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In this study, bullving was examined as a continuum of mild-to-extreme behaviors, and
the potential correlutes of bullying others were delineated. To improve identification and
targeting of those youth at risk for bullving, demographic, behavioral, and psychosocial
correlates were tested an a continuous measure of bullving behavior rated aceording to
the number and frequency of behaviors. Among 558 middle school students surveyed in
1995, only 20% reported no bullying behavior In multiple regression analysis, miscon-
duct, anger, beliefs supportive of vinlence, confidence in using nonviolent strategies, and
inlentions to 1se nomviolent strategies were associgted with levels of bullying behavior
Although bays reparted more bullying hehavier than did girls, gender was not a signifi-
cant predictor in the multiple regression analysis. These study results were inconsistené
with the perspeciive that early adolescents were either bullies or nonbullies and indi-
cated the need for a comprehiensive approach to preventing butlying behavior.

Themes in classic literature and memories of students throughout the decades
attest to the comman presence of intimidation, threat, abuse, and bullying of
students by other peers. A single student who bullies can have far-reaching
effects in the school and create a climate of fear and intimidation not only in
his or ber victims but in fellow students as well. Students who bully, their vic-
tims, and bystanders are all alfected. When asked for the number one reason
for not returning to school, 10% of high school dropouts reported fear of
being harassed or attacked (Greenbaum, Turner, & Stephens, 1988). Simi-
farly, more than one-third of middle school students felt unsafe at school
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beeanse of bullying and did not repert such behaviors to school personnel
because they were seared, lacked the necessary skills for reporting, and felt
teachers and administrators did nothing (o stop the bullying (Batsche &
Knoff, 1994; Hazler, Hoover, & Oliver, 1993; Slce, 1994).

Because bullying behaviors arouse a sense of fear and can lead to physical
altercations that disrupt learning, educators are urged to address actively the
itnpact of bullies on their school culture and on the academic success of their
students. Galloway (1994) concluded that freedom from fear of bullying is
not enough to ensure successful learning but it is a necessary condition for
effective learning. Hoover, Oliver, and Thomson (1993) argued that to the
extent that bullying sets a tense and vielent tone in a school, such behavior
might precipitate hate crimes.

Bullying has been identified and studied internationally, with the carliest
work in the ficld initiated by Olweus in the late 1970s in Norway (Olwcus,
1978). Other researchers in Great Britain (e.g., Arora, 1987; Boullon &
Smith, 1994; Galloway, 1994; Lowenstein, 1978; Sharp & Smith, 1991),
Austria (Klicpera & Klicpera, 1996), Finland (Salmivalli, Lagerspetz,
Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1996), Canada (Bentley & Li, 1995),
Australia (Righby & Slee, 1991), Japan (Kikkawa, 1987}, and the Czech
Republic (Rican, 1993), as well as several researchers in the United States
(Hazleretal.,, 1993; Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988), have contributed to the cur-
rent understanding of the dynamics underlying bullying behavior.

The international nature of the research on bullying is complicated by the
use of a variety of definitions. Olweus (1978) originally defined bullying as
“the systematic use of physical and/or mental violence by one boy or several
boys against another boy.” More recently, Olweus has refined this definition
and concluded that a “bully chronically harasses somebody else either physi-
cally or psychologically” (Olweus, 1991}. Arora (1987), in studying British
children, reported that bullying is “achicving or maintaining social domi-
nance through overtly aggressive means which occur because the victims
have no sufficient skills or capacity to integrate with their peer group™
(p. L16). Another British rescarcher reported that bullying oceurs “when one
person or group deliberately causes distress to another person or group” (Gal-
toway, 1994, p. 76). In the major study of United States adolescents, Hoover
and colleagues (1993} defined bullying as “physical or psychological abuse
of an individual by one or a group of students.” Although there are many defi-
nitions, mnost converge on the notion that bullying behavior can be cither
physical or psychological.

Bullying has been operationalized in various ways and includes a varicty
of hurtful actions such as name-calling, social exclusion, and having money
laken or belongings damaged, as well as the more obvious forms of hitting
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and kicking (Crick, 1997; Crick, Casas, & Mosher, 1997; Menesini et al.,
1997; Righy, Cox, & Black, 1997; Thompson & Sharp, 1998). Those behav-
iors have been classified as direct and indirect bullying (Olweus, 1991).
Direct bullying involves open attacks on a victim and indirect bullying is dis-
tinguished by social isolation, exclusion from a group, or nonselection for
activitics (Qtweus, [991).

Current stralcgies for assessing bullying have several weaknesses that
pose additional problems in interpreting findings across research studies.
First, many studics focus on the ends of the continuum by excluding students
who report low and moderate levels of bullying behavior or by collapsing
participants into categories of students who are more or less extreme on a bul-
lying scale. Categorizing students in that way results in reduced precision in
the measurement of bullying bhehavior. The second weakness of current
strategics relates to the manner in which sell-reports ol bullying others are
collected. In many studies, study participants were given a definition of bul-
lying and then asked to report how often they did certain things to others
(Mencsini et al., 1997; Salmivalli ctal., 1996). Using such approaches might
produce unreliable self-reports from students who feel uncomfortable
describing their behaviors toward others as bullying. Thus, it might be more
appropriate to simply ask students about the frequency of specific behaviors
such as teasing and hitting. A third weakness of the assessment of bullying
hehavior relates to the research on aggression within the United States. In the
United States, bullying has been studied as a subset of aggression, and the
majority of the studics have focused on physical aggression. Students iden-
tify teasing and practical jokes as a part of bullying (Hoover & Oliver, 1996,
Hoover et al., 1993), and perhaps bullying behaviors are more widely distrib-
uteet than documented in studies that focus only on physical aggression.

