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Introduction

A study of over 15,000 6th-10th graders estimated that approximately 3.7 million youths engage in, and more than 3.2 million are victims of moderate or serious bullying each year in the US (Nansel, et al., 2001).  While between 1994 and 1999 there were 253 violent deaths in school in the US, 51 casualties were the result of multiple death events.  Bullying is often a factor in such schools-related deaths (Anderson, et al. 2001).  These and other statistics clearly attest to the problem of bullying within US schools.  However, bullying in schools and communities is an international problem and is present in most societies (Smith et al., 1999).  For example, reported suicides of school children in Australia (Rigby, 1997), England (Marr & Field, 2001), Japan (Morita, Soeda, Soeda, & Taki, 1999), Ireland (O’Moore, 2000), Scotland (Henderson, 2002), Northern Ireland (Bell, 2001), and Norway (Olweus, 1993), have focused attention on the possible contribution of adverse peer relations.

Whilst the majority of research to date that has explored bully\victim problems has been European-based, there has been a recent upsurge in the level of community and academic attention directed towards this phenomenon in the US.  Traditionally, the focus of community and academic concern in the US has been upon violence in schools, with the aim of reducing the number of violent incidents and deaths along with a reduction in the availability of provocatively aggressive instruments (e.g., guns, knives, catapults).  Subsequent to recent violent events in some US schools (e.g., the Columbine High School shootings), attention has been directed towards exploring ‘low-level’ aggression (e.g., bullying) in the hope that tackling the roots of violent culture in schools may lead to a reduction in all types of violent acts.

Over the last twenty years, the challenge of understanding bully\victim problems has been taken up by an international field of researchers drawn from a wide range of cogent disciplines and has resulted in a burgeoning research literature.  This work has largely focused on defining the subject matter (What is bullying?), describing the various social actors (Who is involved?), describing the effects of bullying (What are the effects?), and developing intervention programmes (What can we do about it?).  A variety of different approaches aimed at tackling bullying behavior are described.  Perhaps surprisingly, little specific attention has focused on the role of ‘religion’ in terms of either a research variable or as a community resource.  Such omissions are particularly striking given that first, the ‘religious variable’ is well documented as a protective factor with regards to young people engaging in anti-social behavior (Francis, 2001), and second, the pastoral role, especially among young people, that is played by churches within most communities.

The aim of the present chapter is to provide answers to questions about bully\victim problems and thereby provide an accessible resource for parents, teachers, clergy, and those involved in pastoral work with children.

What is bullying?

Whilst there is no one standard operational definition of bullying, the writing of Olweus (1993) has been influential.  Olweus originally defined bullying as: “A student is being bullied or victimized when he or she is exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negative actions on the part of one or more other students.” (p. 9).  Clarifying the meaning of the expression ‘negative actions’, Olweus asserts that a negative action is when someone intentionally inflict or attempts to inflict, injury or discomfort upon another, basically what is implied in the definition of aggressive behavior (Olweus, 1973).  Such negative actions, according to Olweus (1993), may be carried out by direct (physical) means (e.g., hitting, pushing, kicking) and indirect (verbal) means (e.g., threats, taunts, name calling).  Indeed, it is also possible to carry out such negative actions without the use of physical contact or words (e.g., social ostracism). 


Olweus (1999a, 1999b) encapsulates the following three main criteria that capture the essence of bullying behavior: i) It is aggressive behavior or intentional ‘harm doing’; ii). It is carried out ‘repeatedly and over time’; iii). In an interpersonal relationship it is characterized by an ‘imbalance of power’.  Whilst the second of these criteria emphasises the repeated nature of bullying behaviors, Olweus (1999a) does concede that, in some circumstances, just one serious occurrence of a negative action could be regarded as bullying.  However, he emphasises the point that: “The intent is to exclude occasional non-serious negative actions that are directed against one person at one time and against another on a different occasion.” (Olweus, 1999a, p. 11).  Indeed, Olweus asserts that it would also be possible to add a fourth criterion; that the bullying behavior often occurs without any apparent provocation.  Furthermore, it has also been reported that when pupils are asked to define bullying, they too offer these three parameters (Arora & Thompson, 1987).

Who is involved?

Boys not girls?

There is a marked difference in reports of the bullying activities of the sexes: boys are involved in bullying behaviors more often than girls.  For example, Olweus (1999b) reports that in his seminal large scale Norwegian study, boys conducted a large part of the bullying to which both girls and boys were subjected (60% and 80% respectively).  Rigby and Slee (1999) report similar findings from their Australian studies (N = approximately 38,000).  In a parsimonious summation of the research evidence in this area, Olweus (1994) concluded that:

“Many more boys than girls bully others … a relatively large percentage of girls report that they are mainly bullied by boys … there is a somewhat higher percentage of boys who are victims of bullying … bullying with physical means is less common among girls … girls typically use more subtle and indirect ways of harassment such as slandering, spreading rumours, intentional exclusion from the group and manipulation of friendship relations (e.g., depriving a girl of her best friends) … It is the younger and weaker students that are most exposed to bullying.” (p. 27).

Boys and girls!

Historically, the study of female aggression and bullying behaviors has received little, if any, theoretical or empirical attention.  It has only been in recent years that the concept of female aggression as a phenomenon in itself has been recognised as a vital component in the study of aggression and bullying.  Two major factors have been reported as leading to this omission of females from the theoretical and empirical agenda of the aggression paradigm: i) that females were not aggressive, and that ii) early theoretical and empirical work in the area was driven from a ‘male-centric’ perspective.


As a first major factor in the exclusion of females from the theoretical and empirical study of aggression and bullying, females were not actually viewed as aggressive.  For example, at the start of the 1960’s, Buss (1961) held the view that aggression was a typically male phenomenon and that females were so seldom aggressive that female aggression was not worth the trouble to study.  This view was reflected in Frodi, Macauley, and Thome’s (1977) review of 314 studies on human aggression, in which it was found that whilst 54% of the studies concerned male only samples, only 8% were concerned with female only samples.  With regards to bullying behaviors, Olweus (1978) was of a similar opinion to that of Buss (1961).  Believing that bullying occurred so rarely among female adolescents, Olweus excluded girls as participants from his early research studies into bully\victim problems.  Later, however, he changed his opinion and did include girls in his research studies (e.g., Olweus, 1986).  


