victimisation 

variables are presented in Tables 6.6, 6.7 and 6.8 respectively. 
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Table 28 

Summary of Descriptive Statistics for the Social Cognitive Variables by Time 

Variable Time M SD N 

Beliefs/Expectancies T1 31.68 5.26 943 

 T2 31.77 5.57 793 

 T3 31.38 5.50 255 

Coping  T1 34.32 4.40 926 

 T2 32.86 5.72 785 

 T3 33.19 4.31 257 

IPSE T1 64.40 10.38 920 

 T2 66.34 11.05 791 

 T3 66.44 9.86 256 

Social support T1 9.86 3.88 920 

 T2 11.03 4.72 791 

 T3 14.33 5.18 257 

GHQ T1 39.56 4.35 899 

 T2 34.25 6.94 790 

 T3 31.54 3.33 254 
Note. Coping = KidCope, Beliefs/Expectancies = bullying beliefs and outcome expectancies, IPSE = Interpersonal Self-Efficacy, 

Social Support = Social Support Scale, GHQ = Well-being.  
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Table 29 

Descriptive Statistics for the Three Bystander Roles by Time  

Variable Time M SD N 

Bully T1 5.72 2.07 908 

 T2 5.53 2.09 792 

 T3 5.37 1.13 256 

Reinforcer T1 6.19 1.98 907 

 T2 5.92 1.98 790 

 T3 4.86 1.01 256 

Defender T1 7.22 2.34 908 

 T2 6.65 2.09 791 

 T3 7.75 1.94 256 
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Table 30 

Descriptive Statistics for the Three Victimisation Variables by Time  

Variable Time M SD N 

Bullied by an  T1 2.57 0.60 947 

individual student 
T2 2.61 0.58 792 

 T3 2.71 0.60 258 

Bullied by a group T1 2.69 0.54 947 

of students 
T2 1.32 0.56 788 

 T3 2.76 0.65 258 

Perceived safety T1 2.16 0.62 945 

from bullying  
T2 2.21 0.59 788 

 T3 2.21 0.65 253 

 

 

The impact of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program on the social 

cognitive variables was assessed by repeated measures MANOVA.  The dependent 

variables were coping, beliefs/expectancies, IPSE, social support, and GHQ.  

Correlations conducted on the measures of coping, beliefs/expectancies, IPSE, social 

support, and GHQ revealed moderate relationships between all five DVs suggesting 

suitability for MANOVA (see Table 31).    

The effect of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program on the bystander 

roles was assessed by MANOVA using summed scores derived from the Participant 

Role Questionnaire for behaviours that were consistent with roles of bully, reinforcer, 

and defender.  Correlations conducted on the three roles revealed significant positive 
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relationships between the bully and reinforcer roles and between the defender role 

(see Table 32), suggesting that the data were suitable for analysis by MANOVA.    

 

Table 31 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlations of T1 Social Cognitive Related DVs, 2-Tailed 

Significance (N = 899) 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 α 

1. Coping - -.24** -.12** .07    -.20** .68 

2. Beliefs/Expectancies  -  .10** -.06 .05 .59 

3. IPSE   - 

     

.17**     .32** .91 

4. Social support    -    .13** .57 

5. GHQ     - .80 

Note. Coping = KidCope, Beliefs/Expectancies = bullying beliefs and outcome 

expectancies, IPSE = Interpersonal Self-Efficacy, Social Support = Social Support 

Scale, GHQ = Well-being.  

* p  < .05. ** p < .01.  
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Table 32 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlations of T1 Bystander Role DVs, 2-Tailed 

Significance (N=908) 

Variable 1 2 3 Α 

1. Bully - .65** -.13** .68 

2. Reinforcer  - -.05 .75 

3. Defender   - .75 

Note. ** p < .01. 

The scores derived from the three individual items of victimisation (i.e., 

bullied by an individual, bullied by a group, a perception of the school as a safe place 

from bullying) were used to determine whether participation in the Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships Program reduced frequency of victimisation by either an individual 

student or a group of students and/or perception of safety from bullying.  Correlations 

between the three victimisation items revealed a strong positive relationship between 

being bullied by an individual student and being bullied by a group of students (see 

Table 33).  In addition, a modest negative relationship was found between being 

bullied by a group of students and Perceived safety from bullying at time, indicating 

suitability for MANOVA. 
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Table 33 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlations of T1 Victimisation DVs, 2-Tailed 

Significance (N = 945) 

Variable 1 2 3 

1. Bullied by another student - .55** -.05 

2. Bullied by a group of students  - -.10** 

3. School is a safe place from bullying   - 

Note. ** p < .01.  

The data were further examined in relation to the assumptions for MANOVA.  

Unless specified, each repeated measures MANOVA met the assumptions of 

normality.  The assumption of equal variance-covariance was not met for all DVs.  

Although MANOVA is robust to violations where there is a large sample. Where 

Box’s M was identified as significant at p < .001, a Pillai’s Trace criterion was 

utilized in an attempt to guard against Type 1 error and any weakening of the 

multivariate analyses (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  Inspection of the covariance 

matrices showed moderate correlations for each group of DVs.  Tolerance values 

were inspected as a check for multi-collinearity and were deemed acceptable.  

Sphericity was not assumed for most of the MANOVAs, and where applicable a 

Huynh’s Feldt Epsilon correction was applied (Coakes & Steed, 2001).  Details are 

provided where violations to the assumptions occurred. 

In addition, a series of two-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted 

on the pre-intervention and post-intervention data for students whose scores fell in the 

top 25% (high resiliency) and bottom 25% (low resiliency) of the group.  Random 
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selection was not assumed due to the design of the study.  Normality and 

homogeneity were evidenced for all variables (see Appendix H).  

Results are presented in four sections.  First, outcomes were examined in 

relation to the three groups of DVs utilized to evaluate the efficacy of the Cool 

Schools Peer Relationships Program.  Second, outcomes for those students in the high 

resiliency and low resiliency groups were examined. Gender differences in relation to 

outcomes were also examined.  Finally, long-term efficacy of the intervention was 

examined to determine whether changes that occurred as a result of participation in 

the intervention were maintained.  

 

6.5 Section One: Efficacy of Intervention Program 

6.5.1 Efficacy for the Social Cognitive Related Variables 

To assess the effect of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program on the 

social cognitive measures, a 2 x 2 x 2 mixed repeated measures MANOVA was used 

to compare summed scores recorded prior to and following participation in the 

intervention.  The DVs were the social cognitive related variables (i.e., coping, 

beliefs/expectancies, IPSE, social support, and GHQ).  The between subjects 

independent variables (IV) were group, with two levels (intervention and wait-list 

control) and gender, and the within subject IV was time, with two levels (T1) prior to 

commencement of intervention, and at (T2) completion of intervention.  

Of the 958 respondents present for the T1 data collection, 712 were eligible 

for consideration in this analysis as 185 students were either absent or had left the 

school at the point of T2 data collection, and 61 students did not provide complete 

data for all variables.  The intervention group consisted of 468 participating students 
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and the wait-list control group consisted of 252 non-participating students (Male, N = 

376; Female, N = 344) who completed the T1 and T2 surveys.  

Positive skew was present in social support.  Further, beliefs/expectancies and 

social support showed signs of positive kurtosis in excess of + 3, suggesting non-

normal distribution of the data.  However, the Fmax value indicated no serious 

violation of the assumption, thus no transformation was undertaken.  

One extreme univariate outlier was identified for the beliefs/expectancies 

scale.  Three participants were identified as being significant multivariate outliers 

with a Mahalanobis Distance point greater than critical, χ
2
(5) = 20.52, p < .001.  

These three cases were removed one by one and the analyses were run with and 

without their scores, revealing no effect on the results.  Thus, all cases were retained.  

Sphericity was violated and therefore not assumed.  Further, Box’s M was also 

significant at p < .001, suggesting violation of the assumption of multivariate 

homogeneity of variance-covariance.  

The Pillai’s Trace criterion for the combined social cognitive related DVs 

showed a significant group effect, a significant time effect, and significant interaction 

effects for time by group, time by gender, and time by group by gender.  The results 

showed a significant multivariate effect for the combined DVs.  Moreover, the effect 

was significantly influenced by group, gender, time, and the interaction scores (see 

Table 34).   
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Table 34 

Multivariate Effects of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance for Social Cognitive 

Variables 

 Df F η p 

Between subjects     

   Group 5 11.42 .07 .001 

   Gender 5 18.35 .11 .001 

   Group x Gender 5 1.60 .01 .16 

Within subjects     

   Time 5 72.81 .34 .001 

   Time x Group 5 24.11 .15 .001 

   Time x Gender 5 4.70 .03 .001 

   Time x Group x Gender 5 3.65 .02 .003 

Error 712    
 

The first series of analyses looked at the effect of time by group by gender on 

the social cognitive DVs.  A significant three way multivariate interaction was 

obtained, F(5, 712) = 3.65, p = .003, with the univariate tests revealing this involved 

coping, F(1, 716) = 11.95, p = .001, and social support, F(1, 716) = 4.78, p = .029.  

Figure 6 illustrates the significant interaction for coping, whilst Figure 7 depicts the 

significant interaction for social support.  

Examination of the marginal means for coping suggest that both male and 

female participants in the intervention group reported engaging in fewer negative 

coping strategies at T2 (M = 32.82 and 32.79; male and female participants 
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respectively).  In contrast, the male students in the wait-list control group reported 

fewer negative coping strategies (M = 31.61), whereas the female students reported 

engaging in a greater number of negative coping strategies (M = 34.28).   

 

Figure 6. Mean coping scores for females and males by group and time. 

 

 

Figure 7. Mean social support scores for females and males by group and 

time. 

 

These findings were supported by significant differences in the confidence 

intervals.  For example, there were no significant differences between control males 

and intervention males at T1.  Additionally, there were no differences between 

control females and intervention females at T1.  However, significant differences 
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were evidenced between control males and intervention males at T2, and between 

control females and intervention females at T2.  Further, there was a significant 

difference from T1 to T2 for intervention males, intervention females, and control 

females, but not for control males (see Table 35). 

 

Table 35 

Summary of Group by Time by Gender Summary Statistics (N = 720) 

      95% CI 

Measure Group Gender 

Testing 

time M SE 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Coping Control Male T1 34.83 .39 34.06 35.59 

   T2 31.61 .50 30.63 32.58 

  Female T1 33.42 .39 32.65 34.19 

   T2 34.28 .50 33.30 35.26 

 Intervention Male T1 34.68 .28 34.13 35.22 

   T2 32.82 .25 32.12 33.51 

  Female T1 34.08 .30 33.50 34.66 

   T2 32.79 .38 32.05 33.54 

Beliefs/Expectancies Control Male T1 29.29 .45 28.41 30.17 

   T2 30.31 .47 29.39 31.22 

  Female T1 31.80 .45 30.91 32.68 

   T2 33.15 .47 32.23 34.08 

 Intervention Male T1 31.05 .32 30.42 31.68 

   T2 30.19 .33 29.54 30.85 

  Female T1 33.71 .34 33.04 34.38 

   T2 33.44 .35 32.74 34.14 

IPSE Control Male T1 64.60 .90 62.84 66.36 

   T2 67.29 .98 65.36 69.23 

  Female T1 64.45 .90 62.67 66.22 

   T2 66.34 .99 64.39 68.29 
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 Intervention Male T1 65.03 .64 63.77 66.29 

   T2 67.23 .70 65.85 68.61 

  Female T1 62.61 .68 61.27 63.95 

   T2 64.84 .75 63.36 66.31 

Social support Control Male T1 10.32 .34 9.65 10.99 

   T2  9.32 .39 8.55 10.10 

  Female T1 10.17 .43 9.49 10.84 

   T2  8.41 .40 7.63 9.19 

 Intervention Male T1 10.04 .24 9.56 10.51 

   T2 11.96 .28 11.41 12.52 

  Female T1  9.51 .26 9.00 10.02 

   T2 12.54 .30 11.95 13.13 

GHQ Control Male T1 39.99 .38 32.25 40.73 

   T2 36.84 .59 35.67 38.01 

  Female T1 39.10 .38 38.55 39.85 

   T2 35.53 .60 34.35 36.70 

 Intervention Male T1 40.06 .27 39.53 40.59 

   T2 33.08 .42 32.24 33.91 

  Female T1 39.18 .29 38.62 39.75 

   T2 33.09 .45 32.20 33.98 

 

Further, participants in the intervention group reported significantly greater 

support at T2, M = 11.96 (male) and 12.54 (female); compared with students in the 

wait-list control group, M = 9.32 (male) and 8.41 (female).  The increase in perceived 

support for female participants was significantly greater than their male counterparts 

between T1 and T2.  These findings were supported by significant differences in the 

confidence intervals.  For example, there were no significant differences between 

control males and intervention males, and control females and intervention females at 

T1.  In contrast, there were no differences between control females and intervention 
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females at T1.  However, the confidence intervals reflect the significant differences in 

social support at T2 for both control and intervention students.    

Significant differences were evidenced between control males and 

intervention males from T1 to T2, with the control group reporting less social support 

and the Intervention group reporting increased social support.  A similar finding was 

evidenced for control females and intervention females between T1 and T2.  A 

significant three-way multivariate effect was not found for beliefs/expectancies, 

IPSE, and GHQ.  

To further understand the two-way multivariate effects for both time by group 

and time by gender, between and within subjects analyses were considered in relation 

to the social cognitive variables (see Table 34).  

A significant two way multivariate interaction was obtained for Time by 

Group, F(5, 712) = 24.11, p < .001, with the univariate tests revealing this involved 

beliefs/expectancies, F(1, 716) = 15.31, p < .001, social support, F(1, 716) = 82.03, p 

< .001, and GHQ, F(1, 716) = 32.14,  p < .001.  There were no significant effects for 

coping or IPSE (see Table 36). 
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Table 36 

Univariate Effects for Social Cognitive Variables for Time by Group  

 df F η p 

Social cognitive variables Between subjects 

Coping 1 .60 .00 .44 

Beliefs/Expectancies 1 15.31 .02 .001 

IPSE 1 0.01 .00 .92 

Social support 1 82.03 .10 .001 

GHQ 1 32.14 .04 .001 

Error 716    
           

When examining the influence of the time by group analyses, the marginal 

means showed that negative beliefs/expectancies in relation to control over bullying 

and outcome expectations were higher for the intervention group (M = 30.55) than the 

wait-list control group (M = 32.38) at T1.  Negative perceptions were lower at T2 for 

the intervention group (M = 31.82) at T2, whereas they had increased for the control 

group (M = 31.73). 

These findings were supported by significant differences in the confidence 

intervals.  For example, there was a significant difference between the control and 

intervention groups at T1.  However, whilst there was no significant difference at T2, 

this was due to a significant increase in negative beliefs/expectancies by the wait-list 

control group and a significant decrease in negative beliefs/expectancies by the 

intervention group at T2 (see Figure 8). 
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Table 37 

Summary of Group by Time Descriptive Statistics (N = 712) 

  
   95% CI 

Measure Group 

Testing 

time M SE 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Coping Control T1 34.13 .28 33.58 34.67 

  T2 32.94 .35 32.25 33.64 

 Intervention T1 34.38 .20 33.98 34.78 

  T2 32.81 .26 32.30 33.32 

Beliefs/Expectancies Control T1 30.55 .32 29.92 31.17 

  T2 31.73 .33 31.08 32.38 

 Intervention T1 32.38 .23 31.92 32.84 

  T2 31.82 .24 31.34 32.94 

IPSE Control T1 64.52 .64 63.27 65.77 

  T2 66.82 .70 65.44 68.19 

 Intervention T1 63.82 .47 62.90 64.74 

  T2 66.03 .51 65.02 67.04 

Social support Control T1 10.24 .24 9.77 10.72 

  T2 8.86 .28 8.31 9.42 

 Intervention T1 9.77 .18 9.42 10.12 

  T2 12.25 .21 11.85 12.66 

GHQ Control T1 39.55 .27 39.02 40.08 

  T2 36.18 .42 35.36 37.01 

 Intervention T1 39.62 .20 39.23 40.01 

  T2 33.08 .31 32.47 33.69 
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Figure 8. Interaction effect of time and group on beliefs/expectancies in 

relation to bullying. 

 

Secondly, the Intervention group reported a significant increase in Social 

Support between T1 (M = 9.77) and T2 (M = 12.25), whilst the wait-list Control 

group reported decreased Social Support from T1 (M = 10.24) to T2 (M = 8.86).  

Examination of the confidence intervals suggests that the wait-list Control group and 

Intervention group were significantly different at T1.  Moreover, this difference had 

increased substantially by T2 (see Figure 9). 

 

Figure 9. Interaction effect of time and group on social support in relation to 

bullying. 
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Whilst both groups reported fewer distress symptoms and therefore lower 

GHQ at T2, this was stronger for the Intervention group (M = 33.08) than the wait-list 

Control Group (M = 36.18).  Examination of the confidence intervals suggests no 

significant difference between the wait-list Control and Intervention groups at T1.  In 

contrast, the Intervention group reported significantly lower GHQ scores at T2, 

indicating significant improvement in GHQ (see Figure 10). 

 

 

Figure 10. Interaction effect of time and group on well-being in relation to 

bullying. 