Because the extant literature uses differing definitions, operationatiza-
tions, and strategies for assessment, educators in the United States concerned
about problems associated with hullying might not find the direction they
need. In addition, much of the work on these phenomena has been conducted
internationally. Although those investigations can inform research conducted
in the United States, it is unctear how the findings from international studies
will replicate with U.S. students. In addition, definitions of what constitutes
bullying behavior vary and need to be clarified.

In the current study, bullying was defined as a subset of aggressive behav-
jor that has potential to cause physical or psychological harm to the recipicnl.
Measurement was not linked to the subjective perception of what bullying
was: rather, study participants were asked about the frequency of specific
behaviors (c.g., teasing and making fun of others).
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Correlates of Bullying Behavior

Clearly, as cducators struggle to reduce violence, dealing with bullying
behaviors comes to the forefront. Before effective programs in the United
States can be developed, adults working with early adolescents must first be
able to identily the students most at risk for engaging in bullying behavior
and to articulatc the demographic, behavioral, and psychosocial characteris-
tics associated with levels of those behaviors. To date, investi gators who have
studied bullying have used an array of definitions, have focused on the identi-
fication of bullies and victims, and have examined differing aspects of demo-
graphic and psychosocial factors. Thus, a coherent set of variables that could
be used fo explain bullying behavior is lacking. Therefore, this study was
cxploratory, drawing on several theoretical and evaluative sources from the
rescarch on bullying and aggression.

Previous rescarch with dichotomous measures of bullying has indicated
gender differences in the prevalence of bullying and the types of behaviors
used by children and adolescents who bully (Boulton & Underwood, 1992;
Sharp & Swith, 1991}. In a study of British primary and secondary students,
Sharp and Smith (1991) found that boys bullicd more than did girls. Boys
were more likely to use physical bullying and verbal threats. In conteast, girls
used social and verbal imeans, including spreading rumors about other stu-
dents and excluding students from peer groups (Boulton & Underwoud,
1992; Sharp & Smith, 1991). The current study was an attempt to replicate
the gender findings for bullying others and 10 extend the current understand-
ing of demographic correlates by examining whether grade, ethnicity, Family
income (measured by eligibility for [ree or reduced lunch), and academic
achievement (measured by Chapter | status) were associated with levels of
bullying.

The lindings from previous research also have indicated several behav-
ioral and psychosocial measures that might he associated with bullying oth-
ers. Several correlates included in the study reported here include miscon-
duct. beliefs supportive of aggression, feclings of depression, impulsivity,
and school sense of belonging. In a sample of cighth graders in Austria, stu-
dents who bullied reported they were more likely to resolve conflicts using
physical power. In addition, those students were involved in more antisocial
acts in school and had a negative image of the school in general (Klicpera &
Klicpera, 1996). In astudy of Canadian fourth, {ifth, and sixth graders, Bent-
ley and Li (1995) found bullics were more likely to hold beliefs supportive of
aggression than were nonbullies. Australian students who bullied were more
likely to report feelings of depression and feeling unhappy at school (Slee,
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1995). Finally, Olweus (1994) found a relation between impulsivity and
bullying.

An additional goal of this study was to explore the relations between anger
and bullying others. Although anger has not been examined specifically in
the literature about bullying, this construct has been discussed in the research
on subtypes of aggression (Dodge, 1991; Price & Dodge, 1989). Although
(hose researchers have examined anger as a potential precursor to aggressive
behavior, they have not discussed the association between aggression and
general levels of anger. Thus, the question of whether students who bully oth-
ers are mare likely to report high levels of general anger than are students who
do not bully others remains unanswered. A significant association between
anger and bullying others might highlight anger as an important focus of pre-
vention and intervention prograrms.

Also, eminent researchers have reported that aggressive children and ado-
Jescents lack basic social skills when interacting with their peers (e.g.. Dodge &
Frame, 1982; Dodge, Pettit, McClaskey, & Brown, 1986). Applying a social
<kills deficit modet to students who bully others has been relatively problem-
atic (Smith, Bowers, Binney, & Cowie, 1993). Researchers in the United
Kingdom have found that students who bully others are not facking in social
skills. Instead, those students deliberately select strategies to maintain domi-
nance and power in social relations (Smith et at., 1993). In the current study,
the relationships between fack of confidence in using nonviolent strategies
and intentions (o usc these sirategics were examined as potential corretates of
hullying others.

In addition 10 the behavioral and psychosocial measures, participants’ per-
ceived access to guns was considered as a relevant correlate, Immediate
access to lirearms is associated with increased risk for homicide, suicide, and
unintentional fircarm death (Brent et al., 1991; Cummings, Koepsell, Gross-
man, Savarino, & Thompson, 1997). Given the risks for fethal consequences,
access (o guns is a particularly important environmental correlate of bullying
tehavior. An association between reports of physically or verbally buliying
one’s peers and access 1o guns might indicate the potential for severe immedi-
ate consequences of those bullying behaviors.