Such a view that females were not aggressive would appear to have been misguided.  According to Björkqvist (1994), there is in fact no reason to believe that females should be less hostile and less prone to getting involved in conflicts than males.  Björkqvist (1994) argues that whilst we can reject the notion of a direct hormonal (e.g., testosterone) link to sex differences in aggression, there is still the potential for the role of learning mechanisms in the development of sex differences in aggression.  By being physically weaker, Björkqvist (1994) postulates that females simply have to develop means other than physical in order to obtain successful outcomes.  Thus, we should not expect females to develop and use the same aggressive strategies for attaining their goals as males do.

The second factor regarding the absence of females from the early research in this area was that such research activities were conducted primarily by males and that aggression was conceptualised as ‘male’ and ‘physical’.  Björkqvist and Niemelä (1992), for example, point out that most studies on human aggression have been conducted by males, and even when females have been the object of study, aggression has been operationalised in typically male fashions - usually as direct physical aggression.  Indeed, alerting us to the potential inadequacy of some research methodologies employed in the area, Björkqvist and Niemelä (1992) highlight that in the case of observational techniques to study childhood aggression in schoolyards, only direct physical aggression can clearly be distinguished by this methodology (however, it should also be noted that Tapper and Boulton [2002] have recently used electronic equipment to covertly record direct and indirect bullying behaviors among school pupils at play).  Björkqvist and Niemelä (1992) concluded that there was little wonder that Maccoby and Jacklin’s (1974) seminal review of research in the area considered it self-evident that males were more aggressive than females – the review was almost exclusively based on observational studies in kindergarten and school playgrounds, and rough-and-tumble play was regarded as aggression in many of the studies reviewed.

How do they bully?
Recent research has moved forward from the mistaken assumption that girls are not aggressive to the more realistic scenario that whilst there is a quantitative similarity between boys and girls in the amount of aggression displayed, there may be a qualitative difference in the methods employed by each sex.  Regarding quantitative differences in aggression, Björkqvist (1994) points out that whilst there is room for potential misinterpretation in the conclusions drawn from Maccoby and Jacklin’s (1974) review, later reviews of sex differences in aggression (e.g., for example, Björkqvist & Niemelä, 1992) are much more cautious, and mention sex differences in terms of ‘quality’ rather than ‘quantity’.  Indeed, Björkqvist and Österman (1999) report that aggressive behavior (including bullying behavior) occurs more between opponents of the same sex than between opponents of different sexes.  For example, Hyde’s (1984) review of sex differences in aggression found that whilst only 5% of the variation in aggression scores could be explained by inter-sex differences, 95% could be explained by intra-sex variation, or coincidence.


This qualitative difference in aggressive strategies utilised by females reflects research findings suggesting that we should think more in terms of a ‘direct-indirect’ dichotomy of bullying behaviors.  Such findings come from the revised view of the area from a less male-centric perspective.  In conjunction with the discovery of a more pronounced qualitative difference between the sexes, age and developmental trends in aggressive strategy choice between the sexes have also been discovered.  These key issues are now explored.


As has already been discussed, theoretical and empirical research in this area had traditionally been guided and conducted from a somewhat male-centric perspective.  Such an approach has been shown to be somewhat lopsided by focussing almost exclusively on ‘direct’ (overt) bullying behaviors such as hitting and pushing, or verbal aggression, that are more typical and characteristic of boys and their peer interaction styles (Björkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukianen, 1992; Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, & Peltonen, 1988).  If we limit aggression to such physical strategies only, then it is certainly true that males are more aggressive than females, at least in Western societies (Björkqvist, 1994).  Anthropological studies (For example Cook, 1992) have shown that this does not hold for all cultures.  Whilst relatively few girls exhibit such overt aggressive behaviors (for example, Crick & Dodge, 1994), little has been known about the aggressive methods employed by girls.  In attempting to rectify this situation, Björkqvist and Österman (1999) report that in the second half of the 1980’s their research group became convinced that the traditional view of sex differences in aggressive behavior, suggesting that females display very little aggressiveness, was basically incorrect (see Björkqvist, 1994, for a review).  Rather than a quantitative difference between the sexes, they felt it might be more of a question regarding quality, with girls perhaps displaying their aggressiveness in different ways from boys.  In line with this thought, recent research has focussed on a more ‘indirect’ (covert), relationally-oriented form of aggression identified as more characteristic of girls.  That differs markedly from the direct forms of aggression previously studied (for example, Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, & Peltonen, 1988).  As opposed to direct forms of bullying with “… relatively open attacks on a victim …” (Olweus, 1993, p. 10) such indirect bullying has been defined by Richardson (1999) as “… behaviour intended to harm another living being without confronting the target, through other people or objects.” (p. 30).  Alternatively, it has been defined as “… harm delivered circuitously rather than face-to-face.” (Archer & Parker, 1994, p. 109).  


Aggressors who employ direct strategies are easily identifiable because noxious stimuli are delivered during direct confrontation with the victim.  Examples of such direct strategies include hitting, pushing, or kicking the victim.  On the other hand, indirect strategies involve the circuitous delivery of noxious stimuli, with the aggressor attempting to inflict harm while avoiding association with the aggressive act or engaging in direct confrontation with the victim (Richardson & Green, 1997a).  Indirect aggressive strategies might involve denigrating the victim’s character by spreading malicious rumours, destroying their property, or finding clandestine ways to make the victim ‘look bad’ (Crick, 1995).


Thus, whilst direct strategies are aimed at harming others through physical damage or the threat of such damage (e.g., hitting, kicking), indirect strategies are aimed at harming others through damage to their peer relationships or the threat of such damage (e.g., excluding a peer from their own play group).  