 

Although the marginal means indicate that the trend was in the expected 

direction for coping and IPSE for the intervention group, a similar effect was found 

for the wait-list control group.  A significant two way multivariate interaction was 

also found for time by gender F(5, 712) = 4.69, p = .001.  In addition to the 

multivariate effect, examination of the univariate tests showed that coping, F(1, 716) 

= 21.02, p = .001 made a significant contribution (see Table 38). 
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Table 38 

Univariate Effects of Variance for Social Cognitive Variables for Time by Gender 

 df F η p 

Social cognitive variables Between subjects 

Coping 1 21.02 .03 .001 

Beliefs/Expectations 1 1.074 .00 .30 

IPSE 1 .25 .00 .62 

Social support 1 .63 .00 .69 

GHQ 1 1.76 .00 .67 

Error 716    

 

Examination of the marginal means for time by gender shows that male 

students reported participating in higher levels of negative coping strategies at T1 (M 

= 34.75) but were less likely to engage in negative coping strategies in a bullying 

situation at T2 (M = 32.21) compared to female students (33.75 and 33.54 

respectively; see Table 39). 
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Table 39 

Summary of Time by Gender Descriptive Statistics (N = 712) 

  
   

95% CI 

Measure Gender 

Testing 

time M SE 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Coping Male T1 34.75 .24 34.28 35.22 

  T2 32.21 .31 31.61 32.81 

 Female T1 33.75 .45 33.27 34.23 

  T2 33.54 .31 32.92 34.15 

Beliefs/Expectancies Male T1 30.17 .27 29.63 30.71 

  T2 30.25 .29 29.69 30.81 

 Female T1 32.75 .28 32.20 33.31 

  T2 33.29 .29 32.72 33.87 

IPSE Male T1 64.81 .55 63.73 65.90 

  T2 67.26 .61 66.07 68.45 

 Female T1 63.53 .57 62.42 64.64 

  T2 65.59 .62 64.37 66.81 

Social support Male T1 10.18 .21 9.77 10.59 

  T2 10.64 .24 10.17 11.12 

 Female T1 9.84 .21 9.42 10.26 

  T2 10.48 .25 9.99 10.97 

GHQ Male T1 40.03 .23 39.57 40.49 

  T2 34.96 .36 34.24 35.68 

 Female T1 39.14 .24 38.67 39.61 

  T2 34.31 .38 33.57 35.05 
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These findings were supported by significant differences in the confidence 

intervals.  For example, there were significant differences between male students and 

female students at T1.  However, no significant differences were observed for female 

students at T2.  In contrast, male students showed a significant decrease in negative 

coping strategies at T2 (see Figure 11). 

 

 

Figure 11.  Interaction effect of time by gender on coping. 

  

 Beliefs/expectancies about outcomes and control over bullying situations.  

IPSE, social support and GHQ made no significant univariate contribution to 

understanding the interaction of time by gender.   

Finally, univariate effects of time were examined to determine whether each 

of the independent variables made a significant contribution.  Significant univariate 

effects were found for Coping, F(1, 716) = 29.55, p = .01, IPSE, F(1, 716) = 33.86, p 

= .01, Social Support, F(1, 716) = 6.66, p = .01, and GHQ, F(1, 716) = 312.30, p = 

.01.  A significant univariate effect was not found for Beliefs/Expectancies, p = .17.   

Examination of the means shows a significant decrease in negative coping 

strategies from T1 to T2 (M = 34.25 and 32.87 respectively).  Significant increases 
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were observed between T1 and T2 in both IPSE (M = 64.17 and 66.43 respectively) 

and social support (M = 10.01 and 10.56 respectively).  Moreover, GHQ scores were 

significantly lower at T1 than at T2 (see Table 40).  Examination of the confidence 

intervals show significantly different T1 score ranges in comparison to T2 score 

ranges for all four of the above independent variables.     

 

Table 40 

Summary of Time Descriptive Statistics (N = 712) 

    95% CI 

Measure Testing time M SE 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Coping T1 34.25 .17 33.92 34.59 

 T2 32.87 .22 32.45 33.30 

Beliefs/Expectancies T1 31.46 .20 31.01 31.85 

 T2 31.77 .21 31.37 32.18 

IPSE T1 64.17 .40 63.39 64.95 

 T2 66.43 .43 65.57 67.28 

Social support T1 10.01 .15 9.71 10.30 

 T2 10.56 .17 10.22 10.90 

GHQ T1 39.59 .17 39.26 39.91 

 T2 34.63 .26 34.12 35.15 

 

In summary, it was hypothesized that students who participated in the Cool 

Schools Peer Relationships Program would display greater gains in terms of positive 

perceptions and well-being in relation to bullying situations.  More specifically, 



                                                  Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  197. 

participants were expected to show greater beliefs/expectancies about their ability to 

control outcomes in bullying situations, greater use of positive coping strategies if 

bullied, increased interpersonal self-efficacy, increased perception of positive social 

support, and a greater sense of well-being.  Whilst most of the outcomes were in the 

expected direction, this was apparent for both groups and many of the gender effects 

were masked by the improvement in both groups.  However, moderate support was 

found for this hypothesis as the intervention participants reported a significant 

increase in perceived social support, increased positive beliefs/expectancies in 

relation to the outcomes of bullying situations, and significantly greater well-being 

when compared to their wait-listed counterparts.   

Overall, the outcomes demonstrate that significant changes had occurred 

across time for the combined effect of beliefs/expectancies, perceived social support, 

interpersonal self-efficacy, and well-being for both the intervention and wait-list 

control groups.  A significant decrease in reported use of negative coping strategies 

was found for the intervention group. 

Further, it was hypothesized that the Cool Schools Peer Relationships 

Program would have a differential influence of gender upon student bullying and 

victimisation.  Specifically, it was expected that there would be gender differences 

between pre-intervention and post-intervention outcomes in relation to 

beliefs/expectancies of outcomes in relation to bullying, coping, interpersonal self-

efficacy, social support and well-being.  Only partial support was found for this 

hypothesis.  Male students engaged in fewer negative coping strategies post 

intervention.  More specifically, males in the intervention group were less likely to 

engage in negative coping strategies than all other groups.  In addition, students in the 
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intervention group reported significant increases in peer social support post 

intervention, with female students in the intervention group showing the largest 

increase.  Both male and female students in the wait-list Control group reported 

decreased support from peers at T2.  

6.5.2 Efficacy for the Bystander Roles 

The second series of analyses examined the effects of Time by Group by 

gender on the three Bystander DVs (see Table 30).  Repeated measures MANOVAs 

were also used to assess the effect of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program on 

the bystander roles as measured by the Participant Role Questionnaire (PRQ).  The 

PRQ was divided into three groups, and the scores recorded prior to and following 

participation in the intervention were summed.  The DVs were the three bystander 

roles (i.e., bully, reinforcer, and defender).  The between subjects IV was group, with 

two levels (intervention and wait-list control), and the within subject IV was time, 

with two levels (prior to commencement of intervention at T1, and completion of the 

intervention at T2). 

Of the 957 respondents present for the T1 data collection, only 748 were 

eligible, with 185 students absent or having left the school at that point and 24 

students who did not provide complete data for all variables (N = 209).  Of those 

students, 486 students participated in the intervention group whilst 262 were in the 

wait-list control group.  

Positive skew was present for bully and reinforcer roles both at T1 and T2, 

however, the skew was non-significant as it was not in excess of +3.  In contrast, the 

roles of bully (T1) and reinforcer (both T1 and T2) also showed signs of kurtosis in 

excess of + 3 for the intervention group, suggesting a non-normal distribution of the 
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data.  Calculation of an Fmax value to determine the extent of the violation to the 

assumption showed that neither bully nor reinforcer variables had a value of greater 

than +3.  Examination of the data identified four cases with extreme data points for 

the bully role in the intervention group.  Removal of these four data points reduced 

the T2 kurtosis, but resulted in another four cases becoming extreme points.  

Removal of the cases resulted in another two, and so on.  As a result, the data points 

were left in the data set.  Box’s M was significant at p < .001 suggesting violation of 

the assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance. 

An additional 10 cases were identified as having significant multivariate 

outliers with a Mahalanobis Distance point greater than critical, χ
2
(4) = 18.47, p < 

.01.  However, removal of the cases made no difference to the outcome of the 

analysis and only served to introduce new cases with critical Mahalanobis Distance 

scores; thus, all cases were retained.  Violations to sphericity and multivariate 

homogeneity of variance-covariance were also evidenced in this analysis.  

Appropriate criterion measures were applied to guard against Type I error.  A Pillai’s 

Trace criterion was used to determine significance of the related DVs (see Table 41).  

A significant multivariate effect was found for the combined bystander role variables, 

F(3, 733) = 9108.23, p < .01.   
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Table 41 

Multivariate Effects of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance for Bystander Roles 

(N=739) 

 
df F η p 

Between subjects     

   Group 3 1.89 .01 .11 

   Gender 3 16.31 .08 .001 

   Group x Gender 3 2.46 .01 .04 

Within subjects     

   Time 3 14.53 .07 .001 

   Time x Group 3 5.15 .03 .001 

   Time x Gender 3 1.66 .09 .16 

   Time x Group x Gender  3 1.48 .08 .20 

Error 733    

 

Whilst the multivariate effect was accounted for by the combined variables, 

examination of the marginal means and confidence intervals suggest that whilst 

statistically different at T1, both male and female participants in the intervention and 

the wait-list control groups reported reduced bully behaviours at T2.  A similar 

outcome was found in relation to reinforcer behaviours (see Table 42). 
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Table 42 

Gender Summary Statistics (N=739) 

      95% CI 

Measure Group Gender 

Testing 

time M SD 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Bully Control Male T1 6.24 1.94 5.89 6.58 

   T2 5.63 1.95 5.28 5.99 

  Female T1 5.71 2.04 5.36 6.06 

   T2 5.35 1.74 4.99 5.70 

 Intervention Male T1 6.06 2.30 5.81 6.31 

   T2 5.97 2.41 5.72 6.22 

  Female T1 5.13 1.72 4.87 5.40 

   T2 5.07 1.83 4.80 5.33 

Reinforcer Control Male T1 6.53 1.93 6.20 6.87 

   T2 6.00 1.71 5.66 6.34 

  Female T1 6.15 1.74 5.81 6.49 

   T2 5.85 1.91 5.51 6.20 

 Intervention Male T1 6.42 2.22 6.17 6.66 

   T2 6.18 2.22 5.93 6.43 

  Female T1 5.82 1.80 5.56 6.07 

   T2 5.67 1.98 5.41 5.94 

Defender Control Male T1 6.16 2.11 5.77 6.54 

   T2 6.30 1.95 5.95 6.65 

  Female T1 7.70 2.27 7.32 8.09 

   T2 7.21 2.19 6.86 7.56 

 Intervention Male T1 7.04 2.22 6.77 7.32 

   T2 6.31 2.01 6.06 6.56 

  Female T1 7.80 2.34 7.51 8.10 

   T2 6.87 2.01 6.60 7.13 

 

Wait-list control group males reported significantly fewer defender 

behaviours at T1 than wait-list control group females, or intervention group males 
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and females.  Moreover, wait-list control males showed an increase in defender 

behaviours at T2, whereas wait-list control females and both intervention group males 

and females showed a decrease in defender behaviours (see Table 42). 

A significant two-way interaction of time by group, F(3, 733) = 5.15, p <  .01, 

was also found.  Univariate tests suggest that bully F(1, 735 ) = 5.55 , p = .02 and 

defender, F(1, 735 ) = 12.61, p < .01, were significant contributors.  Reinforcer was 

found to be non-significant, p = .19. 

Examination of the means and confidence intervals (see Table 43) suggest that 

the bully role was significantly different between the wait-list control group and 

intervention group at T1, but not at T2 (see Figure 12). 
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Table 43 

Summary of Group by Time Descriptive Statistics (N = 739) 

     95% CI 

Measure Group 

Testing 

time M SE 

Upper 

bound 

Lower 

bound 

Bully Control T1 5.98 .23 5.73 6.22 

  T2 5.49 .13 5.24 5.74 

 Intervention T1 5.60 .09 5.42 5.78 

  T2 5.52 .09 5.33 5.70 

Reinforcer Control T1 6.34 .12 6.10 6.58 

  T2 5.93 .12 5.83 6.17 

 Intervention T1 6.12 .09 5.94 6.29 

  T2 5.93 .09 5.75 6.11 

Defender Control T1 6.93 .14 6.66 7.21 

  T2 6.75 .13 6.51 7.00 

 Intervention T1 7.42 .10 7.22 7.62 

  T2 6.59 .09 6.40 6.77 

 

In addition, the intervention group reported higher defender behaviours than 

the wait-list control group at T1.  Both groups showed a decline in defender 

behaviours at T2 (see Figure 13). 
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Figure 12. Interaction effect of time and group on bully. 

 

 

Figure 13. Interaction effect of time and group on defender. 

 

No significant interaction was found for group by gender (p = .16), or time by 

group by gender (p = .20).  However, a significant effect was found for time, F(3, 

733) = 14.53, p < .01 ).  Univariate tests were examined further in relation to main 

effects of time.  The roles of bully, reinforcer and defender were all found to be 

different at T2 (see Table 44). 
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Table 44 

Within Subjects Univariate Effects of Time for Bystander Roles  

 
df F η p 

Bully 1 10.87 .02 .00 

Reinforcer 1 12.12 .02 .00 

Defender 1 30.11 .04 .00 

Error 735    

 

Examination of the means and confidence intervals also support a reduction in bully, 

reinforcer and defender roles across time (see Table 45). 

 

Table 45 

Summary of Time Descriptive Statistics (N = 739) 

    95% CI 

Measure Testing time M SE 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Bully T1 5.79 .08 5.63 5.94 

 T2 5.50 .08 5.35 5.66 

Reinforcer T1 6.23 .08 6.08 6.38 

 T2 5.93 .08 5.78 6.08 

Defender T1 7.18 .09 7.01 7.35 

 T2 6.67 .08 6.52 6.82 
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A significant effect was found for gender, F(3, 733) = 16.31, p < .01, but not 

group (p = .11).  Univariate tests were examined further in relation to main effects of 

gender (see Table 46). 

 

Table 46 

Between Subjects Univariate Effects of Gender for Bystander Roles  

 df F η p 

Bully 1 24.88 .03 .00 

Reinforcer 1 10.61 .01 .00 

Defender 1 47.77 .06 .00 

Error 735    

 

Examination of the marginal means and confidence intervals identified that 

males in the wait-list control group reported significantly fewer bullying behaviours 

than both female wait-list control students and male and female intervention group 

participants.  Additionally, male and female students from both the intervention and 

wait-list control groups reported participating in fewer reinforcer behaviours at T2, 

and that female intervention students and both male and female wait-list control 

students reported more defender behaviours at T2 (see Table 42). 

It was hypothesized that male students would report a decreased likelihood of 

participation in bully or bystander behaviours and female students were expected to 

report an increased likelihood of participation in defender type behaviours post-

intervention.  Whilst both groups reported fewer bully type behaviours, no gender 

differences were found, showing only partial support for this hypothesis.  Further, 
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female students were no more likely than male students to participate in increased 

defender behaviours post-intervention.   

6.5.3 Efficacy for the Victimisation Variables 

Finally, a series of three two-way repeated measures ANOVA was used to test 

for differential effects of gender as a result of participation in the intervention in 

relation to reported victimisation and perception of safety from bullying at school.  

Prior to interpretation, each ANOVA was assessed for the assumptions of normality, 

sphericity and homogeneity of variance.  Where violations occurred, the appropriate 

corrections were applied. 

6.5.4 Bullied by an Individual Student 

A significant main effect was found for bullied by an individual, suggesting 

being bullied by an individual student at T2 was influenced by group F(1,767) = 

19.33, p < .001, and gender, F(1,767) = 8.00, p = .005.  Examination of the marginal 

means shows that both males and female students in the intervention group reported 

fewer incidences of bullying by an individual student at T2 than the wait-list control 

group.  Further, female students reported fewer incidences of bullying by an 

individual student than male students (see Figure 14). 
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Figure 14. Mean reported victimisation by an individual student by gender, 

time and group. 

 

6.5.5 Bullied by a Group of Students  

Examination of the univariate effect for bullied by a group, shows that being 

bullied by a group of students at T2 was influenced by group F(1,768) = 10.33, p = 

.001, and gender F(1,768) = 10.04, p = .002.  Examination of the marginal means 

shows that both male and female students in the intervention group reported fewer 

incidences of bullying by a group of students at T2 than the wait-list control group.  

Further, female students reported fewer incidences of bullying by a group of students 

than male students (see Figure 15).  No change was evident for male students in the 

wait-list control group, however, female students showed a significant increase in 

reported incidences.   
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Figure 15. Mean reported victimisation by a group of students for females and 

males by Group and Time. 

 

6.5.6 Perception of School as a Safe Place from Bullying 

The univariate effect for safety revealed that perception of the school as a safe 

place from bullying at T2 was influenced by group, F(1,766) = 13.27, p < .001, and 

gender, F(1, 766) = 8.13, p = .004, and the interaction of group by gender F(1,766) = 

4.08, p = .044.  Examination of the marginal means demonstrated that the perception 

of the school as a safe place from bullying was higher at T1 for male and female 

students from the wait-list control group (see Table 47).  However, male students in 

the intervention group reported significantly higher perception post intervention 

compared with their female counterparts who showed little change in perception (see 

Figure 16). 
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 Figure 16. Mean perceived safety for female and male students by group and 

time. 