Current Study

The study reported here included scveral purposes that were aimed at
assisting educatots and others who work with young adolescents (o develop
prevention programs. The first purpose was 10 determine the distribution of
bullying behavior within a sample of urban middle school students. Rather
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than categorizing students, bullving behavior was viewed as a continuun of
mild-to-extreme behaviors, varying according to the number and frequency
ol self-reported bullying behaviors committed on others. The second purpose
was (o describe the demographic characteristics associated with bullying
behavior. A third purpose was to examine the extent to which misconduct,
access lo guns, psychosocial risk factors (e.g., anger, feelings of depression,
impulsivity, and beliefs supportive of aggression), and prosocial factors
(sensc of belonging at school, confidence, and intentions to use nonviolent
strategics) were associated with involvement in bullying others.

METHOD

Data were collected in a large middle school (sixth, seventh, and cighth
grades) located within 10 miles of the icart of a major Midwestern metropo-
lis with a diverse socioeconomic population. All participants compleied a
survey as part of the baseline data collection for an evaluation of a violence
prevention study (Bosworth, Espelage, DuBay, Dahlherg, & Daytner, 1996).
Students for whom parental permission was granted were given a pencil and
paper survey in January 1995, A detailed description of the evaluation
design, survey administration, and preliminary analyses can be found in Bos-
worih ct al. (1996),

Participants

Parent permission forms were sent to all 1,361 students registered at the
school and 700 (51%) returned permission forms. Of those, 142 had been
denied permission, thus leaving a sample of 558. Of those 558 siudent par-
ticipants, 54% (n = 300) were girls and 46% were boys (n = 258), with 42%
being sixth graders (n =232}, 31% seventh graders (n = 173), and 27% eighih
graders (7 = 153). Approximately 84% were Caucasian (n=468).9% (n=
52) were African American, 4% (n= 19) were biracial, and 3% reported other
racial backgrounds. Forty-nine percent (n = 271) were currently living with
two biclogical or adoptive parents (two parents, no stepparents); 20% (n =
113) were Jiving with two parents, one of whotn was a stepparent; 28%: (n =
£57) reported residing with a single parent; and the remaining 3% reported
other living arrangements (e.g., grandparents or foster care). In addition, 29%
of the sample were receiving free or reduced priced lunch and 18% had Chap-
ter [ status indicating qualification for remedial support.

To determine the representativeness of the study sample, chi-square
analyses were conducted o test differences on relevant demographic
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variables (i.e., gender, grade, ethnicity, and zip code) between the 558 study
participants and those students who did not participate in the investigation. In
addition, chi-square analyses were calculated to evaluate the differences
hetween study participants and the entire student population (i.e., all sixth
through cighth grade students) on the same demographic variables. A signifi-
cant difference was found only for the distribution of grade between study
participants and nonparticipants; approximately 42% of the study partici-
pants were sixth graders, whereas 25% of the nonparticipants were sixth
graders. No other significant differences were found between study partici-
pants and nonparticipants, and no differences were found between the study
participants and the entire student population {Boswaorth ct al., 1996),

Measures: Demngraphics, Misconduct,
Gun Access, and Psychosocial Factors

All study measures were developed in a similar manner with the exception
of the demographic variables. Existing measures with strong psychometric
properties were selected from a comprehensive literature review. Other
measures were developed specifically for a violence prevention intervention.
All measures were presented (o groups of middle school students for their
review. Based on the results from those student groups, items were modificd
for clarity and readability. Exploratory factor analysis was then conducted for
all study measures. Factors were extracted based on eigenvalues, percentage
of variance explained, and examination of scree plots. Items that had factor
loadings above .50 and those items that did not have cross-loadings ahove .30
onany other factor were retained. Althougha jengthy description of this scale
development process is beyond the scope of the current article, details on the
development of the bullying and anger scale arc included in more detail later
in this section.

Demographic variables. Sell-reports of gender, grade, and cthnicity were
included as demaographic characteristics. In addition, Chapter | and free/
reduced lunch status were included.

Misconduct. Misconduct was measured with a six-item scate developed
specifically for this study. Participants were asked how many times in the past
30 days they did cach of the following: {a) “Did you break a rule at home®”;
(b} “Did you break a rule at school?™; {¢) “Did you break a rule/law in the
community?”; (d) “Did you getin trouble at home?”; (e} “Did you getin trou-
ble at school?™ and (£} “Did you get in trouble in the community”” Response
choices included 0 = never, 1 = [ or 2 times, 2= 3 or 4 times, 3= 5 orotimes,
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and 4 = 7 or more times (Cronbach’s afplia = .79) Total scores ranged from 0
through 24, with higher scores indicating more misconduct.