Empirical studies have proffered support for this view of a qualitative difference in girls’ bullying strategies.  In a number of research reports from across the world, indirect\relational forms of bullying have been shown to be more typical of girls than boys (e.g., Ahmad & Smith, 1994).  Whilst the notion of a ‘direct-indirect’ dichotomy is now widely recognized within the scientific community (Björkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukianen, 1992; Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, & Peltonen, 1988).

The role of age?

According to Björkqvist, Lagerspetz, and Kaukiainen (1992) and Björkqvist, Österman, and Kaukiainen (1992), aggressive behaviors tend to appear in the following order, with gross aggressive strategies being gradually replaced by more refined strategies, over age: Stage 1 - Direct physical aggression, Stage 2 - Direct verbal aggression, Stage 3 - Indirect aggression

With regards to Stage 1, young children who lack, or have as yet to develop verbal skills, resort to direct physical aggression (e.g., hitting, kicking, biting).  Verbal skills, when they develop, are quickly utilized not only for peaceful communication, but are also added to the child’s repertoire of aggressive strategies (e.g., verbal threats, shouting) at Stage 2.  At Stage 3, even more sophisticated strategies of aggression are made possible due to the development of social intelligence (e.g., scheming, backbiting).  Thus, at this stage, there is the potential to adopt indirect strategies through which the target is attacked not directly, but circuitously through social manipulation, and whereby the aggressor attempts to remain unidentified and thus avoid counterattack (e.g., Archer & Parker, 1994; Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, & Peltonen, 1988; Richardson, 1999).  

Goldstein (1999) reports that boys and girls differ little in bullying behaviors employed until about eight years of age.  Starting around this age, girls become more indirect in bullying behaviors, a trend peaking around age 11 or 12 years of age.  This trend is not reported to be apparent in boys until they are 15 years or older (Rivers & Smith, 1994).  A number of studies have verified these trends. For example, in their study among 25 United Kingdom schools, Glover, Cartwright, Gough, and Johnson (1998) report that there was a shift from overt physical forms of bullying to more covert indirect forms.  That is, bullying problems were continuing, but were changing in their nature and seriousness.  Such findings support the model proposed by Björkqvist, Lagerspetz, and Kaukainen (1992) and Björkqvist, Österman, and Kaukiainen (1992) in that the use of indirect bullying strategies is dependent upon a certain degree of maturation that is required to manipulate the surrounding social environment.  As girls have been found to develop language skills more quickly than boys (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974), it is likely that they have the ability to employ such strategies at a much earlier age than boys.  Examples of indirect bullying behaviors indicate that quite sophisticated social skills are required to manipulate social or friendship networks - for example; making friends jealous by being friendly with someone else, writing anonymous letters to the person they are upset with, criticising the person or revealing secrets about that person (Lagerspetz & Björkqvist, 1994).

Furthermore, although males and females experience hostile feelings to the same extent (Björkqvist, 1994), differences in genetic (e.g., physical strength) and environmental (e.g., cultural norms regarding female aggression) determinants may further lead females to a preference for indirect rather than direct forms of bullying.  For both sexes, because physical forms of bullying are also dangerous to the perpetrator, they are likely to be replaced by verbal and indirect forms when the required skills have been developed.  This supposition has been corroborated by empirical research (e.g., Björkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukiainen, 1992).

In an attempt to further explain the age and sex differences presented in their model, Björkqvist, Österman, and Lagerspetz (1993) suggest that an effective way in which to view these is by the ‘effect/danger ratio’.  According to Björkqvist (1994):

“The effect\danger ratio is an expression of the subjective estimation of the likely consequences of an aggressive act.  The aggressor assesses the relation between a) the effect of the intended strategy, and b) the danger involved, physical, psychological, or social”.  The objective is to find a technique that will be effective (i.e., ensuring maximum effect on the victim), and, at the same time, incur to as little danger as possible.” (p. 181).

Thus, the effect\danger ratio implies that individuals will employ strategies that minimize personal danger while maximizing the effects of the aggressive response.

As noted earlier, whilst the use of physical aggression is effective, the aggressor, if unsuccessful, is also likely to get hurt (Björkqvist, 1994).  By supplementing and\or eventually substituting physical means with verbal and\or indirect bullying strategies (i.e., movement from Stage 1 to Stage 3), the bully moves to a much more favourable effect\danger ratio.  The more able the bully is at staying out of reach of the opponent, and at assessing the opponent’s retaliation resources, the better he\she will be at avoiding counter-attack, thus minimizing risks to their safety.  Therefore, a bully who is concerned about the risk of physical danger might find indirect strategies to be more appealing than direct strategies, because when executed successfully, indirect bullying strategies are highly effective and minimize risk to the bully.

To further explore the reasoning behind the differential use of direct and indirect strategies presented through the developmental model and effect/danger ratio, it is necessary to look at both the social structure of children’s interaction networks and also their friendship patterns, as this provides the social structure in which direct and indirect aggression operate.  Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, and Peltonen (1988) propose that networks in which the members are well-connected and know one another (i.e., dense social networks) inhibit the use of direct bullying strategies because the bully can be easily identified.  Such networks may, conversely, facilitate indirect bullying behaviors (e.g., ostracizing group members, denigrating others’ reputations) by providing the opportunity to efficiently (i.e., through the well-interconnected network) deliver harm circuitously to another member of the social network.  The classroom, with it’s dense social networks of highly interconnected children, could be viewed as a fertile ground for the development of indirect strategies.  Whilst girls develop and favour dense social networks with well-defined social structures, the converse is true for boys’ friendship patterns (Cairns, Perrin, & Cairns, 1985).  Indeed, Besag (1989) suggests that, in their relationships, “… boys seek power and dominance, whereas girls need a sense of affirmation and affiliation, a feeling of belonging and shared intimacy expressed in exchanging confidences and gossip.” (p. 40).  From such differing emphases on the role of friendship patterns, and the fact that intra-sex aggression is more prevalent than inter-sex aggression (Björkqvist, 1994), boys typically bully in overt physical ways to effectively disrupt and damage the dominance hierarchies established and valued in their peer groups.  Girls bully in social-relational ways (e.g., exclusion) that are specifically tailored to damage or destroy the social connections girls develop with their close peers (Owens, 1996).  For the female bully, such methods would be more effective and suitable to the social structures and friendship patterns of girls’ peer relationships at inflicting harm than would using physical aggression (Crick, 1995).  Furthermore, these relationship-oriented strategies can also be accomplished with anonymity, thereby reducing the risk of harm to the aggressor – a highly economic effect\danger ratio (Björkqvist, Österman, & Lagerspetz, 1994).  However, it has also been shown that when males are in a ‘high density network’, they are more interpersonally-oriented and may be more willing to express aggression indirectly than when in less dense networks (Green, Richardson, & Lago, 1996).