Table 47 

Gender Summary Statistics for Victimisation (N=763) 

      95% CI 

Measure Group Gender 

Testing 

time M SD 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Bullied by an Control Male T1 1.58 .60   .98 2.41 

individual student 
  T2 1.57 .60   .97 2.45 

  Female T1 1.48 .67   .81 2.16 

   T2 1.46 .55   .91 2.28 

 Intervention Male T1 1.44 .61 

                                                                                                        

.83 1.16 

   T2 1.38 .58  .80 1.96 

  Female T1 1.35 .55  .80 1.90 

   T2 1.27 .53  .74 1.80 

Bullied by a Control Male T1 1.45 .58  .87 2.03 

group of students 
  T2 1.45 .65  .80 2.10 
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  Female T1 1.27 .52  .75 1.79 

   T2 1.34 .59  .75 1.36 

 Intervention Male T1 1.45 .55  .90 2.00 

   T2 1.34 .56  .78 1.90 

  Female T1 1.37 .48  .89 1.85 

   T2 1.26 .52  .74 1.78 

Safe from  Control Male T1 2.31 .72 1.59 3.03 

Bullying 
  T2 2.36 .65 1.71 3.01 

  Female T1 2.16 .63 1.53 2.79 

   T2 2.18 .52 1.66 2.70 

 Intervention Male T1 2.09 .57 1.52 2.66 

   T2 2.20 .66 1.54 2.86 

  Female T1 2.11 .68 1.43 2.79 

   T2 2.13 .49 1.64 2.62 

Note: a lower score on bullied by individuals or a group denotes less victimisation; a higher score on 

school as being a safe place from bullying denotes a greater perception of safety from bullying. 

 

It was hypothesized that female students would report fewer incidences of 

bullying by a group of students, whilst male students would report fewer incidences 

of individual student bullying.  Both male and female students were expected to 

report an increased sense of safety at school post-intervention.  Results for these 

hypotheses were supported.   

Male students, particularly those from the intervention group, reported fewer 

incidences of bullying by an individual student at post-intervention.  Further, female 
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students reported fewer incidences of bullying by a group of students.  Interestingly, 

whilst both male and female students in the intervention group reported increased 

perception of their school as being a safe place from bullying post intervention, this 

was significantly more so for male students.  These results show that participation in 

the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program resulted in fewer incidences of bullying 

by an individual student or group of students, and increased the perception of school 

as being a safe place from bullying.  

 

6.6 Section Two: Comparison for High Resiliency Students and Low Resiliency 

Students 

 To assess the differential effects of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships 

Program on the social cognitive related variables and bystander role DVs across 

students with “high and low resiliency”, a series of two-way repeated measures 

analyses of variance (ANOVA) was used to compare summed scores recorded prior 

to and following participation in the intervention.  For the purposes of these analyses, 

only scores that fell into the bottom 25% and the top 25% were used.   

The first group of DVs were the social cognitive related variables: Coping, 

Beliefs/Expectancies, IPSE, Social Support, and GHQ.  Each dependent variable was 

assessed individually.  The between subjects IV was group, with two levels (high 

resiliency and low resiliency), and the within subject IV was time, with two levels 

(prior to commencement of intervention at T1, and completion of intervention at T2).   

6.6.1 Social Cognitive Related Variables 

Coping.  Univariate analyses were examined to determine whether there was a 

differential effect for coping between groups and across time.  Unique contributions 
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were made by time, F(1, 355) = 13.36, p = .036, and the interaction of time by group, 

F(1, 355) = 90.64, p < .001.  The results reflected a strong influence of group and 

time on coping.  Examination of the marginal means showed that students in the high 

resiliency group nominated fewer negative coping strategies at T1.  However, 

significant changes in the likelihood of participating in negative coping strategies in a 

bullying situation were evidenced for the low resiliency group (see Figure 17). 

 

Figure 17. Marginal means for negative coping strategies by high and low 

resiliency over time. 

 

Beliefs about control and expected outcomes in bullying situations.  

Univariate analyses were examined to determine whether group adds a unique 

contribution to predicting differences in beliefs across time.  Unique contributions 

were made by time, F(1, 316) =  28600.08, p < .001, and the interaction of time by 

group, F(1, 316) =  554.21, p < .001.  Examination of the marginal means shows that 

students in the high resiliency group perceived themselves to have greater control and 

positive expectancies for outcomes in bullying situations at T1 and showed a decrease 

at T2.  In contrast, low resiliency participants reported an increase in perceived 
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control and positive expectancies for outcomes in bullying situations at T2 (see 

Figure 18).  

 

Figure 18. Marginal means for beliefs/expectancies by high and low 

resiliency over time. 

 

Interpersonal self-efficacy.  Univariate analyses were examined to determine 

whether group adds a unique contribution to predicting differences in IPSE across 

time.  Unique contributions were made by time, F(1, 261) =  45.63, p < .001, and the 

interaction of time by group, F(1, 261) =  101.04, p < .001.   

These results show the strong influence of group, time, and the interaction on 

a student’s IPSE.  Examination of the marginal means shows that students in the high 

resiliency group reported higher self-efficacy for interpersonal situations at T1.  

Significant changes in the low resiliency group were evidenced across time, showing 

that students in the low resiliency group developed greater self-efficacy for 

interpersonal situations as a result of participation in the intervention (see Figure 19). 
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Figure 19. Marginal means for interpersonal self-efficacy by high and low 

resiliency over time. 

 

Perceived social support from peers.  Univariate analyses were conducted to 

identify differences between groups in perceived social support across time.  Unique 

contributions were made by time, F(1, 261) = 45.64, p < .001, and the interaction of 

time by group, F(1, 261) = 101.04, p < .001.  Examination of the marginal means 

shows that students in the high resiliency group perceived themselves to have a 

higher level of peer social support at both T1 and T2.  Whilst the students in the low 

resiliency group perceived their peer social support to be lower at T1, it was similar 

to that of the high resiliency group at T2 (see Figure 20).  
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Figure 20. Marginal means for perceived social support from peers by high 

and low resiliency over time. 

 

Well-being.  A univariate analysis was conducted to assess the effects of the 

intervention on GHQ (well-being) across high and low resiliency groups.  Unique 

contributions were made by time, F(1, 298) =  212.24, p < .001, and the interaction of 

time by group, F(1, 298) =  50.80, p < .001.  These results show a strong influence of 

group and time on well-being.  Examination of the marginal means shows that 

Students in the high resiliency group reported greater psychological well being at T1.  

However, significantly decreased psychological concerns were reported by the low 

resiliency group post-intervention.  This shows strong support for the Cool Schools 

Peer Relationships Program’s ability to increase well-being (see Figure 21). 
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Figure 21. Marginal means for well-being by high and low resiliency over 

time. 

 

Bystander roles.  The second group of DVs consisted of the three bystander 

roles: bully, reinforcer, and defender.  Each dependent variable was assessed 

individually.  The between subjects IV was group, with two levels (high resiliency 

and low resiliency), and the within subject IV was time, with two levels (prior to 

commencement of intervention at T1, and completion of intervention at T2).   

Bully role.  Univariate analyses were examined to determine whether group 

added a unique contribution to predicting changes in bully behaviours across time.  

Unique contributions were made by time, F(1, 355) =  13.36, p = .036, and the 

interaction of time by group, F(1, 355) =  90.64, p < .001.  The results show that 

students in the high resiliency group nominated fewer bullying type behaviours at T1, 

with little change at T2.  A significant decrease in the likelihood of participating in 

bullying behaviours was shown post intervention by the low resiliency group (see 

Figure 22). 
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Figure 22. Marginal means for bullying behaviours by high and low resiliency 

over time. 

 

Reinforcer role.  Univariate analyses were examined to determine whether 

Group adds a unique contribution to predicting differences in the reinforcer type 

behaviours across time.  Unique contributions were made by time, F(1, 397) = 

9704.16, p < .001, and the interaction of time by group, F(1, 397) = 495.23, p < .001.  

These findings show significantly fewer reinforcer behaviours were endorsed post-

intervention, with the high resiliency group nominating more reinforcer behaviours 

and the low resiliency group nominating fewer reinforcer behaviours post 

intervention (see Figure 23). 
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Figure 23. Marginal means for reinforcer behaviours by high and low 

resiliency over time. 

Defender role.  Univariate analyses were conducted to identify whether 

participants in the low resiliency group would show effects arising from the 

intervention in relation to defender type behaviours.  Unique contributions were made 

by time, F(1, 358) =  12474.28, p < .001, and the interaction of time by group, F(1, 

358) =  618.14, p < .001.  Whilst there were significant effects arising from the 

intervention for both groups, examination of the marginal means shows that students 

in the high resiliency group reported fewer defender type behaviours and those in the 

low resiliency group reported increased defender type behaviours post-intervention 

(see Figure 24). 
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Figure 24. Marginal means for defender type behaviours by high and low 

resiliency over time. 

 

It was hypothesized that there would be differential effects in the relationships 

between perceptions and skills and bullying and victimisation experiences for highly 

resilient students compared to students who were not as resilient.  Specifically, 

students in the low resiliency group (bottom 25%) were expected to report greater 

gains in perceived control and positive expectations of outcomes in relation to 

bullying, fewer negative coping strategies, greater gains in interpersonal self-efficacy, 

greater gains in social support, and greater gains in well-being compared to students 

in the high resiliency group (top 25%), post-intervention.  Moderately high support 

was found for these hypotheses, as students in the low resiliency group showed 

significant change in respect to all variables measured.   

Post-intervention, the low resiliency group reported greater likelihood of 

using positive coping strategies in bullying situations, felt they were more in control 

and held more positive expectations of outcomes in bullying situations, perceived 

themselves as being more adept in social interactions with their peers, and received 
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social support more frequently from their peers.  Further, the low resiliency group 

showed a significant change in well-being post-intervention.  Change in the degree to 

which students in the low resiliency group participated in the different bystander role 

behaviours was also evidenced.  Students in the low resiliency group participated in 

fewer bullying and reinforcer behaviours.  A small but significant increase was seen 

in the frequency of participating in defender type behaviours.  The high resiliency 

group showed similar changes on all variables, but to a lesser degree, excluding the 

defender role which showed a decrease in the likelihood to engage in defender type 

behaviours.    

 

6.7 Section Three: Long Term Sustainability of Outcomes 

The aim of this part of Study 2 was to determine whether students who 

participated in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program maintained positive 

gains 12-weeks after participation in the intervention.  The data were analysed using 

two-way repeated measures MANOVA and factorial ANOVAs.  The IVs were Time 

with three levels (T1 at pre intervention, T2 at post intervention, and T3 at 3-month 

follow-up) and gender, with two levels.    

6.7.1 Sustainability of the Social Cognitive Changes 

Descriptive statistics for the three testing times by gender DVs are displayed 

in Table 41.  The DVs were the social cognitive related variables.  Students from T3 

made up the respondents for this component of Study 3.  Of the 336 respondents at 

T1, 113 students were either absent at T2 or T3, or had left the School, and 5 students 

did not provide complete data for all variables, leaving a participant pool of N = 218.     
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The data were examined for missing cases, skew and kurtosis.  The 

assumptions of normality and linearity were both met.  All assumptions for 

MANOVA were met, excluding the individual contribution made by GHQ which 

violated the assumption of sphericity at p < .000.  Box’s M was non-significant at p = 

.102.  A Bonferroni correction of .01 was applied.  A Huynh-Feldt Epsilon correction 

was applied to GHQ. 

A significant multivariate time by gender interaction was found, F(10, 207) = 

1.96, p = .039, and multivariate effects for gender, F(5, 212) = 10.30, p < .001,  and 

time, F(10, 207) = 66.51, p < .001.  Univariate tests showed that coping strategies, 

F(1, 216) = 9.31, p = .003, beliefs/expectancies, F(1, 216) = 31.41, p < .001, and 

social support, F(1, 216) = 12.48, p = .001, all fluctuated over time in different ways 

depending on the gender of the participants.  Figures 25 through 27, illustrate the 

significant interactions.  

 

Figure 25. Mean scores for negative strategies for coping with bullying by 

males and females across the three testing times. 
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Figure 26. Mean perceived beliefs about control outcome expectations for 

bullying scores for males and females across the three testing times. 

 
 

Figure 27. Mean social support scale scores for males and females across 

time.  
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Table 48 

Longitudinal Summary Statistics for the Social Cognitive Dependent Variables 

  Males n = 114 Females n = 104 Total N = 218 

    95% CI   95% CI   95% CI 

Variables 

Testing 

time M SD 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound M SD 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound M SD 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Coping T1 35.22 3.08 34.48 35.96 33.95 4.22 33.18 34.73 34.59 4.05 34.05 35.12 

 T2 33.55 3.93 32.75 34.36 32.62 4.80 31.77 33.46 33.08 4.38 32.50 33.67 

 T3 33.94 4.14 33.16 34.72 32.50 4.33 31.68 33.32 33.22 4.28 32.65 33.78 

Beliefs/Expectancies T1 31.79 5.07 30.92 32.66 33.61 4.32 32.70 34.53 32.70 4.81 32.07 33.33 

 T2 30.60 5.43 29.67 31.53 34.10 4.58 33.12 35.07 32.35 5.33 31.67 33.02 

 T3 29.72 5.42 28.73 30.71 33.09 5.26 32.05 34.12 31.40 5.59 30.69 32.12 

IPSE T1 64.25 10.12 62.50 66.10 63.64 8.73 61.81 65.48 63.95 9.47 62.68 65.22 

 T2 66.90 10.79 64.96 68.85 64.93 10.26 62.89 66.97 65.92 10.56 64.51 67.33 

 T3 67.34 9.92 65.53 69.15 65.35 9.66 63.45 67.24 66.34 9.83 65.03 67.65 

Social support scale T1 10.18 3.37 9.48 10.88 9.94 3.37 9.21 10.67 10.06 3.78 9.56 10.57 

 T2 12.37 3.58 11.69 13.69 14.29 3.76 13.58 15.00 13.33 3.78 12.84 13.82 

 T3 13.47 5.22 12.53 14.42 15.37 5.00 14.38 16.35 14.42 5.19 13.74 15.10 

GHQ T1 39.47 3.92 38.73 40.22 39.32 4.16 38.54 40.10 39.40 4.02 38.86 39.93 

 T2 33.84 6.77 32.68 35.00 33.75 5.70 32.53 34.96 33.80 6.27 32.96 34.64 

 T3 31.63 3.29 31.00 32.30 31.61 3.51 30.95 32.26 31.62 3.39 31.16 32.07 
Note. Beliefs/Expectancies = Control, Beliefs and Outcome Expectancies in Relation to Bullying; IPSE= Interpersonal Self Efficacy Scale;  GHQ = Psychological Well-Being
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Simple effects analysis revealed that female students maintained a lower level 

of negative coping strategies at both T2 and T3, whereas male students showed a 

similar decrease at T2, but showed an increase at T3.  Female students perceived 

themselves to have less control over bullying and held more negative beliefs in 

relation to expected outcomes than male students at all times.  Male students showed 

an initial increase in perceived control and positive beliefs in relation to bullying, 

however, this trend was not sustained at T3.  Both female and male students showed a 

significant increase in reported social support from their peers at T2.  A continued 

increase was evidenced at T3 by both genders. 

Changes in IPSE were evidenced for both genders at T2, and no changes were 

observed for either gender at T3 showing that the outcomes were maintained at T3 (p 

= .17; see Figure 28).  Similarly, outcomes for well-being showed a marked decrease 

in reported psychological concerns at T2 for both genders. This decrease continued 

equally for both genders (p = .83; see Figure 29).  

 

 

Figure 28. Mean score for IPSE for males and females across time. 
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Figure 29. Mean GHQ scores for males and females across time. 

 

Further examination of the analyses identified a significant multivariate main 

effect for time, F(10, 207) = 66.51, p < .001.  The univariate tests determined that this 

involved coping, F(1, 216) = 14.81, p < .001, beliefs/expectancies F(1, 216) = 10.14, 

p = .002,  IPSE, F(1, 216) = 11.82, p = .001, social support, F(1, 216) = 104.53, p < 

.001, and GHQ, F(1, 216) = 446.79, p < .001.  These findings show that changes in 

outcomes for all variables at T1 were significantly different to those at T2 and T3.  

This suggests sustainability for the DVs over time.   

It was hypothesized that students would display gains in terms of 

beliefs/expectancies, IPSE, and social support, and lower scores for coping and GHQ 

following the intervention.  Specifically, students were expected to show fewer 

negative coping strategies in bullying situations, a greater sense of control and 

positive beliefs in relation to outcome expectancies in relation to bullying, increased 

perceived support from peers, increased interpersonal self-efficacy, and greater well-

being.  Further, students were expected to maintain gains associated with the 

intervention over time.  Support for this hypothesis was modest with three of the DVs 
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showing both expected changes and sustained changes post intervention.  More 

specifically, students participating in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program 

showed sustainable changes in the form of fewer negative coping strategies, increased 

self-efficacy for interpersonal situations, increased social support from peers, and 

greater well-being.  These changes were seen across both genders.  

The DV, belief/expectancies showed mixed results, with female students 

showing decreased sense of control and perception of positive outcome expectancies 

in relation to bullying.  Male students showed an initial increase, although it was not 

sustained over time. 

6.7.2 Sustainability of Bystander Role Changes 

A two-way repeated measures MANOVA was used to determine whether any 

of the observed changes in bystander roles were sustained 12 weeks post-

intervention.  The IV was time, with three levels.  The DV was bystander roles with 

three levels including bully, reinforcer, and defender.  