Gun gecess. Participants were asked how much they would agree or dis-
agree with the following stalement: “Tcan get a gunt easily.” Response choices
included O = strongly disagree, | = disagree, 2=neither agree nor disagree, 3 =
agree, and 4 = strongly agree. This variable had a skewed distribution; thus, a
dichotomous variable was created representing two groups: (a) those st-
denls who reported that they were cither ncutral, disagreed, or strongly dis-
agreed in response Lo this item and (b} those students who responded that they
agrecd or strongly agreed with the stalement,

Feelings of depression. Sell-reported feelings of depression were assessed
ustng the five-item University of Texas Depression Scale (Dahlberg, Toal, &
Behrens, [998). Student participants were asked how ofien in the past 30
days: (a) “Were you very sad?” (b) “Did you fecl hopeless about the future?”
{c) “Did you feel like not eating or cating more than usual?” (d) “Did you
slecp alot more or alot less than usual 7” and (e) “Did you have difficulty con-
centraling on your schoolwork?” Response choices included O = never, 1 =
seldom, 2 = sometimes, 3 = ofien, and 4 = always (Cronbach’s alpha = .74).
Total scores ranged from ( through 20; higher scores indicale more depres-
stve symmptoms.

Impulsivity. A four-item scale developed specifically for this investigation
was used to assess impulsivity. Students were asked how ofien they would
say the following stalerents about themselves: (a) “I have a bard time sitting
still,” (b) ““I start things but have a hard time finishing them,” (¢) “I do things
without thinking,” and (d) I need to use a lot of self-control (o keep out of
trouble.” Response choices included 0 = never, | = seldom, 2 = sometimes, 3 =
often, and 4 = ahvavy (Cronhach’s alpha = .62). Total scores ranged from 0
through 16. Higher scores indicate higher selt-reported impulsivity.

School sense of befonging. Perceived belonging at school was assessed
with 4 of the 20 ttems from the Psychological Sense of School Membership
Scale (Goodenow, §1993). Students were asked how much they agreed with
these four statements: (a) "I feel proud of belonging to my school,” (b) “I am
treated with as muchrespect as other students,” (¢) "“The teachers here respect
me,” and {d) “There is at least one teacher or other adult in this school T can
talk 1o if Thave a problem.” Response choices included () = strongly disagree,
| =disagree, 2 =neither agree nor disagree, 3 =agree, and 4 = strongly agree
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(Cronbach’s alpha = .63). Total scores ranged from () through 16, and higher
scores indicate a greater sense of belonging at school,

Confidence. A 5-item Confidence Scale was developed specifically for
the violence prevention investigalion from which these data were drawn. To
assess confidence in using nonviolent strategics, each student was asked how
confident he or she was doing each of the following: (a) “How confident are
you that you can stay out of fights?” (b) "How confident are you that you can
understand another person’s point of view when you are mad?” (¢) “How
confident are you that you can calin down when you are mad?” (d) “How con-
fident are you that you can talk out a disagreement?” and {e) “How confident
are you that you can learn to stay out of fights?” Response choices were 0 =
net at all confident, | = not very confident, 2 = unsure, 3 = somewhat confi-
dent, and 4 = very confident (Cronbach’s alpha = .85). Total scores ranged
from 0 through 20, and higher scores indicate a higher sense of self-efficacy
or confidence.

Intentions to use nonvinlent strategies, An 8-itemn Intentions to Use Non-
violent Strategies Scale that measured the respondent’s intentions to use non-
violent strategies in a future anger-provoking situation was developed spe-
cifically for the violence prevention investigation. Participants were asked,
“How likely is it that you would do cach of the following the next time you
find yourself really angry at someone or something?” The eight items were:
{a) “Wait for the other person (o change his or her behavior,” (b) “Ignore the
situation,” (¢) “Try to talk it out,” {(d) “Suggest pcer mediation,” (e) "Channel
my anger into something constructive,” (f) “Laugh it off.” (g} “Try to reduce
my anger,” and (h) “Try to see the other person’s point of view.” Responsc
choices included O = very unlikely, 1= unlikely, 2 = fikely, 3 = very likely.
Items (a) and (b) were reverse scured, Total scores ranged from () through 24
(Cronhach’s alpha = .63). Higher scores indicate greater intentions to use
nonviolent strategics.

Beliefs supportive of violence. The Beliefs Supportive of Violence Scale
was a modilied versiun of a scale from the Houston Community Project Scale
(Dahlberg ctal., 1998). To assess participants’ beliefs supportive of violence,
six ilemns were presented and participants were asked how much they agreed
or disagreed with the following statements: (a) “If [ walked away from afight,
I'd be a coward,” (b) “It's vkay to hit someone who hits you first,” (¢} “If a kid
teases me, I usually cannot get him/her to stop unless Ihit him/er,” (d) “I{ 1
refuse ta fight, my friends will think I'm alraid,” (¢) "1 don't necd to fight
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because there are other ways to deal with being mad,” and (f) “If I really
wanted to, [ can usually talk someone out of wanting to fight with me. ™ Items
(e) and (f) were reverse scored to create a tota) score. Response choices
included 0= strongly disagree, | = disagree, 2 = neither agree nor disagree,
3 = agree, and 4 = strongly agree (Cronbach’s alpha = .71). Total scores
ranged from O through 24. Higher scores indicate more beliefs supportive of
aggression.