Thus, by using the notion of the effect\danger ratio to help explain sex differences and developmental trends in aggressive strategies, it becomes evident on a number of levels why boys and girls differ in their choices of bullying behaviors, and strategies to deliver these behaviors.

Who is involved?

When looking at the bullying phenomenon, common sense would indicate that not all of the actors in the phenomenon are partaking in the same role.  Whilst quite obviously there is at least one bully and at least one victim in any bullying episode, recent research has diverted attention away from a ‘dyadic’ focus on the ‘characteristics’ of the bully and victim to the recognition of bullying as a ‘whole-group process’.  This is ‘social’ in nature, with all actors in the phenomenon playing some kind of role (e.g., Sutton & Smith, 1999).  

Whilst all of these actors may not be present at an isolated bullying episode, the fact that bullying is ‘repeated’ in nature indicates that they are aware of what is going on (Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, Österman, & Kaukiainen, 1996).  Attention shall now turn to an analysis of this more fine-grained approach to the roles adopted by those involved in the bullying process.

Whilst the participant role approach of Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, Österman, and Kaukiainen (1996) categorises pupil involvement under six distinct categories, the implicit taxonomy agreed upon by other researchers in the area categorises involvement under just four categories.  However, it should be noted that whilst this taxonomy has just four distinct categories of involvement, provision is made for inclusion of all pupils in the social group (e.g., form class, year group) within one or other of these categories.  The generally accepted category labels in this taxonomy are: bully, victim, bully\victim, and bystander (e.g., Kumpulainen, et al., 1998).  The criteria for inclusion in each category are: Bullies (Pupils who bully other pupils but are not bullied themselves), Victims (Pupils who are victims but do not bully others), Bully\victims (Pupils who bully other pupils and are also bullied themselves), and Bystanders (Pupils who are neither bullied nor bully others).

Thus, as an alternative to the taxonomic system reflecting participant roles developed by Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, Österman, and Kaukiainen (1996), it can be seen that this implicitly agreed upon taxonomy has great potential to categorise all pupils in a social group into one of four behavioral categories.  Indeed, this taxonomic system has become the de facto standard for categorising the involvement of pupils in bully\victim problems. 

What are the effects?

Bully\victim problems among school pupils may be viewed as transitory problems.  However, some pupils choose a very permanent solution to such transitory problems – suicide (e.g., Macdonald, Bhavnani, Khan, & John, 1989).  Whilst it is fortunately only a significant minority of victims that commit suicide, the links between involvement in bully\victim problems and the physical and psychological health of these pupils has been well researched and published.  Such harm interferes with the social, academic, and emotional development of the pupil (Olweus, 1978; Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988; Sharp & Thompson, 1992).  

Why should we expect pupils involved in bully\victim problems to suffer poorer physical and psychological health?  One answer can be derived from the stress and coping literature.  For example, Rigby (1999) makes the point that being subjected to aversive stimuli (as in physical and verbal attacks), and the forced deprivation of social support (as when children are deliberately ostracised) can be extremely stressful.  In addition, the repeated nature of bullying episodes may be difficult or impossible for a pupil to control or escape from.  According to Perez and Reicherts (1992), these conditions are key determinants of individual stress reactions.  Enduring the stress of being victimized may tax the immune system and lead to both psychological (Rigby, 1999) and physiological (Cox, 1995) alterations in an individual’s functioning that may result in a range of health complaints (Vaernes, et al., 1991).  

On physical health?
Two recent studies among English primary school pupils (Williams, Chambers, Logan, & Robinson, 1996; Wolke, Woods, Bloomfield, & Karstadt, 2001) have reported a relationship between bullying behaviors and poor physical health.  Although Rigby (1999) found a relationship between bullying behaviors and poor physical health among primary school pupils, this association did not extend into the post-primary sample.  


For example, Williams, Chambers, Logan, and Robinson (1996), reported symptoms of poor health, namely; ‘not sleeping well’ (4.2%), ‘bed wetting’ (7.7%), ‘more than occasional headaches’ (6.5%), and ‘stomach ache’ (7.8%), were more common among pupils who reported in the course of semi-structured interviews that they had recently been bullied at school (N = 2,962: age range = 8 to 9 years).  

On mental health?

Whilst symptoms of poor physical health are generally overt and easily recognisable, the converse is true for psychological well-being.  In conjunction with our need to be aware of the risk of involvement in bully\victim problems to impaired physical health, we need to be fully aware of the ‘hidden’ health costs of involvement in bullying behaviors; that is, the effects of involvement in bully\victim problems on the psychological well-being of pupils.  For example, results from Kumpulainen, et al. (1998) four-year longitudinal research project confirmed clinical suspicion that pupils involved in bully\victim problems, especially as a bully\victim, were psychologically disturbed and were more likely than controls to be referred for psychiatric consultation.  From a review of such psychiatric consultations, Salmon, James, Cassidy, and Javaloyes (2000) state that: “It is clear that bullying has a substantial effect on the mental health of adolescents.” (p. 576).  A more pessimistic warning has been sounded by Davies and Cunningham (1999).  In concluding their review of the nature and extent of adolescent parasuicide in one health region of Northern Ireland, Davies and Cunningham (1999) asserted that: “This study suggests that bullying is one of the stressors most strongly associated with suicidal behavior in adolescents.” (p. 11).  Despite such findings, there is a relative scarcity of research concerning psychological well-being correlates of bullying and victimization (Dawkins, 1995; Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpelä, Rantanen, & Rimpelä, 2000).  