The data were examined for missing cases, skew and kurtosis.  The 

assumptions of normality and linearity were both met.  The assumption of sphericity 

was violated for bully and reinforcer roles.  A Bonferroni correction of .017 was 

applied to the alpha.   

A significant multivariate interaction showed outcomes on the three DVs were 

significantly affected by gender and time F(5, 884) = 2.86, p = .004. Examination of 

the univariate effects for the interaction showed that gender influenced changes over 

time for bully F(2, 444) = 5.39, p = .005, and defender F(2, 444) = 5.45, p = .005; but 

not reinforcer p = .74.  Figures 30 through 32 illustrate the interactions. 
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Figure 30. Mean scores bully role for males and females across time.  

 

Figure 31. Mean scores reinforcer role for males and females across time. 

 

 
 

Figure 32. Mean scores defender roles for males and females across time. 
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Whilst the effect was not significant for the bully role, examination of the 

marginal means shows a continued reduction in participation in the bully role 

behaviours for both by male and female participants, but most predominantly for the 

female participants in comparison to T1 and T2 (see Table 49).  

 

Table 49 

Descriptive Summary of Bystander Role Variables across Time (N=224)   

     95% CI 

Variable Gender 

Testing 

time Mean SE 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Bully Male T1 5.53 .14 5.25 5.82 

  T2 5.59 .18 5.22 5.95 

  T3 5.39 .12 5.14 5.63 

 Female T1 4.92 .15 4.62 5.21 

  T2 4.80 .19 4.51 5.25 

  T3 4.65 .13 4.40 4.90 

Reinforcer Male T1 6.04 .16 5.73 6.36 

  T2 5.84 .19 4.47 6.22 

  T3 5.65 .16 5.34 5.96 

 Female T1 5.51 .17 5.18 5.84 

  T2 5.44 .20 5.06 5.83 

  T3 5.53 .16 5.21 5.85 

Defender Male T1 6.93 .19 6.56 7.30 

  T2 6.28 .19 5.91 6.64 

  T3 7.45 .19 7.08 7.82 

 Female T1 8.02 .20 7.63 8.40 

  T2 6.88 .19 6.50 7.26 

  T3 7.63 .19 7.25 8.01 
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A significant effect was produced for the reinforcer role as male participants 

continued to decline in the likelihood of participating in reinforcer behaviours, 

whereas no effect was evidenced for their female counterparts.  Finally, despite an 

initial decrease in reported defender role behaviours at T2, female participants 

returned to their T1 level at T2 whereas male participants reported an actual 

significant increase over T1. 

It was hypothesized that changes in bystander role behaviour arising from 

participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program would be sustained 

over time.  Examination of the data shows partial support for this hypothesis as 

sustainability was evidenced by a decrease in participation in bullying behaviours by 

females, decreased participation in reinforcer behaviours by male participants and an 

increased likelihood of participating in defender behaviours at T3 compared with T1 

for male students. Female students returned to the T1 levels for reported defender 

behaviours. 

6.7.3 Sustainability of Reduced Victimisation 

A two-way repeated measures MANOVA was used to identify if changes in 

victimisation were sustained 12 weeks post-intervention.  The IV was time, with three 

levels (T1, T2, and T3).  The DV was victimisation with three levels including 

bullied by an individual, bullied by a group, and safety. 

The data were examined for missing cases, skew and kurtosis.  The 

assumptions of normality and linearity were both met.  Sphericity was not assumed, 

so a Huynh-Feldt correction was applied to the univariate assessments.  A Bonferroni 

correction of .0166 was applied to the alpha.  A significant multivariate effect was 

found for time by gender F(6, 216) = 3.96, p = .001.  Examination of the effect 
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identified that perception of the school as a safe place from bullying was the 

significant contributing factor for both time F(1, 221) = 96.02, p = .001,  and gender 

F(1, 221) = 15.36, p = .001.  Reported incidence of being bullied by an individual 

student was also influenced by gender, F(1, 221) = 14.18 p < .001.    

Examination of the marginal means identified that male students showed a 

continued decrease in reported incidence in bullying by an individual student.  

Female participants showed a sustained reduction, without further reduction in 

incidences.  Reported bullying by a group of students was not observed to continue to 

decrease.  However, male participants sustained the reduction reported at T2, whereas 

female participants reported an increase at T3.  Further, both female and male 

participants reported sustained perception of their school as being a safe place from 

bullying (see Table 50). 

It was hypothesized that the reduced frequency of reported victimisation and 

greater perceived safety outcomes arising from participation in the Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships Program would be sustained over time.  No effect was found for bullied 

by an individual student.  In contrast, male participants reported continued decline in 

being bullied by a group.  In terms of perceiving their school as a safe place from 

bullying, both male and female participants responded at a level similar to that at T2, 

suggesting sustainability of this outcome.  
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Table 50 

Descriptive Summary of Victimisation Variables across Time and Gender (N=221)   

     95% CI 

Measure Gender 

Testing 

time Mean SD 

Lower 

bound 

Upper 

bound 

Bullied by an Male T1 1.37 .05 1.28 1.46 

individual student 
 T2 1.40 .05 1.30 1.49 

  T3 1.36 .05 1.26 1.46 

 Female T1 1.22 .05 1.17 1.31 

  T2 1.16 .05 1.06 1.26 

  T3 1.20 .05 1.09 1.30 

Bullied by a Male T1 1.32 .04 1.23 1.40 

group of students 
 T2 1.34 .05 1.24 1.43 

  T3 1.27 .05 1.17 1.37 

 Female T1 1.20 .05 1.11 1.29 

  T2 1.16 .05 1.06 1.26 

  T3 1.23 .05 1.13 1.34 

Safe from bullying Male T1 2.02 .05 1.92 2.11 

at school 
 T2 1.64 .07 1.51 1.77 

  T3 1.66 .07 1.53 1.80 

 Female T1 2.10 .05 2.00 2.20 

  T2 1.27 .07 1.13 1.41 

  T3 1.26 .07 1.12 1.40 
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6.8 Discussion 

The overall aim of Study 3 was to determine the efficacy of the Cool Schools 

Peer Relationships Programme in relation to the reduction in bullying behaviours and 

increased resiliency, in a cohort of Year 8 students.  This longitudinal assessment was 

concerned with both initial and follow-up effects on a range of key areas.  Using 

survey data, three groups of outcome variables were assessed.  These were social 

cognitive related variables (coping, belief, interpersonal self-efficacy, social support 

and psychological well-being), bystander roles (bully, bystander, and defender), and 

victimisation (bullied by an individual student, bullied by a group of students, 

perceived safety at school from bullying). 

First, this study looked at whether the Cool Schools Peer Relationships 

Program changed students’ perceptions and sense of well-being in relation to bullying 

situations.  The data were examined to identify whether participation in the Cool 

Schools Peer Relationships Program affected the types of bullying role behaviours 

engaged in by students 

Data were also examined to determine whether the incidence of victimisation 

and perception of school safety improved after participation in the Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships Program, and whether the intervention had a differential gender impact 

in relation to student bullying and victimisation.  In addition, differential effects were 

examined for high resilient students compared to low resilient students. Finally, the 

data were examined to identify any sustainability or long term effects of the 

intervention on student experiences of bullying and victimisation.  This final section 

of the current chapter presents a discussion of the results according to these findings. 



Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  234.  

6.8.1 Short Term Outcomes 

Analyses of the short term effects of the intervention examined the outcomes 

of the social cognitive variables, bystander roles and victimisation items separately 

against the control group and in relation to gender differentials and differences 

between those exhibiting high and low resiliency to bullying situations. The analysis 

found that participants in the intervention group benefited in terms of engaging in 

fewer negative beliefs/expectancies about control over outcomes of bullying 

outcomes (beliefs/expectancies), used more positive coping strategies (coping), 

increased perception of peer social support (social support), increased confidence and 

mastery of interpersonal relationships (IPSE),  and greater psychological well-being 

(GHQ).  

Differential gender effects were found for some of the social cognitive 

variables.  Male students in the intervention group showed the lowest levels of 

negative coping strategies at T2 compared to all groups, suggesting they engaged in 

more positive coping strategies.  Females in the intervention group reported the 

largest increase in perceived social support from T1 to T2.   

In relation to students identified as being either high or low resilient, changes 

were evident across all social cognitive variables for those in the low resiliency 

group. Students who reported low perceived skill levels at T1, and thus termed low 

resiliency, showed an increased inclination to engage in positive coping strategies 

post-intervention, had greater belief in control and positive expectations in relation to 

outcomes in a bullying situation, perceived themselves as being more adept in social 

interactions with their peers, reported greater amounts of perceived social support and 

showed greater psychological well-being at T2.    
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In relation to student bullying and victimisation experiences, students in the 

Intervention group reported a significant decrease in incidence of being bullied by 

another student and/or being bullied by a group of students.  Further, participants 

perceived their school as being a safer place for students after participation in the 

intervention.  Differential gender effects identified that the female intervention group 

participants reported fewer group bullying incidences post intervention.  Male 

participants reported the highest increase in perception of their school as being a safe 

place from bullying. 

Whilst trends were in the expected direction for the bully and reinforcer roles, 

no immediate impact on the three bystander roles was evident post-intervention.  

However, when the data were examined in relation to high and low resiliency, group 

differences were found.  The high resiliency group participated in a fewer number of 

bully type behaviours post-intervention.  Further, they engaged in more reinforcer and 

fewer defender roles.  Students in the low resiliency group engaged in fewer bullying 

and reinforcer behaviours, and more defender type behaviours.  

As such, it appears that participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships 

program had a positive influence on participants’ perceptions and well-being in 

relation to bullying situations.  Additionally, these effects were most pronounced for 

the low resiliency students who were in the bottom 25% for each of the skill areas.  A 

universal effect on bystander roles was not evidenced.  However, differential effects 

were found for the low resiliency group.  

As such, those who participated in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships 

program benefited in comparison to those who did not participate in the program as 

victimisation from both an individual and a group appeared to decrease and 
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perception of the school as a safe place increased. Furthermore, participation in the 

program did affect boys’ and girls’ reports of victimisation and perception of the 

school as a safe place differently.  

6.8.2 Long Term Outcomes 

The long term sustainability of outcomes across all variables was assessed 

after three months.  With regard to social cognitive variables, changes were sustained 

in the form of fewer negative coping strategies, increased self-efficacy for 

interpersonal situations, increased social support from peers and greater 

psychological well-being. These changes were sustained across both genders.  

In terms of bystander roles, no initial change in participation in the bully role 

behaviours was identified.  However, at T3 male participants reported engaging in 

fewer bully behaviours, whereas female participants reported an increase in these 

behaviours.  Both male and female students reported a significant drop in 

participation in reinforcer behaviours and an increase in defender type behaviours.  

The delays in effect are interesting in themselves.  Bandura (1986) posited that a 

temporal lag effect may occur in relation to self-efficacy.  This notion of temporal lag 

may be relevant to the findings in terms of the bystander roles.  That is, as 

participants perceived their mastery over skills, such as interpersonal self-efficacy, 

increased, students may have behaved in more proactive ways in relation to bullying.    

There was significant change in female participants’ reported likelihood of 

participating in bullying behaviours indicating that the Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships program had a partially sustained effect on this variable. There was a 

continued decline in the likelihood of participating in reinforcer behaviours three 

months later, and for defender behaviours there was a return to pre-intervention levels 
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or better.  Bandura (1986) speculated that newly acquired efficacy may lead to more 

interest in a particular skill or behaviour, which may lead to the investment of more 

effort into such endeavours and thus mastery of the skill. 

The reduced frequency of reported victimisation and greater perceived safety 

outcomes arising from participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships program 

were found to be sustained over time, as participants reported that incidences of 

bullying by an individual student either remained reduced or continued to reduce 

post-intervention.  The reduction in incidences of bullying by a group of students was 

sustained for male participants, but not for their female counterparts.  Moreover, both 

male and female students continued to have a more positive view of their school as 

being a safe place against bullying post-intervention.  

In general terms, positive short and long term outcomes arising from 

participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program were evidenced.  

Moreover, those outcomes were significantly greater for students who reported lower 

skills across a number of key areas.  However, the fact that outcomes were evidenced 

for both high and low resiliency students and both male and female students attests to 

the importance of a program that is universal in delivery. 

Given that peer victimisation has been identified as one of the major issues 

facing the school community (Kids Helpline, 2000) with one in six children reporting 

bullying in Australian schools (Rigby, 1997), interventions providing positive effects 

such as those outlined above are crucial, not only to the school community, but to the 

community at large.  The implementation of a program such as the Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships program allows for increased awareness and support, a reduction in 

bully type behaviours and a greater sense of safety in the school community, which 
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will help to reduce the negative consequences associated with children being 

victimised by their peers, such as increased risk of social adjustment (Dowling, 

1998), psychological distress (Rutter, 1998) and school related problems 

(Kochenderfer, 1996).
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Chapter Seven: Conclusion 

7.0 Overview 

In this chapter, an overview of the research program is presented and the 

outcomes of the cross-sectional study are summarized.  Further, the findings of this 

evaluation of the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program are highlighted in terms 

of its value in reducing bullying behaviour, and in relation to the theoretical model 

examined.  The chapter concludes with an examination of the major contributions and 

limitations of the research program, its implications for school integration and 

informing policy, and suggested areas for future study. 

 

7.1 The Research Program: Overview 

The research program had two areas of focus.  First, this thesis focused 

primarily on identifying what changes have occurred in bullying behaviour in 

Australian secondary schools, compared to the previous research.  Specifically, it 

examined where developmental trends were evident in bullying behaviour, and 

investigated how these trends could be used to identify appropriate times for 

universal intervention in secondary schools.   

Second, the thesis aimed to develop a link between theory and practice 

through the development of a theory-based and evidence-driven classroom program.  

This goal was met through the development of an intervention program called the 

Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program which was based on a social-cognitive 

perspective.  

Third, the Program was evaluated to determine the short term effects of the 

intervention and this was compared with a wait-list control group.  Changes were 
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examined in relation to group and gender effects.  Additionally, the students reporting 

the highest (top 25%) and lowest (bottom 25%) levels of skills in the intervention 

group were classified as high and low resiliency.  The data were re-examined in 

relation to this classification to allow for greater evaluation of the program’s 

effectiveness for students with limited skills.   

Finally, students were reassessed some 3-months after completion of the 

program to identify long-term sustainability of the findings.  The program was found 

to help reduce bullying behaviour through increased resiliency, relational skills 

building, and improved mental health outcomes for students in Queensland secondary 

schools.   

 

7.2 Summary of Findings 

7.2.1 Study One 

Social changes appear evident in relation to bullying in secondary schools.  

Whilst younger students were still more likely to be bullied than older students, 

bullying is still evident up to and including Year 12.  Moreover, there were definitive 

peaks in certain behaviour in both Year 10 and Year 12.  This is somewhat in line 

with previous research from Australia (Rigby, 1996) and the Unitied Kingdom (Smith 

& Shu, 2000) that highlighted trends indicating a decrease in the reported incidence 

of bullying alongside age.  But also supported the significant findings of Rigby’s 

1998 research that identified that bullying continues to occurs to a significant degree 

in Australian Secondary Schools. 

The findings of this study suggest that boys in Years 8 and 9 felt less safe at 

school.  However, this was not the case for older students where the difference was 
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not shown to be meaningful.  These findings are consistent with a study by 

Grunbaum, Kann, and Kinchen (2004), who found that a greater percentage of boys 

than girls felt too unsafe to go to school.  Similarly, Rigby’s (1996) research found 

that boys expressed slightly more concerns about safety than girls at each year level.  

Moreover, there is a significant increase from 10% in 1996 to 30% in the number of 

students reporting that they feel the school is an unsafe place from bullying. 

Consistent with past literature, for example Rigby (1996), male students were 

still more likely to be the victims of bullying by an individual student than female 

students.  In contrast, male students were just as likely as girls to report being bullied 

by a group of students.  Traditionally, this type of bullying was found to be more 

likely to occur with female students.   

Students were also found to participate in fewer bullying and bystander type 

behaviours as they progressed through school, although there were distinct 

differences in the reasons for bullying another student across year levels.  These 

findings are reflected in the research of Rigby (1996) who observed a decline in 

bullying and bystander type behaviours with maturity.  Specifically, students in their 

first year of secondary school were more likely to bully another student to get even, 

for fun, or because another student annoyed them.  In Year 9, the reasons for bullying 

became more about power and prowess.  For example, Year 9 students would bully to 

show their strength and to avoid being bullied themselves.  This finding was 

consistent with a study by Berkowitz (1994) in which children at an early stage of 

adolescence displayed an increase in physical aggression due to an increase in 

physical strength, particularly for boys. In Year 10, students’ reasons for bullying 

appear to be related to a lack of tolerance; they may bully if they think another 
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student is a wimp or if another student annoys them.  This continues into Year 11, but 

bullying also becomes more about being seen as part of the group.  In Year 12, 

bullying is about getting even.   

In general, as students progressed through school they were found to have a 

higher perception of control over bullying and greater confidence in their own ability 

to deal with interpersonal situations.  Bandura (1989) alludes to this perception of 

control as allowing an individual to form a notion of acceptable codes of behaviour 

through the interaction of the environment and cognitions.  These cognitions may 

change over time as a function of maturation, experience and regulation.  The 

relationship between age and positive expectancies in relation to the outcomes of 

bullying appears to be u-shaped.  There is an initial decrease in positive expectancies 

in relation to the outcomes of bullying and students become more positive before a 

significant decline by Year 12.  