Measures: Bullying and Anger

A literature review was conducted to obtain measures of bullying, fight-
ing, and anger; however, many available seli-report measures of bullying rely
on a subjective label. For example, those measures ask students how many
times they bullied their peers rather than asking about the frequency of spe-
cific behaviors such as name-calling, teasing, and hitting. However, the 11-
item Aggression Scale from the University of Texas—Houston Health Science
Center Student Questionnaire (Dahlberg et al., 1998} does include items
related to those specific behaviors. The Aggression Scale was adapted and
four items related to anger were developed to supplement this scale (i.e., “I
frequently got angry,” “I was grouchy, irritable or in a bad mood,” “l took my
anger out on an innocent person,” and “I was mean to someone when angry™).
The Modified Agression Scale with the four new items were hypothesized to
contain two subscales, one reflecting bullying behavior and the other reflect-
ing anger. Therefore, these items were included in a principal factors analysis
(PFA) with an oblique rotation.

Resuits of the PFA with an oblimin rotation supported the hypothesis that
two factors provided the best fit for the data based on the extraction criterion
of an eigenvalue greater than 1.0. In addition, examination of the scree plot
supported a two-factor stvucture. The first factor accounted for 43% of the
variance and included eight items to form the modified Aggression Scale
with factor loadings ranging from .39 through .&3. ltems that had factor load-
ings less than 50 and those that had cross-loadings greater than .30 on
another factor were deleted. Two items had factor loadings less than .50 and
one item had a cross-loading greater than .30 on the second factor. Thus, three
items were deleted from the first factor. The second factor accounted for an
additional 10% of the variance and consisted of one anger item from the
modified Aggression Scale and four new anger items with factor loadings
ranging from .46 through .66. One item was deleted because it had a cross-
loading greater than .30 on the first factor. Next, these nine items were
entered in a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) (Principal Axis Factoring
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TABLE 1: Final Factor Loadings From Principal Axis Factor Analysis of Bully-
ing and Anger itoms

Factor Loadings
ftem Buliying Anger
1 pushed, shoved, slapped, or kicked other students. .83 -.07
| called other students names. .83 -n
| said things about students 1o make other students laugh. 71 .02
| teased students. .70 —05
| threatened to hit or hurt another student. B7 .08
| was angry most of the day. -.02 .66
| was grouchy or irritable, or ina bad mood, so that even

little things made me mad. -.04 .62
i frequently got angry 01 .58
1 took my anger out on an innocent person. 19 51

with obligue rotation) and the final loadings for each factor are presented in
Table 1.

Bullying behaviors. As aresult ofthe CFA, the final Bullying Scale used in
this study consisted of five items from the modified Aggression Scale (Dahl-
bergetal., 1998) that loaded on the first factor. As hypothesized, the items on
the final Bullying Scale were consistent with the definition of bullying used
in the current study and reflected psychological and physical aspects of bul-
lying. Participants were asked how many times they did the following in the
past 30 days: (a) “l called other students names,” (b) “1 teased students,” (¢} “1
said things about students to make other students laugh,” (d) “I threatened to
hit or hurt another student,” and {e) “I pushed, shoved, slapped, or kicked
other students.” Response choices included 0 = never, | = lor2times,2=3or
4 times, and 3 =3 or more times (Cronbach’s alpha = .83). Summing across all
five items created total scores ranging from 0 through 15, with O meaning no
bullying activity. As can be scen in Table 2, the Bullying Scale in the current
sample was skewed with the highest percentage of students reporting low fev-
els of bullying behavior, and examination of the skewness statistic to its stan-
dard error confirmed that the distribution was nonnormal. Thus, a log trans-
[ormation was used on the sum scores in subscquent analyses. After the
transformation, the skewness statistic to its standard error indicated that the
distribution resembled a more normal distribution.’
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TADLE 2: Disttibution of Scores on the Bullying Scale for 558 Middle School

Students

Scale Number of Ferceniage of Cumulalive
Score Students Total Sample Perceniage

0 106 19.00 19.00

1 51 9.10 2B.10

2 53 9.50 37.60

3 53 9.50 47.10

4 60 10.80 57.90

5 36 6.50 64.30

8 45 8.10 72.40

7 26 4.70 77.10

B 28 5.00 8210

9 19 3.40 B5.50
10 13 2.30 B7.80
11 13 ] 230 90.10
12 12 2.20 92.30
13 11 2.00 94.30
14 9 1.60 95.90
15 23 410 100.00

Anger. As aresult of the CFA, the hypothesis that there was an anger fac-
tor was supported. A final Anger Scale that was distinct from the Bullying
Scale consisted of four items that loaded on the second {actor. The Anger
Scale consisted of one item from the University of Texas—Houston Health
Science Center Student Questionnaire (UT scale) (Dahlberg et al., 1998),
and three items developed specifically for this current investigation. First, from
the UT scale, respondents were asked how often they did the following in the
past 30 days: (a) “I was angry most of the day." They were also asked how
often in this time period they did the following: (b) “I took my anger out on an
innocent person.” Response choices included Q=never, | = f or 2 times,2 =3
or 4 times, and 3 = § or more times. [n addition, student parlicipants were
asked how often they would make the {ollowing statements: (¢) “1 frequently
got angry,” and (d) “T was grouchy or irritable, or in a bad mood, so that even
littte things would make me mad.” Response choices included 0 = never, 1 =
seldom, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often, and 4 = always. Because the response
options were dissimilar across the four items, individual item scores were
converted to z scores. These standardized variables then were used to calcu-
late a Cronbach’s alpha for the scale, which was . 70. Summing across all four
2 scores created total scores, with higher scores indicating more sell-reported

anger.
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Data Analysis

To test the association belween levels of bullying behaviors and demo-
graphics, misconduct, gun access, and psychosocial variables, analyscs were
conducted in which bullying was used as a continuous variable. Because pre-
vious investigations have treated bullying as a categorical variable, an analy-
sis was conducted in which students were divided into three groups based on
their Bullying Scale score. The results of those analyses showed increased
risk of the predictor variables by levet of hullying.? Therefore, bullying was
recoded as a continuous measure, and only those results are reported here.