Indices of psychological well-being that have been investigated in relation to involvement in bully\victim problems include: happiness, self-esteem, and depression.  Attention now turns to a brief overview of the research evidence relating each of these well-being variables to involvement in bully\victim problems.

On happiness?
Research examining the relationship between involvement in bully\victim problems and happiness has reported that that both victims (Boulton & Underwood, 1992; O’Moore & Hillery, 1991; Rigby, 2002) and bullies (Forero, Mc Lellan, Rissel, & Bauman, 1999; Rigby & Slee, 1993) are unhappy.  

For example, Boulton and Underwood (1992) found that among a sample of 296 (154 boys, 142 girls, mean age = 8.5 to 11.5 years) English school pupils 20.6% of the sample were bullied ‘sometimes’ (6.1%) or ‘once or twice’ (14.5%) as determined by The Bully Victim Questionnaire (Olweus, 1989).  Regarding bullying others, 17.1% reported that they had bullied ‘sometimes’ (13.3%) or ‘several times a week’ (3.8%).  Fewer pupils who reported being bullied (‘sometimes’ or ‘several times a week’) reported that they felt ‘happy’ or ‘very happy’ (67.2%) during playtimes compared to non-bullied pupils (91.4%).

On self-esteem?

Victims: Several studies from across the world have indicated that victimization is associated with lowered levels of self-esteem in school pupils of various ages (Andreou, 2000, 2001; Austin & Joseph, 1996; Boulton & Smith, 1994; Callaghan & Joseph, 1995; Collins & Bell, 1996; Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, Berts, & King, 1982; Mynard & Joseph, 1997; Neary & Joseph, 1994; Olweus, 1992, 1993; O’Moore & Hillery, 1991; O’Moore & Kirkham, 2001; Rigby & Slee, 1993).  For example, based on the peer ratings of classmates to construct bully and victim categories, Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, Berts, and King (1982) report that victims in their study of 434 (212 boys, 222 girls, age range = 12 to 16 years) pupils from three Finnish schools had lower self-esteem than bullies and non-involved pupils as assessed with an adapted version of Olweus’ (1978) Q-sort Questionnaire.
Indeed, in a meta-analysis of all cross-sectional research in this area between 1978 and 1997, Hawker and Boulton (2000) reported that victims of bullying were consistently found to have lower levels of self-esteem.  Hawker and Boulton (2000) concluded that their meta-analysis established unequivocally the negative psychological outcomes of peer victimization.  

Bullies:

In a recent review of this area, O’Moore and Kirkham (2001) reported that the literature relating to self-esteem and bullies is “… controversial …” (p. 270).  For example, whilst some researchers report that being a bully is not associated with lower levels of self-esteem (Olweus, 1991; Pearce & Thompson, 1998; Rigby, 1996; Rigby & Slee, 1993), others have provided evidence to the contrary (Andreou, 2000; Austin & Joseph, 1996; Mynard & Joseph, 1997; O’Moore, 1997; O’Moore & Hillery, 1991; O’Moore & Kirkham, 2001; Rigby & Cox, 1996; Salmivalli, 1998).  For example, using the Self Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965), Rigby and Cox (1996) report on the link between being a bully and self-esteem.  From their sample of 763 (352 boys, 411 girls, age range = 13 to 17 years, mean age = 14.69, SD = 1.16) post-primary pupils at a large co-educational school in Adelaide, Australia, they found that among girls, but not boys, low levels of self-esteem were associated with self-reported bullying behavior (as determined by The Bully Scale: Rigby & Slee, 1993).  

Bully\Victims: 

Bully\victims have been found to have even lower levels of self-esteem as compared to those pupils who are categorised as solely a bully or a victim (Andreou, 2000, 2001; Austin & Joseph, 1996; Mynard & Joseph, 1997; O’Moore, 1995, 1997; O’Moore & Hillery, 1991; O’Moore & Kirkham, 2001).  

For example, Andreou (2001) reports that in a sample of Greek school children (N = 408: 197 boys, 211 girls, age range = 9 to 12 years, mean age = 10.7 years, SD = 1.9 years), bully\victims (10.3%) scored lower on the Social Acceptance and Global Self-Worth sub-scales of The Self–Perception Profile for Children (Harter, 1985) than did the bullies (17.4%), victims (18.6%), and not-involved pupils (53.7%).  

On depression?
Victims: Several studies have indicated that victimization is concurrently associated with depression among both primary (Austin & Joseph, 1996; Callaghan & Joseph, 1995; Craig, 1998; Kumpulainen, et al., 1998; Neary & Joseph, 1994; Slee, 1995) and post-primary (Björkqvist, Ekman, & Lagerspetz, 1982; Salmon, James, Cassidy, & Javaloyes, 2000) pupils.  Indeed, in Hawker and Boulton’s (2000) meta-analysis, the strongest relationship found between victimization and indices of physical and psychological health was with depression.  


For example, Neary and Joseph (1994) report that in their study of Irish convent schoolgirls (N = 60: age range = 10 to 12 years, mean age = 11 years), higher scores on their Peer Victimization Scale were associated with higher scores on The Depression Self-Rating Scale (Birleson, 1981) (r = 0.60, p < 0.001).  Indeed, there was a statistically significant difference between the mean scores of self-identified victims (n = 12, mean = 14.00, SD = 5.86) and those pupils not self-identified as victims (n = 48, mean = 8.73, SD = 4.24) on The Depression Self-Rating Scale (Birleson, 1981) (t = 3.56, p < 0.001 [1-tailed]).  There was also a statistically significant difference between the mean scores of peer-identified victims (n = 30, mean = 11.03, SD = 4.50) and those pupils who were not identified as victims (n = 30, mean = 8.53, SD = 4.83) on The Depression Self-Rating Scale (Birleson, 1981) (t = 1.97, p < 0.05 [1-tailed]).  Furthermore, compared to the mean scores of those pupils neither self- nor peer-identified as victims of bullying behaviors, both self- and peer-identified victims scored above the cut-off point of 11 (14.00 and 11.03 respectively) originally claimed to separate depressed from non-depressed children (Birleson, 1981).