In summary, whilst some of the past trends are still evident today, these 

outcomes imply that bullying appears to be increasing in terms of the number of 

students who report experiencing bullying and the increased percentage of students 

who do not feel safe from bullying at school.   

However, it begs the question of whether the increased reporting is a function 

of a greater knowledge of what constitutes bullying behaviours, as previously 

discussed by Orpinas and Horne (2006), or perhaps student acceptance and adaptation 

in relation to answering surveys.  In the past, surveys may have been viewed with 

scepticism, concern or even fear in relation to breaches of confidentiality.  Students of 

the past may have refrained from total honesty due to concerns about presenting a 

socially desirable picture of themselves, or out of fear of being identified and 
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labelled, perhaps even getting into trouble.  Today, survey research in schools is 

commonplace.  This may have led to a sense of indifference in relation to answering 

sensitive personal questions.  Or it may be that young people today are more open 

about their experiences and feelings.  Most surveys today are anonymous, however, a 

large number of students still express concerns about being identifiable from their 

responses.  As a result, it is sometimes difficult to determine whether results are 

indicative of real increases in incidence and social change, or whether they are 

reflective of more confidence in expressing feelings and identifying experiences.   

The resurgence of reported bullying by Year 12 is also an area that gives 

pause for thought.  It is interesting to consider whether there is an actual increase in 

being bullied, or whether students may be more emotionally vulnerable at that point 

in time due to the increased stress of their final year.  One could also say that Year 8 

students also suffer increased stress as a result of change in school environment, 

peers, and the reshuffling of the pecking order.  In fact, when looking at the times 

where bullying and victimisation tend to increase there appears to be a strong link 

with significant transitional changes, which is in contrast to previous research by 

Pellegrini and Bartini (2000). 

It was deemed important to gather data that would clearly depict the students 

themselves so that the findings would have practical relevance to the participants.  

That is, the data should reflect real concerns, beliefs and perceived strengths and 

weaknesses.  Without understanding these issues from the perspective of the different 

age groups, an appropriate intervention would be difficult to define.  It was important 

that skills areas identified by the students, both qualitatively and quantitatively, 

should be addressed within the program. 



Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  244.  

7.2.2    Study Two 

The variables that were used to explain bullying and victimisation were taken 

from a social cognitive theory perspective and exhibited considerable shared 

variance.  They also formed the basis for adding to the understanding of both bullying 

and victimisation.  More specifically, differential pathways were evidenced in 

explaining bullying and victimisation. 

The likelihood of being bullied by another student, and the frequency of being 

bullied, was best predicted by the student’s confidence in interpersonal situations, 

expectancies and beliefs about outcomes of bullying, and degree of psychological 

distress.  The more confident a student is in their ability to handle interpersonal 

situations, the more positive their beliefs about the outcomes of a bullying situation, 

and the lower their psychological distress, the less frequently they may be bullied, if 

at all. These risk factors for being a victim of bullying have been identified in 

numerous research studies including Olweus (1997) and Craig and Pepler (2007). 

Psychological distress was not a strong predictor of group bullying or 

perception of safety within the school from bullying.  However, positive expectancies 

and a strong belief in one’s capacity to deal with interpersonal situations were both 

found to be important protective factors.  Moreover, both perceptions were also 

predictive of a student’s belief in their own ability to stop themselves from being 

bullied by another student.  Bandura and Wood (1989) found that students who have 

confidence in their own problem solving ability use these skills more effectively 

when in a bullying situation. 

The pathways for students who engage in bullying behaviour were somewhat 

different.  Students who perceive they have limited control over interpersonal 
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situations and who engage in maladaptive coping strategies were more likely to join 

in and bully other students.  In general, a student’s perception of their ability to deal 

with and/or control interpersonal situations is not only a protective factor against 

bullying but is the best predictor of participating in bullying.  Similarly, Dodge and 

Crick (1990) found that a student’s confidence in acting pro-socially determined 

whether they would engage in an aggressive act.  Holding positive expectancies about 

the outcomes of a bullying situation was also found to be a protective factor.  In 

addition, students who have adaptive coping strategies are less likely to engage in 

bullying other students.  

Combined, the social cognitive variables of beliefs and expectancies about 

control over outcomes of bullying, coping, interpersonal self-efficacy, social support 

and psychological well-being overlapped in their contribution to understanding or 

predicting both bullying and victimisation.  However, differential pathways were 

evidenced suggesting that the development of these skills may play an important role 

in preventing students from being bullied as well as from becoming bullies.  

Therefore, these combined and differential contributing factors need to be taken into 

account when considering an intervention based approach.   

7.2.3  Study Three 

The evaluation identified a number of short and long term outcomes for 

students who participated in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program.  Students 

reported greater psychological well-being after the program.  This was gained 

through an increase in positive beliefs and expectancies in relation to the outcomes of 

bullying situations, increased confidence in their own ability to deal effectively with 

interpersonal situations, and an increased perception of social support from their 
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peers.  These findings are supported by previous large scale studies of bullying 

intervention programmes (CPPRG, 1999; Greenberg, Kusche, & Mihalic, 2002).  

Further, these positive outcomes were significantly greater for students who reported 

having the lowest abilities at the outset of the project.  Wilson, Lipsey, and Derzon 

(2003) also found in their meta-analysis that after a school based intervention the 

higher risk youth showed the most improvement.  

Initially, the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program did not appear to have 

an effect on the likelihood of participating in bullying, reinforcer or defender type 

behaviours.  However, closer examination of the high and low resiliency students 

showed that students who initially identified themselves as having lower skills 

engaged in fewer bullying and reinforcer behaviours, and more defender type 

behaviours, whereas the high resiliency group participated in fewer bully type 

behaviours post intervention. 

Most importantly, both males and females in the intervention group reported 

fewer incidences of bullying by an individual student or by a group of students after 

participation in the program than did those in the control group.  More specifically, 

female students were less likely to be bullied by an individual student or group of 

students than male students.  Further, male students in the intervention group 

perceived school as being significantly safer after participating in the program.  

Similarly, Ortega and Lera (2000) found that students felt safer at school after being 

involved in a bullying intervention program. 

7.2.4 Long Term Outcomes 

Initial outcomes suggested efficacy for a universal program such as the Cool 

Schools Peer Relationships Program.  Additionally, long term sustainability was 
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identified for a number of outcomes.  Students continued to show increased 

confidence in dealing with interpersonal situations, increased social support from 

peers and greater psychological well-being.  Further, a time-lag effect appears to have 

occurred for coping strategies as students were found to engage in fewer negative 

coping strategies as time evolved.  These changes were sustained across both genders.  

These findings are similar to the research discussed by Olweus (1994). 

Additionally, students continued to engage in less behaviour that reinforced 

bullying.  Male students reported fewer bully behaviours; however, female students 

reported more bullying behaviours at the three month follow-up.  Overall, students 

reported decreased frequency of victimisation and greater perceived safety outcomes 

arising from participation in the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program.  

 

7.3 General Implications of this Research 

The cross-sectional component of the current research is in line with past 

literature in identifying the differential incidence of bullying and contributing factors 

across age and gender.  However, gender differences in the type and frequency of 

bullying behaviour are beginning to disappear.  Moreover, what has become evident 

is a significant increase in student perception of schools as unsafe places with regard 

to bullying.  This research has contributed to a better understanding of the differences 

why students might engage in bullying at different year levels.  Moreover, this 

research shows a resurgence of bullying behaviour toward the end of secondary 

school.   

Study 1 established a significant need for students to be trained early in their 

secondary school years in order to enhance their capacity to cope with bullying in 
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schools.  Student coping strategies were generally counterproductive as they reported 

a tendency to use more harmful or negative coping strategies.  Students who were 

more likely to be bullied generally held a belief that the outcomes of bullying were 

out of their control and perceived that they did not have the interpersonal skills to 

deal effectively with their peers.  Further, they generally reported having smaller 

social support systems and were more likely to suffer psychological distress.   

Interestingly, many students from Study 1 reported not only being victims of 

bullying, but also being involved directly or indirectly in bullying other students.  

This led to the speculation that students will take on differential role behaviour(s) in 

bullying situations, as outlined by Salmivalli (1994).  Study 1 also identified an 

ongoing need for monitoring and intervention in relation to bullying in secondary 

schools beyond Year 9.  As students bully for different reasons at different year 

levels, consideration may be given to specificity of content of bullying programs. 

The information gleaned from the literature review and an understanding of 

social cognitive theory led to the testing of the predictive qualities of social cognitive 

variables.  When the variables were combined there was shared variance, and some of 

the variables were identified as having predictive and/or protective qualities.  As 

such, these variables were woven into the development of the Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships Program.  

The findings of the third study supported the effectiveness of the Cool 

Schools Peer Relationships Program as a universal intervention program that helped 

to minimize the effects of bullying and associated psychological distress in a cohort 

of Year 8 students. 
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Specifically, the program appeared effective in improving coping strategies, 

interpersonal self-efficacy, and in creating more positive beliefs about control over 

outcomes in bullying situations, thus reducing the likelihood of anxiety and 

depressive symptomatology.  Moreover, outcomes were greater for students with a 

lower capacity for resiliency against bullying.  However, effects were evidenced for 

students who were perceived as having higher resiliency, and across both genders.  

The effectiveness of the program in reducing reported incidence of bullying by an 

individual and by a group of students suggests the need for specific programs that 

target the negative effects of bullying and victimisation in secondary schools.   

Given that peer victimisation has been identified as one of the major issues 

facing the school community (Kids Helpline, 2000) with one in six children reporting 

bullying in Australian schools (Rigby, 1997), an intervention promoting positive 

effects such as those outlined above is crucial, not only to the school community, but 

to the community at large. The implementation of a program such as the Cool 

Schools Peer Relationships Program allows for increased awareness and support, a 

reduction in bully type behaviours and a greater sense of safety in the school 

community.  Moreover, this type of program may be instrumental in reducing the 

negative consequences associated with children being victimised by their peers, such 

as increased risk of adjustment and school related problems. 

Research has shown that teachers are concerned about school bullying (Rigby, 

2002, p. 226), yet it appears that students, particularly younger ones do not perceive 

that teachers are interested in controlling bullying.  This difference of perception 

between teachers and students may arise due to a teacher’s actual intervention 

compared to desire to intervene or stop bullying.  Actual intervention is an overt 
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behaviour and can be interpreted by students as a desire to stop school bullying 

(Rigby, 1996).  In contrast, teachers may be concerned about bullying and want to 

stop it, but may not feel they have the appropriate skills to do so.  Previous research 

by Rigby (2002) showed some support for this notion.  Therefore, concern (whether 

verbalised or not), that is not acted upon may be interpreted by students as teachers 

not wanting to stop bullying.  These findings have implications for teachers and 

schools alike.   

Finally, social and cultural changes may have influenced the changing face of 

bullying behaviour in Australia.  Group bullying is increasingly more acceptable to 

both male and female students.  As such, there is a need for more dynamic anti-

bullying programs that focus on group mentality. 

Additionally, bullying has taken on new forms in more recent times.  Some 

students are finding their web pages are being hacked into with derogatory statements 

written about them.  Others are receiving threats and teasing via text message or 

email.  It seems that new and improved technology has brought with it new ways to 

victimise young people.  As such, there is a need for more dynamic anti-bullying 

programs that focus on the group mentality as well as bullying across media. 

 

7.4 Limitations 

Due to the nature of the present study there were limitations in terms of the 

data that were collected.  First, cross-sectional data were used for the main analysis in 

the first study.  Tentative comparisons should be made about reported behavioural 

differences across the differing year levels as other personal or extraneous variables 

may account for the variation.  
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Further, the data were collected via self-report inventories, which are exposed 

to inherent risks such as social desirability as well as other biases (McBurney, 1994).  

To help avoid these problems, researchers and teachers who supervised the 

completion of the surveys were trained to administer the surveys in a standardised 

manner to help guard against social desirability and random responding.  However, 

this does not ensure integrity of the data.   

Further, the use of self-report measures obtained at the same time and by 

similar scaling methods may result in some method variance issues, creating possible 

limitations for the generalisability of the findings. As such, despite the precautions 

taken to maximize reliability and validity, inferences about other students in other 

schools should be made tentatively.  Whether these results could be relevant to 

similar groups of students in comparable socio-economic circumstances within 

Australia is yet to be established.  Further, despite a wide range in cultural 

backgrounds of the participating student population, generalisability may not be 

applicable to schools in similar socio-economic contexts within other countries and 

cultures. 

Busy school settings present many challenges when conducting field research.  

First, the researcher’s presence in the school may have influenced participant 

responses.  That is, participants’ attitudes towards bullying may have been influenced 

by the very fact that someone was there to study it.   

Another issue to consider is absenteeism as a small number of students who 

participated in the intervention program may not have attended all lessons.  

Therefore, conclusions may have been drawn about a program that was not strictly 

completed in full by everyone.  Students from the wait-list control school may have 
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received fire related counselling, that could have affected the results to some degree.  

In addition, literacy skills of the participants were an important consideration when 

contemplating the survey delivery.  To help avoid possible corruption of data, 

researchers and teachers were instructed to read each question and response options 

aloud and encourage the students to listen and consider their responses.  However, 

some students still found it difficult to keep up with the researcher/teacher and fell 

behind or stopped. 

Another limitation related to Study 2 was that random allocation to groups 

was not possible, therefore participating schools determined that their classes could 

not be split into intervention and control as this would cause a disparity in course 

content.  As such, schools opted to be either an Intervention School or the Control 

School. On the other hand, this had an advantage of preventing any contamination of 

effects across classes. 

The scales chosen were selected due to their extensive use in the literature as 

well as their strong validity evidence.  Nevertheless, some of them did not translate 

ideally to the present sample.  Additionally, the Bystander Role scale was converted 

from a peer report measure to a self report measure as a result of ethical restrictions 

on peer report measures in this country.  Comparison cannot be made to peer report 

outcomes found in the literature, due to the differing nature of self report measures.  

Some of the variables did not stand up to statistical scrutiny using this method.  

Further evaluation of this measure would be beneficial to developing it as a more 

useful research tool. 

Several historical events occurred during the undertaking of this project.  

First, just prior to collection of data for the cross-sectional study, the terrorist attacks 
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on the World Trade Centre occurred.  Immediately following this event, several 

Mosques were set on fire and many Muslim people were discriminated against.  

Whilst all of the three schools participating in the cross-sectional study were multi-

cultural, one school had a high Muslim contingent.  The effects of these events are 

unknown. 

A second historical event occurred throughout the data collection period for 

the Intervention Study.  The control school was the subject of several arson attacks 

that occurred after the Time 1 data collection.  The continuous nature of the fires had 

the effect of bringing about a sense of camaraderie amongst students at the time.  

Additionally, measures were put into place to help students cope during this period. 

Other considerations include the study design itself.  Although the project was 

quasi-experimental in design, a general adherence to experimental conditions 

strengthened the methodology.  Specifically, the surveys were all conducted at the 

same time and under the same conditions, and to minimize order effects, the survey 

instruments were presented in a counterbalanced order at each testing time.  In all, the 

findings presented in this thesis represent up-to-date findings to help guide a greater 

understanding of bullying and to develop appropriate prevention and intervention 

programs.  As with all survey data, the findings of this research should be interpreted 

cautiously.  Further, additional studies to develop and inform the Cool Schools Peer 

Relationships Program would be beneficial to give the program greater substance, 

generalisability and real world validity. 

Two more recent concepts that should be considered in relation to the research 

are school climate and cyber bullying.  Classroom climate is not a new term as it was 

developed by Moos (1974).  However, it has more recently been linked to bullying.  
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It can essentially be described as the atmosphere of the learning environment and is 

becoming an important concept to consider when researching bullying.  Yoneyama 

and Rigby (2006) discuss classroom climate in detail and identify the need to include 

bullies’ and victims’ perceptions of the classroom environment.  They found that both 

bullies and victims gave less positive appraisals of the school and classroom.  This 

intervention went some way to addressing the wider social context of bullying as it 

included the students, teachers, and parents and did examine whether pupils felt safe 

at school.  It would be important for future research to examine the effectiveness of 

this intervention in improving students’ perceptions of the school climate.   

Cyber bullying has become more prevalent with the use of electronic media to 

communicate. This type of bullying is covert and uses email, chat rooms, and mobile 

phones to threaten the victim (Brown, Jackson, & Cassidy, 2006; Campbell, 2005).  

This type of bullying particularly appeals to young people because it provides an 

illusion of invisibility.  There is an absence of visual or aural feedback from the 

online abuse or harassment, possibly resulting in lack of empathy for the victim.  

Avatars or online personas allow responsibility to be shifted from the offender to the 

avatar, and the bully feels safer communicating online because there is less likelihood 

of retaliation through this medium (Willard, 2003, as cited in Brown, Jackson, & 

Cassidy, 2006).  In future, when this intervention is implemented it would be 

important for the teacher to ensure the students understand that cyber bullying is 

included under the umbrella term of bullying and discuss this type of bullying during 

the intervention.   
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7.5 Future Research 

Although bullying behaviour is reported to be more prevalent in Year 8 and 

Year 9, it appears to have an additional peak across Year 11 and Year 12.  Given that 

past literature showed a peak in the later primary years, this research is suggestive of 

not only a developmental trend toward bullying behaviour, but also of an increase in 

bullying at transitional times such as end of primary, beginning of secondary and end 

of secondary schooling.  Future research could look at a true cross-sectional study 

that included primary, secondary, university, and work place bullying at one point in 

time.  Similarly, following a single cohort across the school years may yield 

confirmatory results. 