Next, relations between demographic variables (i.e., grade, gender, eth-
nicity, family type, Chapter I status, and lunch status) and bullying were
tested by using a single multiple regression model in which Bullying Scale
score was entered as a continuous criterion variable. Significant demo-
graphic variables were included as covariates in subsequent analyses. Partial
correlations were calculated to examine the associations between the con-
tinuous measure of bullying and each study variable, controlling for any sig-
nificant demographic variable. Finally, one multiple regression analysis was
conducted to determine the strongest correlates of bullying within the entire
set of predictor variables.

RESULTS

As seen in Table 2, 19% of students in the current study sample indicated
that they had not bullicd their peers in the past 30 days. Thus, 81% of the stu-
dents reported at lcast one act of bullying behavior during this period, and
7.7% reported frequently bullying other siudents,

Demographic Correlates of Bullying Behavior

Gender was associated significantly with bullying behavior, with boys (X =
5.50; 8D = 4.49) engaging in higher amounts of bullying behavior than girls
(X = 3.98; 5D = 3.87). No significant relations were found between bullying
hehavior and grade, ethnicity, family type, Chapter I status, or receipt of free
or reduced lunch. Because of the potential relation of gender on the associa-
tions tested, the extent to which gender was related to these assoctations was
examined. That is, regression models included the main effect of the psycho-
social variable (c.g., anger) and gender, and a gender by psychosocial vari-
able (e.g., Gender X Anger) interaction term. Gender was not related signifi-
cantly to any of the associations between hullying and the study variables (all
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TABLE 3: Means and Standnrd Deviations for Bullying Scaln and Predictor Varl-
ables, Correiallons Between Bullying Scale and Predictor Variables
{rontiolling for gender) Among 558 Middle Schoo! Students

Correlation With

Variable X SD Bullying Scale®
Bullying® 4,68 4.24

Misconduct 6.34 475 .55*
Access to guns 1.24 .43 A7
Ange:* 00 73 A6
Feelings of depression 7.03 4.23 29"
Impulsivity 7.21 3.63 33
Belonging at school 14.32 376 -.35*
Confidence in using nonviolent strategies  13.28 4.82 —-.55*
Intentions to use nonviolent strategies 12.31 533 -.34"
Beliefs supportive of violence 11.47 4.34 A5*

a. Means and standard devialions are those belore log transformation.
b. Gender was entsred as a covariate in each correlation.
c. Four angers items were converted to z scores and the mean of these z scores is

presented.
*p < 001,

p values > .05). Therefore, the interaction terms were removed, cach model
was recaleulated, and partial correlations between cach study vartable and
the Bullying Scale, conlrolling for gender, are reported in Table 3.

Misconduct, Gun Access, and Psychosocial
Correlates of Bullying Behavior

Partial correlations. In Table 3, means and standard deviations for bulty-
ing behavior and otber study measures are presented. In addition, partial cor-
relation coeflicients between bullying behavior and each predictor variable
arc provided. After controlling {or gender differences, students who reported
recent acts of misconduct and who had aceess o guns reported maore acts of
bullying their peers. Alsy, students who reported high fevels of anger, impul-
sivily, and feelings of depression; who felt like they did not belong at school;
and whao held beliefs supportive of violence were significantty more likely
than were other students to buliy their peers. Thoese students who were conli-
dent in using nonviolenti strategies and who intended to use those strategies in
conflict situations were significantly less likely (o bully others.

Multiple regression results. In the multiple regression analysis (Table 4),
predictors were entered at the same time in the model and together accounted
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TABLE 4: Multiple Regression Analysis Results for Misconduct, Gun Access,
and Psychosociat Factors as Predictors of Bullying Behavior Among
558 Middle School Students®

Predictor Variable b SE (b) B t
Female gendar —-.050 .030 -.06 -1.94
Misconduct 020 .003 .29 6.97"
Access to guns 020 030 .00 27
Anger 090 020 19 4.34*
Feelings of depression .002 004 .02 59
Impulsivity D1 004 .01 25
Belonging at school —.008 004 —-.06 -1.75
Confidence in using nonvioient stralegies -010 .004 -12 -2.57*
Intentions to use nonviolent strategies -.007 .003 -10 -2.81*
Belie!s supportive of violence 010 .004 A2 2.68"

a. Gender was entered as a covariate in the regression model.
Full model statistics: /= .44, F(10, 547} = 42.43.
*p<.01."p< 001

{or 44% of the variance in bullying behavior, Misconduct and anger (ls=.29,
19) were the best predictors of bullying behavior. Students who got in trou-
ble or broke a rule at school, home, or in the community were more likely than
were other students to report bullying their peers. In addition, students who
reported frequently being angry were more likely 1o report bullying their
peers. Those students who held beliefs supportive of violence (B = .12) also
were likely to report more bullying behavior. Finally, studenis who reported
confidence in using nonviolent strategies (B=-.12) and those with intentions
1o use nonviolent approaches to manage anger (B =—.10) were less likely to
repart butlying others.