Bullies: The evidence from a range of studies has highlighted that being a bully is concurrently associated with depression among both primary and post-primary pupils. (Austin & Joseph, 1996; Kumpulainen, et al., 1998; Rigby, 1997; Salmon, James, Cassidy, & Javaloyes, 2000; Salmon, James, & Smith, 1998; Slee, 1995; Zubrick, et al., 1997).  


For example, in their study of 904 (age range = 12 to 17 years) post-primary English school pupils, Salmon, James, and Smith (1998) found that bullies (as determined by The Bully-Victim Questionnaire: Olweus, 1989) had significantly higher depression scores on The Short Mood and Feelings Questionnaire (Angold, at al., 1995).

Bully\Victims: the evidence from a range of studies has also highlighted that being a bully\victim is concurrently associated with depression among both primary and post-primary pupils.  Indeed, it has been reported in some of these studies that the bully\victim category of actor suffers depression to a greater extent than any of the other categories of actor (Austin & Joseph, 1996; Craig, 1998; Swearer, Song, Cary, Eagle, & Mickelson, 2001).  

Swearer, et al. (2001) report preliminary data (N = 133: 66 boys, 67 girls, age range = 11 to 13 years) from their longitudinal study into the psychosocial correlates of bullying and victimization that highlights that the bully\victim group (as determined by The Bully Survey: Swearer & Paulk, 1998) suffer from higher levels of depression (as assessed by The Children’s Depression Inventory: Kovacs, 1992) than the other sub-groups of actor in bully\victim problems.

What about Religion?:

Whilst some individual difference variables have been studied in relation to bullying behaviors (e.g., personality), one salient individual difference variable that has only been tentatively explored has been that of religiosity.  


The construct of religiosity has been demonstrated to be a protective mechanism against a range of anti-social behavior among young people.  For example, among a sample of approximately 30,000 pupils from England and Wales, Francis (2001) reports on the power of self-assigned religious affiliation to predict adolescent values over a range of issues including; alcohol, sexual intercourse outside marriage, the law, pornography, and violence on television.  Francis (2001) concluded that: “Even among young people, those most exposed to and shaped by the influences of modernity, religion shapes personal and social attitudes and behaviours.” (p. 63).  Thus, by extension, it may be possible that religiosity also shapes and influences attitudes to bullying behaviors.  If this were the case, detailed information regarding this relationship between religiosity and involvement in bully\victim problems would have positive implications for those designing prevention and intervention strategies aimed at ameliorating the insidious nature of bully\victim problems.


Francis and Kay (1995) have explored the relationship between ‘fear’ of being bullied at school and religiosity among adolescents.  As part of a major study designed to explore the place of religion and values in the lives of young people, Francis and Kay (1995) sampled approximately 13,000 year 9 and year 10 (age range = 13 to 15 years) pupils regarding a range of issues.  Included in a module looking at school related issues was the item: ‘I am worried about being bullied at school’.  Whilst 52% of the sample disagreed with the statement, 25% said that they agreed with it, and a further 23% said that they were not certain.  Thus, nearly half of all pupils were fearful of being bullied at school.  Francis and Kay (1995) further report a sex difference in these data, with girls being more concerned than boys about being bullied.  They report that as many as 28% of girls had a worry about being bullied, whereas the corresponding figure for boys was 22%; conversely 56% of boys were not scared of being bullied, as compared with 48% of girls.  Also consistent with previous findings was the finding that there was a positive change across age, with 23% of year 10 pupils being worried about bullying compared to 27% of year 9 pupils.


Francis and Kay (1995) also report on the relationship between various single-item indices of religiosity (i.e., church attendance, belief in God) and fear of being bullied.  Regarding ‘church attendance’, they report that churchgoers among the sample were more inclined to have a fear of being bullied.  Twenty-nine per-cent of ‘weekly’ and 28% of ‘occasional’ churchgoers were worried about being bullied, compared with 22% of non-churchgoers; conversely, 46% of ‘weekly’ and 48% of ‘occasional’ churchgoers were not worried about being bullied, and this compared with 56% of non-churchgoers who were similarly free from this problem.  As a further index of religiosity, Francis and Kay (1995) report on the link between fear of being bullied at school and ‘belief in God’.  Whilst theists (‘I believe in God’) and agnostics (‘Uncertain that I believe in God’) had a generally more favourable perspective of school, this was accompanied by a greater tendency to worry about being bullied at school.  Whilst 27% of theists and 21% of agnostics reported being fearful of being bullied, the comparative figure for atheists (‘I disagree that I believe in God’) was 19%.  Francis and Kay (1995) report that these worries were confirmed by the reverse perspective: 54% of theists and agnostics and 60% of atheists reported that they did not worry about being bullied at school.  


According to the results of Francis and Kay’s (1995) study, it would seem that religiosity maybe an important predictor of adolescent values over a wide range of areas, including bullying. 

What can we do about it?

Involvement in bully\victim problems is not an inevitable part of growing up, but is a negative outcome of the necessity for children to be involved in social relationships in school, at home, from peer groups, and through the media.  Through such interactions, bullying behaviors may be easily learned.  As such, bullying behaviors can also be unlearned (i.e., intervention) or, better still, prevented.  In the fight to reduce the incidence and impact of bully\victim problems, there are many prevention and intervention strategies that have been demonstrated to be effective for both teachers and parents.  In the current section, attention is directed towards an overview of some anti-bullying programs and program components that have been demonstrated to be effective in this area.