Additional research is necessary to determine whether the efficacy of the Cool 

Schools Peer Relationships Program is supported in higher Year levels or whether a 

more advanced program is necessary, particularly at the Year 11 and Year 12 levels.  

Further, can the same outcomes be found across different schools, in different States 

and across different countries? 

A more detailed focus on testing the social cognitive model would also be 

beneficial in guiding future research.  Additional components of each of the main 

variables would add further understanding to the key factors for both the bully and 

victim.  For example, whilst beliefs about control over outcomes of bullying 

generated useful information, a greater understanding of the influence of positive and 

negative outcome expectancies of bullying for both students who bully and victims of 

bullying would help guide a more prescriptive intervention.  The use of structural 
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equation modelling to test a more intricate model would be useful in teasing out the 

intricacies of such relationships, with more cases and sources of information.   

Ethical restrictions prevented the use of the peer report form of the Bystander 

Roles.  As such, the Bystander Role was transformed from a peer report measure to a 

self report measure resulting in the beginnings of a useful self-report measure.  Factor 

analyses identified the redundancy of both the Assistant and Outsider roles.  On face 

value, the Assistant role appears to be very similar to the Reinforcer role.  In contrast, 

the Outsider role appears theoretically to be different from the other roles.  However, 

the items measured did not tease apart the differences effectively enough to enable 

the use of Outsider as a variable.  The continued development of items and 

standardization may improve the transformed version into a useful tool that is able to 

discriminate well between the roles, including the Outsider role.  

Participant reports identified that many secondary students were victims of 

bullying but were also involved in bullying another student.  As such, it seemed that 

most participants would probably engage in each of the bystander roles at different 

times. The transformation of the scale therefore allowed for each student to be rated 

on each of the different roles.  Consideration should be given to understanding what 

personal variables may predict the likelihood of role participation, and under what 

environmental situations.  

It is hoped that this programme will be implemented and evaluated in a 

variety of schools.  It will also need to be examined in the context of more recent 

research on cyber bullying and school climate.  This research does provide support 

for this program as an effective intervention to reduce bullying.  However, as Opinas 
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and Horne (2006) commented, further evaluation of intervention programs allows 

teachers and schools to make informed decisions which are evidence based.   

 

7.6 Conclusion 

This thesis has described one attempt to develop a theoretically derived and 

empirically evaluated program aimed at reducing bullying.  The main focus was to 

develop a program that had practical value as well as theoretical relevance.  The 

outcomes associated with the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program have 

suggested that this has been a useful exercise.   

Bullying and victimisation are present through primary school and increase 

significantly toward the end of the primary school years.  It is strongly present in 

Years 8 and 9, the entry years for secondary school.  One possible explanation is the 

unsettled nature of this transition period.  It is a time during which many adolescents 

are coping with maturational changes that affect cognitive and behavioural 

development.  At the same time adolescents are attempting to adjust to a new and 

quite different school environment.   

There also appears to be a resurgence of bullying in Year 12, the transitional 

point for students about to enter an adult world.  In the past, we have been led to 

believe that bullying disappears as we get older.  However, there are now a number of 

studies reporting the incidence of bullying in universities and in the work place.  It 

may well be that bullying does not dissipate, but rather becomes more covert in 

nature, becoming more obvious in times of transition, such as entry into and exit from 

primary school, entry into and exit from secondary school, and times of workplace 

change.   
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Therefore, whilst personal and environmental factors may influence 

behaviour, real adaptation and change would appear to be embedded in our social 

systems.  That is not to say that personal change is not necessary, just that it cannot 

succeed in isolation.  Therefore, change in the broader social systems may make 

personal change more likely. 
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Appendix A: Questionnaire 

STUDY OF PEER RELATIONSHIPS AND WELL-BEING 

 

The aim of this study is to provide a picture of students’ beliefs about their 

relationships with their peers and the effects of those relationships on well-being.  To 

achieve this aim, it is essential that everyone gives an honest report of their feelings 

and thoughts.  Remember, there are no right or wrong answers.  We are interested in 

what you think so please do not overstate your concerns, or pretend that they do not 

exist.   

 

The information being gathered is for a Griffith University research project.  No 

student, teacher or any other person or Government Agency will have access to your 

questionnaires.  Your participation is completely voluntary and you can withdraw 

your participation at any stage without penalty. 

 

To make sure your completed questionnaire is kept private, please seal it in the 

envelope provided.  Sealed envelopes will then be collected by the research staff from 

Griffith University.  All data collected will be kept in a locked cabinet at Griffith 

University and accessed only by Research staff. 

 

Informed Consent 

I agree to participate in the Cool Schools Project.  I understand that the information 

that I give is private and confidential and that individual responses will not be given 

out to any other person.  I realize that I can withdraw from the project at any time and 

that I do not have to give any reasons for withdrawing.   

 

Name: (Please print)  ..........................................................................................

   

 

 

  

Signature:   .......................................................................................................... 

 

    

 

 

 

  

 

 

Please read each question carefully, but do not spend too long on any one question.  

You should be able to answer the whole questionnaire in about 45 minutes 

 



Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  284.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Two Parent HomeTwo Parent Home 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1. What year/grade are you in? ............................... 

 

2. What is your date of birth?   ............................... 

 

3. Are you? Male   /   Female 

 

4. How would  you describe your ethnic origin?  Please specify 

(e.g. Australian, English, European, Asian, Aboriginal)   

.......................................................................................................................................... 
 

FFoorr  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  qquueessttiioonnss,,  pplleeaassee  cciirrccllee  tthhee  nnuummbbeerr  nneexxtt  ttoo  tthhee  

rreessppoonnssee  tthhaatt  ssoouunnddss  mmoosstt  lliikkee  yyoouu..  
 

5. Who do you live with at present ?  (Choose one option) 

 

Father and Mother 1 

Mother only 2 

Father only 3 

Mother and step-father 4 

Father and step-mother 5 

Mother part-time and father part-time 6 

Grandparents 7 

Foster parents 8 

Guardians 9 

Other(describe):............................. 10 

 

 

Most of the questions can be answered by circling a response or number.  For 

example, a girl would answer this question as follows: 

Are you      Male         

And 

A person who sometimes is the one who starts picking on other kids would answer 

as follows: 

How often are you ..... 
the one to start picking on another kid       Not at all  Sometimes  Often   All the time 

 1 2 3 4 

Female 
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6. What is the highest qualifications that your parents have?  (please tick one box for 

each parent). 

  Mother Father 

  Primary School   

Early Secondary (Year 8-9)   

Year 10/Year 11   

Year 10/Year 11 plus TAFE   

Year 12   

Year 12 plus TAFE   

University Degree   

Don’t Know   

 

7.       How many good friends do you have in your class at present? 

  

None at all  1 

I have one good friend in my class  2 

I have two or three good friends  3 

I have many good friends in my class 4 

 

8. Sometimes a stronger student or group of students will deliberately pick on someone 

weaker than themselves, and give that person a bad time.  How often would you 

say this happens at your school? 
 

  Never  1 

  Sometimes  2 

  Often  3 

 

9. Sometimes students will deliberately and repeatedly hurt or frighten someone 

weaker than themselves for no good reason.  This may be done in different ways: by 

hurtful teasing, threatening actions or gestures, name-calling, hitting or kicking.  

Have you noticed this going on in your school in any of these places?   (Circle a 

response for each of the following locations). 

 

 Place:   Never Sometimes    Often 

 In the classroom 1 2  3 

 At recess/lunch 1 2 3 

 On the way to School 1 2 3 

 On the way home from School   1 2 3 
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12. Bullying can be done by an individual student, or a group of students.  Looking back 

over life at your school this year, were you ever bullied by:  (Circle a response for 

each of the following). 

 

(a)    Another student Yes, often Sometimes No, never 

 

(b)    A group of students Yes, often Sometimes No, never 

 

13. How often this year have you been bullied by another student or group of students? 

 

Every Most One or two About once Less than 

Day days days a week a week once a week Never 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

14.      Did any of these things happen to you while you were being bullied this year? 

(Circle a response for each of the following). 

      Never        Sometimes Often 

        Being teased in an unpleasant way         1 2 3 

                     Being called hurtful names         1  2 3 

                     Being left out of things on purpose         1 2 3 

                     Being threatened with harm                      1 2 3 

                     Being hit or kicked          1 2 3 

                    Any other..........................................         1 2 3 

10. Is your school a 

safe place for young 

people who find it 

hard to defend 

themselves from being 

picked on by other 

students? 

1 Yes, always

  

 2 Yes, usually

  

3 No, hardly ever

 

3 

No, never

 

4

 

4 

11. Do you think that 

teachers at your school 

are interested in trying 

to stop bullying? 

 

1 Not really

  

2 Only sometimes

  

3 Usually they are

  

4 They always are
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15. How able are you to respond and stop students of your own age from bullying you? 

  More able than most students 1 

  About as able as most 2 

  Less able than most 3 

16. Have you bullied another student this year at this school? 
 

No 1 

Yes, only once 2 

Yes, a few times 3 

Yes, lots of times 4 

17. How able are you to bully other children, if you wanted to do so? 

  More able than most students 1 

  About as able as most 2 

  Less able than most 3 

18. Do you think you would join in and pick on another student you didn’t like? 

  

 Yes 1 

 Yes, maybe 2 

 No, I don’t think so 3 

 No, definitely not 4 

19. Have you ever felt like hurting or upsetting another student? 

  No, never  1 

  Yes, sometimes   2 

  Yes, often  3 

 

20. There are various reasons people give for picking on others.  What reasons do you 

think you would give for picking on another kid, if you did? (Circle a response for each 

of the following). 

 For fun  Yes No 

 Because they annoyed you Yes No 

 Because they were wimps Yes No 

 To get things or money from them Yes No 

 To show how tough you are Yes No 

 Because other kids were doing it Yes No 

 To get even  Yes No 

 So you wouldn’t be picked on Yes No 
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Mention any other reasons you might have for bullying someone, if you did.  

 

 

 

21. How often have you been part of a group that picked on another student this year? 

 

I haven’t been part of any group picking on someone this year 1 

It has happened once or twice 2 

Sometimes  3 

About once a week 4 

Several times a week 5 

 

HHooww  ssttrroonnggllyy  ddoo  yyoouu  aaggrreeee  oorr  ddiissaaggrreeee  wwiitthh  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  ssttaatteemmeennttss  

aabboouutt  bbuullllyyiinngg??  
 

  Neither 

  Strongly agree nor Strongly 

  Agree     Agree   disagree  disagree disagree 
22. Students are to blame when they get bullied.                 1   2  3  4 5 

23. My friends think it is O.K. to bully someone.                1     2      3 4 5 

24. My parents think I should stand up for myself more.    1   2       3 4 5 

25. The other kids think I deserve to be picked on.             1      2          3 4 5 

26. Many kids look down upon kids who are bullied.         1  2          3 4 5 

27. If someone is being picked on, there is little  

 he/she can do about it.                                            1        2          3 4 5 

27. When I pick on other kids, it’s O.K. because  

       other kids do worse things than me. 1  2 3 4 5 

29. Kids who get bullied generally deserve it. 1 2 3 4 5 

30. If I pick on other kids, I am less likely to be bullied  

      myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

If you tried to help another student who was being bullied     

How likely is that you ......     

  Not         A little    Fairly   Very 

  Likely     likely      likely   likely 

 

 

31. would be able to help/do something? 1 2 3 4 

 

32.   would get hurt?  1 2  3 4 

 

33.   would be picked on yourself? 1 2 3 4 
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34.   would be laughed at by the other kids? 1 2 3 4   

35. would be seen as being silly? 1 2 3 4 

 

36. would feel good about trying to help? 1 2 3 4 

 

IIff  yyoouu  wweerree  iinnvvoollvveedd  iinn  aa  bbuullllyyiinngg  ssiittuuaattiioonn,,  hhooww  mmuucchh  wwoouulldd  yyoouu  
 Not A  Very 

 at all  little A lot much 
 

37. Try not to think about it? 1 2 3 4 

38. Try to forget it by doing something else?  1 2 3 4 

39. Stay on your own? 1 2 3 4 

40. Keep quiet about the problem? 1 2 3 4 

41. Try to see the good side of things? 1 2 3 4 

42. Blame yourself for causing the problem? 1 2 3 4 

43. Blame someone else for causing the problem? 1 2 3 4 

44. Try to sort out the problem? 1 2 3 4 

45. Try to sort out the problem by doing something or  1 2 3 4 

       talking to someone about it? 

46. Shout, scream and get angry? 1 2 3 4 

47. Try to calm yourself down? 1 2 3 4 

48. Wish the problem had never happened? 1 2 3 4 

49. Wish you could make things different? 1 2 3 4 

50. Try to feel better by spending time with others like      

      family, grown-ups or friends? 1 2 3 4 

51. Do nothing because the problem couldn’t be solved? 1 2 3 4 

 

 Not Some  All 

 At all times Often the time 

52.  I would like to be more self-confident in  

       social situations at school 1 2   3   4 

 

53.  I would like to be able to get more support from  

       other kids 1 2   3    4 

 

54.  I would like to learn skills to deal better with  

       being bullied 1 2    3   4 

 

55.  I would like to be able to deal better with conflicts 

        with other kids  1 2     3   4 
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If you were being bullied by another student Not   A little   Fairly    Very 

How likely is it that you ...... likely  likely   likely     likely 

 

56. would get hurt? 1 2 3 4 

 

57. would be laughed at by the other kids? 1  2 3 4  

  

58. would be seen as being silly? 1 2 3 4 

 

59. would be able to stop it?  1 2 3 4 

 

60. would be able to stand up for yourself? 1 2 3 4 

 

61. would be able to get help for yourself? 1 2 3 4  

 

 

 

TThheessee  qquueessttiioonnss  aarree  aabboouutt  hhooww  yyoouu  ffeeeell  iinn  ssoocciiaall  ssiittuuaattiioonnss  wwiitthh  yyoouurr  

ffrriieennddss..  
  

 

(1) Very Hard    (2) Hard     (3) Easy    (4) Very Easy 

 

 

62. Some kids want to play a game.  Asking them if you can join in would be 

________________ for you. 

 

63. Some kids are arguing about how to play a game. Telling them the rules is 

________________ for you. 

 

64. Some kids are teasing your friend. Telling them to stop is _______________ for you. 

 

65. You want to start a game.  Asking other kids to play the game is _____________ for 

you. 

 

66. A kid tries to take your turn during a game.  Telling the kid it’s your turn is 

_______________ for you. 

 

67. Some kids are going to lunch.  Asking if you can sit with them is _______________ 

for you. 

 

68. A kid cuts in front of you in line.  Telling the kid not to cut in is _______________ 

for you. 

 

69. A kid wants to do something that will get you into trouble.  Asking the kid to do 

something else is _____________ for you. 
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(1) Very Hard    (2) Hard     (3) Easy    (4) Very Easy 

 

70. Some kids are making fun of someone in your classroom.  Telling them to stop is 

____________ for you. 

 

71. Some kids need more people to be on their teams.  Asking to be on a team is 

_____________ for you. 

 

72. You have to carry some things home after school.  Asking another kid to help you is 

____________ for you. 

 

73. A kid always wants to be first when you play a game.  Telling the kid you are going 

first is ____________ for you. 

 

74. A kid does not like your friend.  Telling the kid to be nice to your friend is 

____________ for you. 

 

75. Your class is going on a trip and everyone needs a partner.  Asking someone to be 

your partner is ____________ for you. 

 

76. Some kids are deciding what game to play.  Telling them about a game you like is 

___________ for you. 

 

77. You are having fun playing a game but the other kids want to stop.  Asking them to 

keep playing is _____________ for you. 

 

78. You are working on a project.  Asking another kid to help is _____________ for 

you. 

 

79. Some kids are using your play area.  Asking them to move is _____________ for 

you. 

 

80. Some kids are deciding what to do after school.  Telling them what you want to do is 

___________ for you. 

 

81. A group of kids wants to play a game that you don’t like.  Asking them to play a 

game you like is _____________ for you. 

  

82. Some kids are planning a party.  Asking them to invite  

 

your friend is _____________ for you. 

 

83. A kid is yelling at you.  Telling the kid to stop is _______________ for you. 
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DDuurriinngg  tthhee  ppaasstt  mmoonntthh,,  hhooww  oofftteenn  ddiidd  yyoouurr  ffrriieennddss::  

 
  Once      A couple     Almost    Never 

  or twice of times every day 

84. Talk to you about your problems or worries? 1 2 3 4 

 

85. Help you with something important to you? 1 2 3 4 

 

86. Make you feel loved and cared for? 1 2 3 4 

 

87. Listen carefully to your point of view? 1 2 3 4 

 

88. Do things with you that you enjoy? 1 2 3 4 

 

89. Give you advice? 1  2 3 4 

                                          

 

 Not at all  Sometimes Often  All the time 

  
90. I would like to treat other kids better 1 2 3  4 

91. I would like to learn to control my anger 1   2 3  4 

92. I would like to get along with other kids 1 2 3  4 

93. I would like to be more friendly with  

             other kids 1 2 3  4 

 

 

 

If you were bullying another student Not   A little Fairly     Very 

How likely is that ...... likely   likely       likely     likely 
 

94. you would get hurt? 1 2  3       4 

  

95. you would be laughed at by the other kids?  1   2 3            4 

   

96. you would be seen as being silly?  1   2 3        4 

 

97. you would be able to stop it if you wanted too?1   2 3        4 

 

98. other kids would try and stop it?  1         2 3        4  

 

99. the kid who is being picked on will want help? 1   2 3       4  

 

100. teachers would try and stop it?  1   2 3       4 
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These questions are about what happens when a student gets picked on 

or bullied. 
 