PISCUSSION

In this study, correlates of bullying behavior were ex amined within a sam-
ple of 558 urban middle school students. Rather than focusing on compari-
sons between groups of students identified as bullies and noubullies or vic-
tims, this investigation dilfered (rom the previous Siterature in that bullying
waus conceptualized as a continuum of behaviars. In addition, the bullying
measure used in this study reflected specific behaviors and was not linked to
students’ subjective perceptions of bullying.

Several limitations lend caution L interpretation of the [dings. IF
data were from student sell-reports. Corroborating data [rom other
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informanls (e gz, teachers, parents, or other students) would have made the
Nidings more robust. However, several studies have reported that bollying
behaviors oceur in locations (e.g., batlnoom or schoeol bus) and at tines in
which adult supervision is himited or nonexistent (Espelage, Asidao, &
Chavez, 1998; Kikkawa, 1987). For example, Kikkawa (1987) found in a
sample of secondary school teachers in Fapan that it was difficult for teachers
to notice bullying in the classroom because bullying activities were ofien
subtle and indirect. Second, the data presented in this article were cross-
sectional, allowing for a snapshot of these behaviors and thus precluding any
statement about the stahility or instability of bullying behavior over time or
the directionality of the assoctations tested, Third, bullying was measured in
terms of behavior in the past 30 days. Thus, the systematic or chronic nature
of bullying behaviors was not assessed. Fourth, although the study sample
matched characteristics of the larger school, the participation rate was less
than 50% due, in part, to the need to secure active parental consent. Thus, it
possible that the students at the greatest risk for bullying might be underrep-
resented in the sample. Therefore, the results might not generalize to more
aggressive or less participatory or shy youth. Finally, the context in which
these behaviors were exhibitcd was not explored. For example, teasing was
included as bullying behavior; however, in certain contexts, teasing might be
a common parl of socialization to later adolescence {(Evans & Eder, 1993; R.
Hammond, personal conumunication, February 1998). Nonetheless, regard-
less of how common teasing might be in certain settings, il teasing is related
1o other problem behaviors or has negative consequences for the victim, pre-
vention and intervention strategies are indicated,

Despite these limitations, the current study extends the body of literature
on bullying in several ways. First, the measurement of bullying in this study
differed [rom previous conceplualizations of bullying behavior as a dichoto-
mous occurrence, Second, measures used to assess bullying required par-
ticipants to report the frequency with which they did or said certain things
{c.g.. teasing or made fun of) to other students, rather than asking participants
to report how much they bullied otbers. It was assumed that students would
be more truthful about their behavior toward others when they were not given
the value-laden term. Finally, in contrast to previous investigations of bully-
ing and aggression, prosocial factors, such as confidence in using nonviolent
strategics to resolve conflicts, were examined in this investigation.

Overall, only 9% of students in the sample reported that they had not
engaged in bullying behavior in the past 30 days. The distribution of bullying
ranged from infrequent participation in just one bullying behavior (9.1%) to
frequent involvement in all five bullying behaviors (7.7%). These results did
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not support the perspective that adolescents fall into categories of either bul-
lies or nonbullies. Rather, the findings indicated that the bullying behaviors
measured (i.e., teasing, name-calling, threatening, and social ridiculing of
peers) were common, with most students reporting some involvement in bul-
lying others, The distribution of bullying behaviors did not lend itself to a
clear cutoff, rather it indicated that a continuous coding would be more
appropriate. In addition, a categorical approach indicated a linear association
between bullying, behavioral, and psychosocial variables. As bullying
increased, self-reports of negative correlates (e.g., misconduct and anger)
increased and prosocial skills {e.g., confidence in using nonviolent strate-
gies) decreased.

Consistent with many previous studies, in this correlational analysis, boys
reported significantly more bullying behaviors. Other demographic variables
of grade, ethnicity, family type, Chapter 1 status, and free/reduced lunch were
not significant. Thus, bullying behaviors appeared to be distributed equally
across most of these middle school students and were not isolated to one par-
ticular group of students.

In the multipte regression analysis, a strong, significant association
between bullying behavior and general misconduct in several settings was
found. This assaciation might reflect a direct or an indirect relation. Perhaps
the number and frequency of bullying behaviors increase directly with the
liketihood of misconduct. On the other hand, factors that potentially could
put students atrisk for bullying also might influence the likelihood of general
misconduct. Either type of association is consistent with the perspective that
adolescent problem behaviors are part of a syndrome rather than isolated
events (Jessor, 1987). Regardless of the explanation for the link between bul-
lying and other misconduct, the fact that they co-occur indicates the need for
a comprehensive approach to prevention. The impact of effective prevention
programs might generalize across problem behaviors. For example, Olweus
(1994) found that a schoalwide bullying intervention reduced antisocial
activities such as vandalism, fighting, theft, and truancy, as well as bullying.