Create a positive learning and growing environment

As a first step in ameliorating the insidious effects of bully\victim problems, it is imperative that adults create a supportive and inclusive environment in school and at home whereby bullying and low level aggression is not tolerated.  In creating such a social context at school, school authorities may seek to develop appropriate training programs for all school staff that are in daily contact with children (e.g., see O’Moore, 2000 for discussion regarding teacher training).  However, we have found that, all too often, training programs in this area are devised and delivered to teachers to the exclusion of all other staff in the school community (e.g., Mc Guckin, Hyndman, & Lewis, 2003).  For example, the importance of training programs designed specifically for playground supervisors has been highlighted (e.g., Boulton, 1996; Sharp, 1994).  By extension, it could be argued that specific training programs should also be developed for other adults who come into contact with children through their work (e.g., the clergy, lay ministers of the church).  Mc Guckin and Lewis (2003) have reported upon the success of providing such training to various sections of the wider school community (e.g., teachers, parents, youth club officers).


The bridge between home and school is also an important, and often neglected, piece of the jigsaw.  Here, the development of effective communication channels between teachers and parents would enable these adults to effectively consult with each other as to the development of anti-bullying policies and strategies.  Quite often, the only structured meeting between teachers and parents is the annual parent-teacher meeting which is often viewed as an adversarial encounter.  Indeed, within Northern Ireland, recent legislation has made it mandatory for every school to develop and implement an anti-bullying policy that has been developed through a process of consultation and input from everyone in the school community (i.e., teachers, parents, pupils; see also Ananiadou & Smith, 2002 for a review of legal requirements in European countries).  Such work seeks to place the child at the centre of the research process and mirrors the creation of a Children’s Ombudsman in Northern Ireland whose task it is to see that children ‘have a voice’ in every aspect of the social policy arena that directly affects them.

Whilst parents and teachers undoubtedly have a significant role to play in creating a positive learning and growing environment in which children learn that negative social interactions are not tolerated, those adults who interact with children in their wider ecological sphere (Bronfenbrenner, 1977) also have an important role in this area.  That is, from a social and pastoral perspective, clergy and lay ministers can provide the necessary supportive environment in which children and their peers can consolidate the lessons learnt in school and at home regarding positive behavior.

Create a ‘Telling School’: Empower children to report what is happening

The creation of a ‘telling’ ethos in the school and playground has been consistently cited as being the single most important component in prevention and intervention programs (e.g., the ‘Don’t Suffer in Silence’ program implemented by the UK government).  That is, adults must work towards empowering children to feel able to report what is happening to them at the hands of their peers.  Enabling the child to speak up and report what is happening without the fear of being called a ‘snitch’ will educate the child that it is wrong to ‘Suffer In Silence’.  The basic need to report bullying incidents should be regularly addressed within school at Assembly, during Registration, and in Pastoral Care classes.  Henry (1999) has reported that such an approach has been efficacious in some schools in Northern Ireland.  Thus, the intention should be to create a ‘telling school’ where pupils feel free to speak to those in authority without fear of the stigma of being called a ‘rat’ and safe in the knowledge that action will be taken to suppress the anti-social behaviors (Byrne, 1993).  Indeed, ‘telling’ can be done silently by the provision of ‘drop boxes’ for pupils to place information in.

The importance of empowering children to report instances of bullying in this manner is evidenced in the fact that much bullying occurs without the knowledge of teachers and\or parents, and that many victims are reluctant to tell adults about their problems with bullies.  Reluctance to tell adults of instances of bullying behaviors may stem from fear of reprisals, shame, or a concern that adults may not be able to help.


Indeed, before we can empower children to approach adults about bullying problems, adults themselves need to re-examine their own belief system regarding the taboo of ‘telling’ or ‘snitching’ on others who have acted in an anti-social manner.  All too often, adults still operate within the notion of ‘telling’ as being indicative of a negative personality trait.  In a ‘spill-over’ manner, it is still often the case that many teachers and parents advise children not to ‘tell tales’ or ‘gossip’, and to settle their problems themselves.

Empowering children to tell: Circle Time

One approach to helping children to develop the confidence and communication skills necessary to create a ‘telling school’ is ‘Circle Time’.  Circle Time has been utilised in organizations as a strategy for improving product quality by encouraging workers at different levels in the organization to share their views as to how best a job can be done.  Within schools, Circle Time can be used with any age group of pupils and is just as valuable with senior pupils as with junior pupils.  Circle Time enables both horizontal and vertical communication (i.e., pupil-pupil, teacher-pupil) between the teacher and the class about issues of concern in a non-threatening environment and can be utilised as a vehicle to promote self-esteem and positive behavior.


Circle Time meetings usually take place weekly and last between thirty and sixty minutes, according to the age and abilities of pupils.  The teacher and the pupils sit in a circle and through a range of activities (e.g., drama strategies, talking and listening activities) and subsequent discussion, pupils are encouraged to think more about their own behavior and how it may effect others.


Having utilised Circle Time in an anti-bullying program that we have designed in Northern Ireland (Mc Guckin, et al., 2003), initial evaluation data has demonstrated that this approach serves to build confidence and self-esteem in all pupils involved.  Through an understanding of mutual respect, children can learn that diversity between the members of their social group in various domains of self concept (e.g., social, academic, behavioral, physical appearance, health and well-being) can be accepted and understood, as opposed to being a source of ‘ammunition’ for bullying behaviors and gestures (e.g., racial bullying, teasing) (see for example Cash, 1995; Eslea & Mukhtar, 2000; Hugh-Jones, & Smith, 1999; Mooney, Creeser, & Blatchford, 1991; Mooney & Smith, 1995; Moran, Smith, Thompson, & Whitney, 1993).  With the help of the clergy and lay ministry, the seeds of moral development that are sown in Circle Time activities can be fostered and developed through interactions with children in youth clubs and church societies.  Indeed, considering that Circle Time activities are inexpensive and easy to facilitate, adults involved in church-related activities (e.g., youth clubs, societies) with children may wish to consider such activities when developing group activities with children.