When another kid gets picked on or bullied.......                        Not at all     Sometimes   Often    All  

                                            the time 

 

101. I am usually the one who starts it    1    2            3 4 

102. I encourage other kids to come and watch 1    2            3 4 

193. I like to stay outside of the situation    1    2            3 4  

104. I try to make the other kids stop picking on the kid 1 2            3 4 

105. I try to help by catching the other kid being picked on 1 2            3 4 

106. I try to comfort the kid being picked on or encourage  

        him/her to tell the teacher 1 2            3 4 

107. I am pretty good at finding new ways of giving  

        someone  a hard time 1 2           3 4 

108. I am not usually present  1 2          3 4 

109. I try to get others to join in and pick on the other kid 1 2          3 4 

110. Although I don’t start it, I join in when someone 

        else does 1 2          3 4 

111  I tell the other kids to stop picking on people 1 2          3 4 

112. I watch and laugh 1 2          3 4 

113. I try not to take sides with anyone 1 2          3 4 

114. I can’t stop myself from shouting out things  

        like “get them”  1 2         3 4 

115. I tend to assist or help pick on other kids 1 2         3 4 

  
    Not at all Sometimes Often All the  

    time 

116. I would like to be able to be more supportive of  

        my friends 1 2       3 4 

117. I would like to be more supportive of kids who  

        get bullied 1 2          3      4 

118. I would like to be more confident to help other  

         kids who need it 1 2          3 4 

119. I would like to see less bullying 1 2          3 4 
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TThheessee  qquueessttiioonnss  aarree  aabboouutt  yyoouurr  hheeaalltthh..  
 

Have you recently – 
120.....been able to concentrate on whatever you’re   Better Same Less          Much less 

         doing?  than usual   as usual than usual    than usual 

  1 2 3 4 

121....lost much sleep over worry? Not  No more Rather more Much more 

  at all than usual than usual    than usual 

  1 2 3 4 

122.....felt that you are playing a useful part in things? More so  Same Less            Much less 

       than usual   as usual than usual      than usual 

  1 2 3 4 

123.....felt capable of making decisions about things? More so  Same Less so Much less 

         than usual as usual than usual capable 

  1 2 3 4 

124.....felt constantly under strain? Not No more Rather more Much more 

       at all than usual than usual    than usual 

  1 2 3 4 

125.....felt you couldn’t overcome your difficulties? Not  No more Rather more Much more 

  at all than usual than usual       than usual 

  1 2    3 4 

126.....been able to enjoy your normal day-to-day More so Same Less so Much less 

 activities? than usual   as usual than usual than usual 

  1 2 3 4 

127....been able to face up to your problems? More so Same Less able     Much less 

       than usual   as usual than usual    than usual 

  1 2 3 4 

128....been feeling unhappy and depressed? Not  No more Rather more Much more 

       at all than usual than usual    than usual 

  1 2 3 4 

129....been losing confidence in yourself? Not   No more Rather more Much more 

  at all than usual than usual      than usual 

  1 2 3 4 

130....been thinking of yourself as a worthless person? Less so No more Rather more Much more 

       than usual  than usual than usual        than usual 

  1 2 3 4 

131....been feeling reasonably happy, all things More so    About same Less so        Much less 

          considered? than usual    as usual than usual than usual 

  1 2 3 4 

 

Answer these questions by circling either the “Yes” or “No” box 

132.   Does your mood often go up and down? Yes 
1 

No 
2 

133.   Do you ever feel “just miserable” for no reason?  1 2 

134.   Are you an irritable person? 1 2 

135.   Are your feelings easily hurt? 1 2 

136.   Do you often feel “fed up”? 1 2 

137.   Would you call yourself a nervous person? 1 2 

138.   Are you a worrier? 1 2 

139.   Would you call yourself “tense” or “highly strung”? 1 2 
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140.   Do you worry too long after an embarrassing experience? 1 2 

141.   Do you suffer from “nerves”? 1 2 

142.   Do you often feel lonely? 1 2 

143.   Are you often troubled about feelings of guilt? 1 2 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

PPlleeaassee  ttaakkee  aa  mmiinnuuttee  ttoo  mmaakkee  ssuurree  tthhaatt  yyoouu  hhaavvee  aannsswweerreedd  eevveerryy  

qquueessttiioonn..  
PPlleeaassee  rreemmeemmbbeerr  tthhaatt  tthhee  iinnffoorrmmaattiioonn  ccoonnttaaiinneedd  iinn  tthhiiss  qquueessttiioonnnnaaiirree  iiss  ccoommpplleetteellyy  

pprriivvaattee  aanndd  ffoorr  rreesseeaarrcchh  ppuurrppoosseess  oonnllyy..  

TThhaannkk  yyoouu  ffoorr  yyoouurr  hheellpp  wwiitthh  tthhiiss  rreesseeaarrcchh  pprroojjeecctt  
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Appendix B: Scales Used in Each Study 

Scale Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 

Demographics Yes No No 

Victimisation items Yes Yes Yes 

Places where bullying occurs Yes No No 

Perception of safety Yes Yes Yes 

Types of bullying behaviour Yes Yes Yes 

Reasons for bullying Yes Yes Yes 

Bully items Yes Yes Yes 

Outcome expectancies Yes Yes Yes 

PRQ Yes Yes Yes 

Coping Yes Yes Yes 

Social support Yes Yes Yes 

IPSE Yes Yes Yes 

GHQ Yes Yes Yes 
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Appendix C: Parent Information Letter 

 

 

 

 

Dear Parents, 

 As part of our ongoing commitment to providing a happy and safe 

environment for your children to learn, we have agreed to become involved in “The 

Cool Schools Peer Relationships” research project being developed by Griffith 

University researchers and ourselves. 

This project is aimed at identifying prosocial and problematic peer 

relationships, which will give rise to the development and implementation of a 

prosocial peer relationships program to be run as part of course curriculum at this 

school next year.   

As part of this research project, a survey will be conducted with ALL students 

during November this year.  This survey will ask your children about their 

relationships with their peers some general health questions.  It is expected that ALL 

students will complete the questionnaire.   

The content of the questionnaires is completely confidential and will be 

seen/handled only by the Griffith University research staff.  No individual will be 

identifiable in any way as a result of this survey. 

If you do not agree to your child’s participation, please send a note to their 

teacher on the relevant day and they will be excluded.  No such note or letter will 

indicate your acceptance of their participation. 

Thank you for your support. 

Yours truly, 
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Appendix D: Questionnaire Delivery Instructions  

 
1. Distribute one questionnaire to each student 

 

2. Tell students the following 

 

Our School is helping Griffith University with a research project about  peer 

relationships in Brisbane schools.   You will all be given a questionnaire.   Please 

read the instructions on the front cover and sign your name after you have read 

them.  The questions inside are about your relationships with the other students at 

school.  In most cases, you will need to circle a number to indicate your response.    

 

It is really important that you treat this questionnaire seriously and answer the 

questions as honestly as you possibly can.  Some questions are a little sensitive 

and you may think that you do some of these things, but don’t want to say so.  It is 

important that you be truthful.  You cannot be identified by your answers.  The 

questionnaires are totally private, and no one will see them besides the 

researchers.   Remember that the researchers are interested in what all students 

do, not you personally.  

 

When you have finished, please check carefully that you have answered all 

questions and then tear off the front cover.  Your name is not needed anywhere 

else on the questionnaire, so you can see that your answers are totally private.  

Bring both the cover and the questionnaire up to the front and put them in the 

large envelopes.  One is for the consent forms, the other for the questionnaire.  

When you have finished you will receive a McDonald’s voucher as a thank you. 

 

3. Place all consent forms/covering page into one envelope, and the questionnaires 

into another. 
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Appendix E: Code Book 

 

How many good friends do you have in your class at present 

 

None at all 1 

I have one good friend in my class 2 

I have two or three good friends 3 

I have many good friends in my class 4 

 

Sometimes a stronger student or group of students will deliberately pick on someone 

weaker than themselves, and give that person a bad time.  How often would you say 

that this happens at your school 

 

Never 1 

Sometimes 2 

Often 3 

 

Sometimes students will deliberately and repeatedly hurt or frighten someone weaker 

than themselves for no good reason.  This may be done in different ways: by hurtful 

teasing, threatening actions or gestures, name-calling, hitting or kicking.  Have you 

noticed this going on in your school in any of these locations. 

A response is circled for each location (i.e., classroom, recess/lunch, on the way to 

school, on the way home from school). 

 

Never 1 

Sometimes 2 

Often 3 

 

Is your School a safe place for young people who find it hard to defend themselves 

from being picked on by other students 

Recoded to reflect a higher score as meaning greater degree of safety. 

 

Yes, always 1 = 4 

Yes, usually 2 = 3 

No, hardly ever 3 = 2 

No, never 4 = 1 

 

Do you think that teachers at your school are interested in trying to stop bullying? 

 

Not really 1  

Only sometimes 2  

Usually they are 3  

They always are 4 
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E.2 

 

 

Bullied by an Individual Student 

Recoded into Bully1A (Time 1), Bully 1B (Time 2), and Bully 1B (Time 3) and in  

reverse order to reflect a higher score as a higher incidence of bullying.

  

 

Yes, often 1 = 3 

Sometimes 2 = 2 

No, never 3 = 1 

 

Bullied by a Group of Students 

Recoded into Bully1B (Time 1), Bully 2B (Time 2), and Bully 3B (Time 3) and 

reverse order to reflect a higher score as a higher incidence of bullying.

  

Yes, often 1 = 3 

Sometimes 2 = 2 

No, never 3 = 1 

 

Frequency of being bullied by another student or by a group of students 

Recoded in reverse order to reflect a higher score as a higher frequency of bullying.

  

 

Every day 1 = 6 

Most days 2 = 5 

One or two days a week 3 = 4 

About once a week 4 = 3 

Less than once a week 5 = 2 

Never 6 = 1 

 

Types of bullying behaviours encountered 

A response is circled for each of the nominated types of behaviours (e.g., being teased 

in an unpleasant way, called hurtful names, left out of things on purpose, threatened 

with harm, hit or kicked). 

 

Never 1 

Sometimes 2 

Often 3 

 

How able are you to respond and stop students of your own age from bullying you. 

 

More able than most students 1 

About as able as most 2 

Less able than most 3 
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E.3 

 

 

Have you bullied another student in the past couple of months at school 

 

No 1 

Yes, once only 2 

Yes, a few times 3 

Yes, lots of times 4 

 

How often have you been part of a group that picked on another student in the past 

couple of months. 

 

I haven’t been part of any group 1 

It has happened once or twice 2 

Sometimes 3 

About once a week 4 

Several times a week 5 

 

Beliefs about outcomes and control in relation to bullying scale 

Higher scores reflect a disagreement with 10 statements that reflect a student’s belief 

that they have no control over bullying situations.   

 

Strongly agree 1 

Agree 2 

Neither agree nor disagree 3 

Disagree 4 

Strongly disagree 5 

 

Social Support Scale 

Negative items recoded in the reverse order to reflect a higher score as a higher level 

of support 

 

Once or twice 1 = 1 

A Couple of times 2 = 2 

Almost every day 3 = 3 

Never 4 = 0 
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Appendix F: Outline of Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program 

 

 

The Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program was developed to run for 10 

weeks taking up one 70 minute lesson per week.  The Teacher’s Guide holds 

information sheets, materials required, aims and evaluative strategies.  Detailed 

lesson plans and all overhead transparencies are provided.  Student workbooks with 

activities and weekly homework assignments are also available.  Many of the 

activities are designed so that students may present their findings to the entire school 

population during assembly, via a web-page or through school publications such as 

school newsletters. 

 

Lesson 1: Getting to Know You 

The first lesson sets the scene for promoting an environment conducive to the 

development of trust and awareness of self and others.  The aim of this lesson is 

introduce the rationale for the course and to help students to identify and respect 

differences.  Students should develop an understanding that everyone is special in 

their own way and has something unique to contribute to the class and society.  

Specific objectives include: 

1. Get to know each other. 

2. Introduce rationale for the Cool Schools Peer Relationships Program. 

3. Bring individual similarities and differences to awareness. 
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F.2 

Lesson 2: Creating an Environment of Trust 

The second lesson sets the scene for promoting an environment conducive to the 

development of self-awareness, personal goals, and trust.  Students are assigned to 

small groups for activities and discussions about rules, rights and responsibilities of 

individuals and the group, and to identify where they learn their values.  Specific 

objectives include: 

1. Negotiate limits in the classroom. 

2. Understand the reasons for/purpose of rules and the relationship between 

rights and responsibilities. 

3. Identify that our rules, rights and responsibilities are different in different 

situations, and are influenced/guided by the environment. 

4. Identify where we learn our values. 

5. Understand our values systems and how they affect our relationships and the 

environment. 

 

Lesson 3:  The Things We Thing 

Fundamental to Social Cognitive Theory is the notion that thoughts, behaviour and 

emotions are inextricably linked.  Further, self-defeating self-talk (thoughts) lead to 

self-defeating behaviour, and usually result in negative emotions, such as feeling 

anxious or sad.   
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F.3 

The aim of this lesson is to create an awareness of how thoughts can influence 

perceptions of events, and the link between our feelings, thoughts, and our behaviour.  

A further aim is to identify how distorted styles of thinking impact upon our 

relationships.  Specific objectives include: 

1. Introduce the concept of Self-Talk to create an awareness of our thoughts. 

2. Develop an understanding of how different thoughts can influence perceptions 

of situations. 

3. Understand the link between feelings and thoughts and how they influence 

behaviour. 

4. Identify the impact of distorted thoughts on our behaviour and feelings. 

 

Lesson 4:  Recognising and Managing Emotions  

This lesson introduces the concept of emotions.  The aim is to help students become 

aware of their emotions and to recognise those of other people.  Further, activities 

help students to identify the different emotions people communication through facial 

expression and body cues.  Specific objectives include: 

1. Understand and recognise emotions. 

2. Understand other’s emotions. 

3. Communicate feelings appropriately. 

4. Learn appropriate ways to deal with emotions. 
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F.4 

Lesson 5: Building Friendships and Peer Support 

Support networks provide children with people who they can rely upon in times of 

stress and trouble.  These networks may provide practical, social or emotional 

support.  Some students are alone without many friends and maybe unwilling to take 

steps toward making friends.  Solitary students may lack self esteem and so not only 

appear vulnerable but also may be without any moral support when difficult peer 

interactions occur.  The aim of this lesson is to identify how we make and maintain 

friends and to develop positive peer support networks, and to develop strategies that 

help facilitate friendships. Specific objectives include: 

1. Identify positive and negative ways we treat other people. 

2. Develop an understanding of the context in which peer relationships develop. 

3. Identify the importance of active listening as a supportive behaviour. 

4. Explore ways of dealing with peer pressure. 

 

Lesson 6: Dealing Successfully with Challenging Relationships 

This lesson is aimed at identifying that negative or challenging school relationships 

can have an enormous impact upon students.  Students will identify different types of 

bullying behaviours and the roles of those involved in bullying situations.  Students 

will work in groups to develop relational content (e.g. outcomes for bullies/victims, 

etc) that can be used on a school web page or as a school publication.   
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F.5 

Students will discuss ways of decreasing the incidence of bullying.  Specific 

objectives include: 

1. Identify ways of dealing with peer pressure. 

2. Increase awareness of bullying, and the roles of those involved. 

3. Understand the negative outcomes for the bully, victim, and the bystander. 

4. Identify ways students can help to decrease bullying at school. 

 

Lesson 7: Coping and Assertive Communication 

This lesson aims to help students identify and use appropriate ways of 

communicating assertively.  These skills will enable them to express their feelings 

and communicate needs in difficult peer relational situations.  Submissive and 

withdrawn communication styles place students at psychological risk, leaving them 

prone to depression, anxiety and bullying.  Students who display an aggressive 

communication style are also at risk of negative outcomes.  These students are also at 

risk of depression, but their communication styles may also result in increased 

conflict, conduct problems and peer rejection.  Both styles make it more difficult for 

students to cope with relational stress and to achieve personal goals.  Specific 

objectives include: 

1. Understand the distinction between assertive, passive, and aggressive 

behaviours. 
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F.6 

2. Understand the distinction between assertive, passive, and aggressive 

communication. 

3. Learn how to communicate assertively. 

4. Demonstrate assertive communication in difficult peer situations. 

 

Lesson 8:  Social Problem Solving 

The aim of this lesson is for students to understand that individual perception of 

events may differ, and consider that everything may not be as it appears of the 

surface.  A further aim is to appropriate ways to deal with problems in social 

situations through the use of problem-solving, cooperation and conflict resolution 

skills.  Objectives include: 

1. Develop an understanding that perceptions of events may not necessarily be 

accurate. 

2. Develop and understanding of social problems and how students deal with 

them. 