Associations between psychosocial factors and bullying behavior were
examined to clucidate variables that might be avenues for intervention,
Anger was a powerful predictor of bullying behavior, with high levels of
anger associated significantly with the highest levels of bullying. Previous
studies have not explored the association between anger and bullying. How-
ever, in a related area, Rigby and Slee (1991) found that builying was corre-
fated negatively with bappiness in Australian adolescents 12 through 18
years of age. In that study, participants were shown a series of faces depicting
arange of emotions on a continuum from smiles to frowns. Participants were
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asked to select the [nce that described how they generally el Although those
students identified as bullies sclected unhappy faces, it is unclear whether
those faces represented anger, frustration, sadness, or anxiety.

Although anger has not heen addressed specifically in the litcrature
related o bullying, several researchers have used the construct to classify
types of aggressive behavior (Dodge, 1991; Dodge, Coie, Petlit, & Price,
1990); Price & Dodge, 1989). Dodge (1991) has distinguished between reac-
tive and proaclive aggression. Generally, reactive aggression reflects an
angry and volatile approach to others, whereas proactive aggression is
aggressive acts used to meet a person’s geals and might not involve an angry
reaction to a specific precipitating event. Some researchers have conceptual-
ized bullying as proactive aggression because students who bully do so to
attain social position and maintain control over others. The finding in the cur-
renl study peints to a strong relation between general levels of anger and bul-
lying behavior. Although it is not clear the extent to which anger contributes
to the tendency to bully others, further investigations are needed 10 examine
the role of anger in bullying behaviors.

Lack of confidence in being able to use nonviolent strategies, such as talk-
ing out a disagreement, as well as fack of intentions to use those strategics
were associated with higher levels of bullying. Although this study was the
firstinvestigation (o examine those factors in relation to bullying, the results
help to explain the finding that students who bully others purposely choose to
bully others (Smith et al., 1993). That is, perhaps the students in the study
reported here chose o tease or threaten others because they were not confi-
dent that other approaches would produce the same outcome. In designing
prevention interventions, it appears that confidence in the ability to handle
social situations might be a deterrent to using bullying behaviors,

Consistent with previous research, bullying was associated significantly
with beliels supportive of violence (Bentley & Lt, 1995). This finding was
consisten! also with those investigations in which aggressive chifdren and
adolescents were more likely, when compared to their nonaggressive peers,
to accept aggression as justifiable and satistactory (Huesmann, Guerra,
Mitler, & Zelli, 1992; Siaby & Guerra, §988). Rescarchers who have
attempted to change heliefs supportive of violence through violence preven-
tion programns have been successful in changing those attitudes (Guerra,
Eron, Huesmann, Tolan, & Van Acker, 1997). Thus, further studies aimed at
reducing bullying belaviors should explore also the extent to which changing
nonnative beliefs about violence can contribute to a reduction in bullying
behaviors in students.

Impulsivity, feelings of depression, and sense of belonging in school were
associated with bullying bchavior in the comelational analyses. Those
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findings were consistent with previous investigations of Australian primary
and middle school boys in which the tendency to bully was found to be asso-
ciated significantly with unhappiness at school, disliking school, and depres-
sive symptoms (Slee, 1995; Slee & Righy, 1993}, Olweus (1994 also noted a
relation between impulsivity and bultying in a Scandinavian sample. Results
of the multiple regression analysis indicated that impulsivity, feelings of
depression, and sense of belonging at school were no longer associated sig-
nilicantly with bullying others. Such findings highlight the need 1o use multi-
ple regression analysis in assessing correlates of bullying behavior that are
independent of cach other.

In summary, these findings offer directions for possible prevention and
intervention strategies for middle school students. Although additional
research is needed to clarify these relations, findings from the current study
provided preliminary support for using a universal comprehensive approach
for bullying prevention and intervention strategies. Such approaches might
incorporate several key components commonlty found in violence prevention
programs such as teaching anger management and promoting nonviolent
approaches to conllict (Dusenbury, Falco, Lake, Brannigan, & Bosworth,
1998 Guerra, Tolan, & Hammond, 1994).

NOTES

I. Bullying Scale scores were evaluated for the assumption of normality. As a result, the
skewness to its standard error statistic ratio was equal 1o 8: 1, indicating a highly skewed distribu-
tion. A tag-base 10 transformation yielded an improvement in this eatio, which was equal to 3:1.
Becanse many researchers have found regression analyses to be robust to the violation of the nor-
mality assumption (Drasgow & Dorans, 1982; Vasu, 1978), the transforined Bullying Scale
stores were uscd i the study analyses.

2. Three groups of participants were created using tertial division of the original scores on the
Bullying Scale. Participants with scores less than or equal to | comnprised the no bully group;
those participants with scale scores ranging froun 2 through 5 were placed in the moderate bully
gropy aml the reraining participants with seores greater than 5 were placed in the high bully
group. Nine one-way onitl yses of covariance (ANCOVAs) with gender as a covariale were calcu-
lated to determing the cxtent to which the three bully groups differed on the study measures. Sig-
nificant growep differences were found for all correlates, F5(2, 554) = 921 to MLO6, ps < 001,
Tukey post-hoe comparisons were then calculated to determine which groups differed. A Bon-
ferromi correction was used to conteol for the experimentwise error rate, Thus, an experimen-
1wise error rate was set at 006 (.05/9). Results indicated that the no bully group differed from the
high bully group on all variables, and the no bully group differed from the moderate bully group
o their level of misconduct, anger, intentions. and confidence in using nonviolent strategies.
Participants in the inoderate butly group differed from the high bully group on all variables ex-
cept for access to guns.
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