Involve the voluntary sector

The voluntary sector is a rich source of help and assistance in the development of anti-bullying programs and policies.  As previously highlighted, we have been involved over the last few years in the planning and delivery of community education classes.  An integral part of these classes has been the involvement of a local community theatre group (Balor Community Development Group) who perform their short play on school bullying.  This play has also been well received at The British Psychological Society (Northern Ireland Branch) Annual Conference (Lewis, 2000).  After the play has finished (10 minutes duration), the audience is asked for strategies that ‘Jim’ or other actors in the play could have implemented to stop the bullying.  When a strategy is offered, the person offering the strategy is encouraged to act it out with the actors ad-libbing around the new scenario.  Perhaps the most rewarding aspect of these interactions is that those adults who offer strategies often see their futility when acted-out.  Where practically possible, we would advocate the involvement of such community drama groups in anti-bullying programs.  Indeed, drama and other curriculum developments (e.g., poetry, essay, art competitions) are often viewed as central to the development of successful anti-bullying programs.

Create an enriched play environment

As well as cultural changes to the children’s social world, structural changes are also to be welcomed in the fight to reduce the incidence and impact of bullying behaviors.  As a prime location for bullying incidents to happen, prevention and intervention programs have highlighted the central role that playground measures should take (e.g., Olweus, 1993).  Smith and Sharp (1994) have noted that schools should develop a break\lunch-time policy with definite, high profile supervisory roles for non-teaching staff.  Simple strategies that help reduce the potential for bullying situations include having pupils walk in single-file when in groups so as to reduce jostling and physical contact.  As an example of the effectiveness of such work, Smith and Sharp (1994) report a decrease in bullying of between 40% and 50% where playground measures have been implemented.


Considering that much bullying takes place without the direct knowledge of adults, the playground, with its nooks and crannies (e.g., behind temporary classroom accommodation), is a fertile location for bullies to operate.  Also, due to resource limitations, many schools often find that they cannot financially afford the cost of employing the required number of playground supervisors.  Taking these two points into consideration, it is easy to see that the only people who can inform us as to the location of bullying behaviors are the children themselves.  As part of creating a ‘telling’ culture, we have used Pupil Forums in our anti-bullying work within schools.  Democratically elected representatives from each class group (usually elected during Circle Time activities) meet with a staff member or visiting member of the clergy who facilitates discussions regarding the issues of concern to the pupils.  Through such discussions, rich information can be elicited from the children as to the locations of bullying behaviors.  Importantly, as well as providing this level of information, the children often provide resourceful and imaginative suggestions for rectifying these issues through the Pupil Forums.

The ‘No Blame Approach’: An example of a standardised program 

The ‘No Blame Approach’ (Maines & Robinson, 1998) is one intervention strategy that some schools have found helpful in tackling bully\victim problems.  The ‘No Blame Approach’ is different from many approaches in that it is a participative and non-punitive approach that lets the bully know that his\her activities are known about.  Without the need for costly materials, the approach can be implemented successfully by any teacher or relevant adult.  The central components of the ‘No Blame Approach’ are that it:

· takes firm, clear, and cohesive action  

· does not allow bullies ‘off the hook’

· supports the victim

· makes it clear to bullies that all bullying behaviors have to cease immediately

· is a long-term approach

· involves the bully’s peer group

· focuses on changing the behavior of the bully and those who support the bullying behaviour
Part of the success of this program is that it harnesses the support and co-operation of the wider social group in which the bullying occurs.  Thus, everyone is viewed as having a role in the resolution of the problem.  Indeed, the success of this simple program and its non-punitive approach has been mirrored in recent ‘community restorative justice’ programs developed by community groups and the police service in Northern Ireland.

Do prevention and intervention programs work?

As highlighted previously, the best prevention strategy that any school could implement is a ‘bottom-up’ evidence-based multi-component anti-bullying policy, drawing on experiences and lessons learned from other countries and with input from the whole school community (see also Rigby, 2002 for a meta-evaluation of anti-bullying programs).  Indeed, research findings support the assertion that anti-bullying policies do make a difference (e.g., Glover, Cartwright, & Gleeson, 1998).  However, it should also be remembered that good anti-bullying policies have two components: (i) that they are written, and (ii) that they are implemented.  Olweus (1993) asserts that the chief features within such multi-component policies include:

General pre-requisites

· awareness and involvement

Measures at school level

· questionnaire survey

· school conference day on bully/victim problems

· better supervision during breaks and lunch time

· more attractive school playground

· parent circles

Measure at the class level

· class rules against bullying

· regular class meetings

· role-play, literature

· co-operative learning

· class meeting teacher – parents/children

Measures at the individual level

· serious talks with bullies and victims

· serious talks with parents of involved children

· teacher and parent use of imagination

· help from ‘neutral’ students

· help and support for parents

From implementation of the above components in his state-wide Norwegian research, Olweus (1991) reported a 50% reduction in the incidence of bully\victim problems.  Indeed, these positive changes were reported to still be evident 20 months after program delivery, with no displacement from bullying at school to bullying on the way to and from school (Olweus, 1991).  Similar (though not as high) results have been reported from other countries (e.g., Italy: Genta, Menesini, Fonzi, & Costabile, 1996; Australia: Rigby & Slee, 1998; England: Smith & Sharp, 1994; Canada: Pepler, Craig, Ziegler, & Charach, 1994) that have implemented the program.  For example, in England, the program was implemented among approximately 6,000 pupils in attendance at 23 primary and secondary schools (age range = 8 to 16 years) in the northern industrial city of Sheffield (Smith & Sharp, 1994).  Whilst a 17% reduction in the number of victims was evidenced in the primary school sector, there was a more modest reduction of 5% in the secondary school sector (bullying behaviour\reports generally decrease with age).
Conclusion:

Set against the background of the serious social problem of school bullying, the present chapter aimed to provide answers to questions about bully\victim problems in an accessible resource for parents, teachers, clergy, and those involved in pastoral work with children.  At present most training initiatives are focused on teachers and laterally other school personnel (e.g., playground supervisors).  However, it is imperative that there is a move towards a more holistic and whole community based approach to tackling youth aggression and bullying.  Pastoral workers are well placed to drive such initiatives. 
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