3. Develop and practice social problem solving skills. 

4. Explore cooperation, negotiation and creative solutions for resolving conflicts. 

5. Develop and practice conflict resolution skills 
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F.7 

Lesson 9:  Creating a Cool School Environment 

Relational goals are important to creating an environment filled with respect, trust 

and empathy. The aim of this lesson is to encourage students to plan ahead and make 

their own goals, to encourage behaviour that is purposeful and directed toward 

positive short-term and long-term outcomes.  Students will set relational goals that 

are supported using skills learned during the program.  Incorporating relational goals 

into the notion of rules, rights and responsibilities, students will develop a whole-

school policy defining appropriate relational behaviour of students and staff, 

specifically in terms of bullying.  As part of their home activity, students can work in 

their groups to produce posters displaying their policy and the Cool Schools message 

to the rest of the school population.  

 

Lesson 10: Closure 

The aim of this lesson is to further practice and apply skills and knowledge learned in 

sessions 1-9, and to evaluate students’ understanding and learning of the content of 

the course.   
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Appendix G: Skew, Kurtosis, and Normal Probability Statistics for Social Cognitive 

Related Dependent Variables 

Variable N Mean Std Deviation Skew 

SE 

Skew Kurtosis 

SE 

Kurtosis 

Cope        

   Control T1 390 34.23 4.47 .08 .12 .04 .25 

   Intervention T1 669 34.55 4.40 -.01 .09 .04 .19 

   Control T2 296 33.25 4.78 .10 .14 .23 .28 

   Intervention T2 485 34.08 6.47 .07 .11 1.29 .22 

Outcome Expectancies        

   Control T1 298 4.70 .26 .29 .12 .41 .25 

   Intervention T1 663 5.82 .26 .71 .09 1.11 .19 

   Control T2        

   Intervention T2        

IPSE        

   Control T1 384 65.08 10.21 .05 .13 .08 .25 

   Intervention T1 669 63.97 10.38 .01 .09 .00 .19 

   Control T2 298 66.81 10.67 -.39 .14 1.14 .28 

   Intervention T2 489 66.01 10.93 .00 .11 .60 .22 

Social Support        

   Control T1 383 15.50 4.49 -.11 .12 -.60 .25 

   Intervention T1 669 15.73 4.38 -.16 .09 -.59 .19 

   Control T2 297 14.73 3.41 .21 .14 .53 .28 

   Intervention T2 489 15.10 3.55 .27 .11 .31 .22 

GHQ        

   Control T1        

   Intervention T1        

   Control T2        

   Intervention T2        
Note. IPSE Cope = KidCope; Belief = Bullying Expectancies and Belief  Scale; IPSE = Interpersonal Self-Efficacy Scale; 
Support = Social Support Scale; GHQ = General Health Questionnaire-28. 
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Appendix H: Skew, Kurtosis, and Normal Probability Statistics for Bystander Role 

Dependent Variables 

 

Variable N Mean Std Deviation Skew 

SE 

Skew Kurtosis 

SE 

Kurtosis 

Bully        

   Control T1 375 5.86 2.05 1.47 .13 3.05 .25 

   Intervention T1 666 5.76 2.17 1.47 .09 2.04 .19 

   Control T2 298 5.54 1.90 1.36 .14 2.00 .28 

   Intervention T2 489 5.59 2.23 1.81 .11 3.64 .22 

Reinforcer        

   Control T1 375 6.26 1.88 1.11 .13 2.06 .25 

   Intervention T1 665 6.31 2.17 1.22 .09 1.68 .19 

  Control T2 297 5.91 1.76 .94 .14 .67 .28 

   Intervention T2 489 5.96 2.01 1.63 .11 3.22 .22 

Defender        

   Control T1 375 7.01 2.33 .29 .13 -.52 .25 

   Intervention T1 666 7.33 2.38 .21 .09 -.64 .19 

   Control T2 298 6.80 2.15 .68 .14 .34 .28 

   Intervention T2 488 6.60 2.02 .46 .11 .06 .22 
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Appendix I: Skew, Kurtosis, and Normal Probability Statistics for Victimisation 

Dependent Variables 

 

Variable N Mean Std Deviation Skew 

SE 

Skew Kurtosis 

SE 

Kurtosis 

Bullied by an individual student 

     

   Control T1 409 2.50 .63 -.86 .12 -.29 .24 

   Intervention T1 671 2.61 .59 -1.21 .09 .51 .19 

   Control T2 298 2.49 .58 -.23 .14 -.56 .28 

   Intervention T2 541 2.66 .58 -1.40 .10 1.14 .21 

Bullied by a group of students 

     

   Control T1 409 2.65 .55 -1.31 .12 .76 .24 

   Intervention T1 671 2.69 .56 -.162 .09 1.67 .19 

   Control T2 298 2.59 .62 -1.26 .14 .49 .28 

   Intervention T2 241 2.74 .57 -1.15 .10 4.03 .21 

School safe from bullying 

      

   Control T1 

       

   Intervention T1 

       

   Control T2 

       

   Intervention T2 
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Appendix J: Correlation Matrix for Time 1, Time 2, Time 3 and Demographic Variables 2-Tailed Significance 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1.   Gender - - -.01 -.03 .22** -.10* -.11** -.07 -.12** -.18** -.13** .08* .19** -.07* -.09* -.05 .28** 

2.   Ethnicity  - - -.09* .01 .04 -.07* .08* .03 -.03 -.04 .01 .02 -.-3 .02 .01 .02 

3.   Family structure   - - -.05 .04 .05 -.01 -.04 .04 .02 -.03 .03 .02 -.03 .02 -.05 

4.   T1 Beliefs    - - -.24** .10** -.06 .05 -.36** -.30** .13** .23** -.15** -.07* -.13** .42** 

5.   T1Coping     - - -.12** .01 -.20** .25** .16** -.04 -.23** .05 .06* .06 -.13** 

6.   T1 IPSE      - - -.17** .32** .08* .08* -.03 .09* -.20** -.16** -.14 .02 

7.   T1Social support       - - -.13** .01 -.23 -.08* -.10* .04 -.01 -.01 -.02 

8.   T1 GHQ        - - -.05 -.04 -.05 .06 -.07* -.07* -.01 .10* 

9.   T1 Bully         - - .65** -.01 -.13* .13** .11** .07* -.28** 

10. T1 Reinforcer          - - .05 .01 .16** .11** .05 -.23** 

11. T1 Outsider           - - .30** -.04 -.01 .01 .05 

12. T1 Defender            - - .01 -.01 -.03 .19** 

13. T1 Individ bully             - - .56** .05 -.09* 

14. T1 Group bully              - - .10* -.08 

15.  T1 Safety               - - -.09* 

16. T2 Beliefs                - - 

17. T2 Coping                 

18. T2 IPSE                 

19. T2 Social support                 

20. T2 GHQ                 
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Table Continued 

Variables 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 

1.   Gender .09* -.09* -.18 -.03 -.16** -.08* .04 .18** -.09* -.07* -.08* .30** -.18** -.09 .21** -.03 

2.   Ethnicity -.01 -.8* .14** -.08* -.03 .02 .02 -.08* -.02 -.03 -.01 .05 .02 -.13* -.07 -.06 

3.   Family structure -.03 .05 -.02 .01 .10* .06 -.07 .03 .08* .10** .06 -.10 .08 .3 -.02 -.01 

4.   T1 Beliefs -.05 .05 .03 .01 -.24** -.21** .13** .18** -.13** -.14** -.12** .30** -.09 -.06 .04 -.01 

5.   T1Coping .14** -.07 .02 .14** .13** .09* -.05 -.09** .08* .10** .08* -.13* .24** -.01 .01 .03 

6.   T1 IPSE -.16** .58** -.02 .10* .06 .08* .05 .02 -.21** -.15** .01 .01 -.14* .42** -.01 -.14* 

7.   T1Social support .04 -.09* .12** -.07* .04 .04 .03 -.05 .07 -.01 .01 .01 .06 -.12 .03 -.05 

8.   T1 GHQ -.10* .30** -.03 .20** -.04 .01 .04 .07 -.15** -.12** -.08* .03 -.12* .26** -.01 -.06 

9.   T1 Bully .07 .05 -.01 .11** .42** .35** -.11** -.12** .13** .12** .13** -.10 -.03 .08 -.11 .05 

10. T1 Reinforcer .08* .04 -.01 -.08* .37** .37** -.06 -.04 .10** .12** .12** -.03 -.03 .11 .03 .02 

11. T1 Outsider .03 -.08* .11** -.06 .09* -.10* .25** .08* -.04 -.03 -.19 .15* -.16* -.10 -.06 .01 

12. T1 Defender .12** .06 .03 .06 -.12** -.05 .11** .38** -.01 -.02 -.06 .23** -.21** .07 .04 .02 

13. T1 Individ bully .05 -.10** -.03 .03 .10* .10** -.03 .05 .37** .30** .13** .03 -.02 -.08 -.06 .09 

14. T1 Group bully .05 -.16** -.04 -.01 .09* .08* -.01 .03 .35** .34** .10** -.02 .03 -.09 -.13* .09 

15. T1 Safety .02 -.04 -.08* .01 .04 .07* .01 .03 .09** .08* .11** .05 -.04 .04 -. 1 -.07 

16. T2 Beliefs -.03 .10* .02 .01 -.34** -.28** .12** .30** -.20** -.23** -.19** .48** -.15* .04 .15* -.11 

17. T2 Coping - - -.21** -.12** -.02 .02 .03 .16** .17** .13** .07 .03 -.16* .23** -.10 -.03 -.01 

18. T2 IPSE  - - -.01 .14** .09* .10* -.05 .07 -.23** -.21** -.05 .09 -.10 .52** .09 -.10 

19. T2 Social support   - - -.25** -.02 -.02 .01 -.07* -.06 -.06 -.07* .15* -.14** .18** .12 -.01 

20. T2 GHQ    - - -.05 -.03 -.01 .11** .01 -. 2 .01 -. 02 .01 .12 -.09 .10 
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Table Continued 

Variables 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 

1. Gender .05 -.03 .01 -.03 -.12 -.01 -.04 

2. Ethnicity .05 .03 .04 -.02 -.07 -.01 -.02 

3. Family structure -.06 .05 -.08 .04 .1 -.01 .15* 

4.  T1 Beliefs -.03 -.01 .04 -.05 -.11 -.05 -.05 

5.  T1Coping .01 .01 .05 -.03 .01 .01 .04 

6.  T1 IPSE .06 .11 -.01 .01 -.10 .01 .04 

7.  T1Social support .02 .06 -.07 -.04 .07 .05 .05 

8.  T1 GHQ .05 .07 -.05 .08 -.01 .01 -.01 

9.  T1 Bully -.03 .01 -.03 .07 .03 -.01 .08 

10. T1 Reinforcer -.11 .02* .01 .17** .06 -.03 .01 

11. T1 Outsider -.07 -.17** .21** .05 .03 -.02 -.07 

12. T1 Defender -.14** .03 .08 .12 -.08 .12 .01 

13. T1 Individ bully -.02 .06 -.07 .03 .25** .11 .06 

14. T1 Group bully -.04 -.03 -.04 -.02 .21** .09 .03 

15.  T1 Safety -.01 -.04 .01 .18** -.04 -.12 .01 

16. T2 Beliefs -.06 -.02 .07 .01 -.18** -.06 -.12 

17. T2 Coping -.01 .01 -.02 .01 .09 .02 .03 

18. T2 IPSE .04 .12 -.08 .07 -.14* -.08 .01 

19 T2 Social support -.05 -.06 .07 -.10 -.14* -.06 -.13* 

20. T2 GHQ -.01 -.01 -.04 .06 -.02 -.7 .02 
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Table Continued 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

21. T2 Bully - - -.01 -.03 .22** -.10** -.11** -.07 -.12** -.18** -.13** .08* .19** -.07* -.09** -.05 .28** 

22. R2 Reinforcer  - - -.09** .01 .04 -.07* .08* .03 -.03 -.04 .01 .02 -.-3 .02 .01 .02 

23. T2 Outsider   - - -.05 .04 .05 -.01 -.04 .04 .02 -.03 .03 .02 -.03 .02 -.05 

24. T2 Defender    - - -.24** .10** -.06 .05 -.36** -.30** .13** .23** -.15** -.07* -.13** .42** 

25. T2 Individ bully     - - -.12** .01 -.20** .25** .16** -.04 -.23** .05 .06* .06 -.13** 

26. T2 Group bully      - - -.17** .32** .08* .08* -.03 .09** -.20** -.16** -.14 .02 

27.  T2 Safety       - - -.13** .01 -.23 -.08* -.10** .04 -.01 -.01 -.02 

28. T3 Beliefs        - - -.05 -.04 -.05 .06 -.07* -.07* -.01 .10** 

29. T3 Coping         - - .65** -.01 -.13* .13** .11** .07* -.28** 

30. T3 IPSE          - - .05 .01 .16** .11** .05 -.23** 

31.T3 Socialsupport           - - .30** -.04 -.01 .01 .05 

32.T3 GHQ            - - .01 -.01 -.03 .19** 

33. T3 Bully             - - .56** .05 -.09* 

34. R3 Reinforcer              - - .10** -.08 

35. T3 Outsider               - - -.09* 

36. T3 Defender                - - 

37. T3 Individ bully                 

38. T3 Group bully                 

39.  T3 Safety                 
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Table Continued 

Variables 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 

21. T2 Bully     - - .67** -.01 -.12** .13** .12** .13** -.10 -.03 .08 -11 .11 

22. R2 Reinforcer      - - .01 -.04 .10** .12** .12** -.03 -.03 .12 .03 .11 

23. T2 Outsider       - - .24** .01 -.01 -.03 .12 -.06 -.07 .07 .11 

24. T2 Defender        - - .08* .08* -.06 .24** -.17** .19** .10 -.01 

25. T2 Individ bully         - - 61** .13** -.07 .06 -.03 -.08 .12 

26. T2 Group bully          - - .17** -.05 .01 .02 -.12 .10 

27.  T2 Safety           - - -.08 -.06 .06 -.01 .01 

28. T3 Beliefs            - - -.42** .11 .20** -.15* 

29. T3 Coping             - - -.21** -.10 .13* 

30. T3 IPSE              - - .11 -.18* 

31.T3 Socialsupport               - - -.24** 

32.T3 GHQ                - - 

33. T3 Bully                 

34. R3 Reinforcer                 

35. T3 Outsider                 

36. T3 Defender                 

37. T3 Individ bully                 

38. T3 Group bully                 

39.  T3 Safety                 
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Table Continued 

Variables 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 

21. T2 Bully .03 .03 -.01 .01 .11 -.02 .02 

22. R2 Reinforcer .10 -.09 -.01 .08 .03 .03 -.06 

23. T2 Outsider .04 -.13* .14* .09 -.02 -.05 -.06 

24. T2 Defender -.05 -.04 .05 .25** -.16* -.08 -.09 

25. T2 Individ bully .04 .09 -.03 -.01 .17** .18** .04 

26. T2 Group bully -.02 .08 -.03 .01 .04 .11 -.02 

27.  T2 Safety .07 .07 -.04 -.01 .03 .02 .03 

28. T3 Beliefs -.04 -.10 .15* .30** -.14* -.06 -.26** 

29. T3 Coping -.03 .01 -.04 -.14* .02 -.05 .08 

30. T3 IPSE .05 .16* -.13* .09 -.19** -.07 -.07 

31.T3 Social support .06 .02 -.05 .08 -.11 .01 -.07 

32.T3 GHQ -.23** -.18** .06 -.03 .05 .03 .01 

33. T3 Bully - - -.34** -.15* -.17** .10 .02 .13* 

34. R3 Reinforcer  - - -.20** -.16* .04 -.03 .10 

35. T3 Outsider   - - .07 .17** .10 -.06 

36. T3 Defender    - - .01 -.06 -.01 

37. T3 Individ bully     - - .61** .14* 

38. T3 Group bully      - - .22** 

39.  T3 Safety       - - 
Note1:  * = < .05; ** = <.01  

Note2: Beliefs = Beliefs/Expectancies; IPSE = Interpersonal Self-Efficacy; Individ Bully = Bullied by an individual student; Group Bully = Bullied by a group of students; Safety = Perceived safety from 

bullying in school.



 Bullying and victimisation from a social cognitive perspective  318. 

Appendix K: Study 3: Normality and Linearity Statistics 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances for Study 3: Section 4 

 F df1 df2 Significance 

Variable group 1     

   Cope time 1 3.612 1 355 .058 

   Cope time 2 867 1 355 .353 

   Beliefs time 1 .586 1 316 .555 

   Beliefs time 2 .558 1 316 .456 

   IPSE time 1 .118 1 263 .731 

   IPSE time 2 2.039 1 263 .155 

   Social support time 1 1.646 1 261 .201 

   Social support time 2 17.736 1 261 .000 

   GHQ time 1 5.735 1 298 .017 

   GHQ time 2 5.643 1 298 .018 

Variable group 2     

   Bully time 1 331.41 1 340 .000 

   Bully time 2 51.91 1 340 .000 

   Reinforcer time 1 121.40 1 397 .000 

   Reinforcer time 2 31.02 1 397 .000 

   Outsider time 1 .201 1 333 .654 

   Outsider time 2 .258 1 333 .612 

   Defender time 1 .049 1 358 .824 

   Defender time 2 13.38 1 358 .000 

Variable group 3     

   Bullied by an individual time 1     

   Bullied by an individual time 2     

   Bullied by a group time 1     

   Bullied by a group time 2     

   Safe at school time 1     

   Safe at school time 2     

 


