


07

LIBRARY

Umversity

This is to certify that the
dissertation entitled

AN ECOLOGICAL PREDICTION MODEL OF BULLYING
BEHAVIORS AMONG SOUTH KOREAN MIDDEL SCHOOL
STUDENTS

presented by

Chang-Hun Lee

has been accepted towards fulfillment
of the requirements for the

Ph.D. degree in School of Criminal Justice

oy Pl

/ Maj?/Profesgér’s Signature

e R o )
: Date :

MSU is an affirmative-action. equal-opportunity employer




PLACE IN RETURN BOX to remove this checkout from your record.
TO AVOID FINES return on or before date due.
MAY BE RECALLED with earlier due date if requested.

DATE DUE DATE DUE DATE DUE
1203 12,
oA ,’ S

et

6/07 p:/CIRC/DateDue.indd-p.1



AN ECOLOGICAL PREDICTION MODEL OF BULLYING BEHAVIORS AMONG
SOUTH KOREAN MIDDLE SCHOOL STUDENTS

By

Chang-Hun Lee

A DISSERTATION
Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

School of Criminal Justice

2007



ABSTRACT

AN ECOLOGICAL PREDICTION MODEL OF BULLYING BEHAVIORS AMONG
SOUTH KOREAN MIDDLE SCHOOL STUDENTS

By

Chang-Hun Lee

This study is designed to address shortcomings found in bullying
literature. Specifically, this study applies ecological system theory
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979) as a theoretical framework to identify different levels of
factors influencing bullying behavior in schools. These levels include the
microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, and macrosystem levels. In addition, this
study develops four measures of peer influence relevant to bullying behavior in
school, and improves the definition of bullying and its measures by including
severity, duration, and visibility dimensions of bullying. Using a multiple cluster
sampling method, this study randomly selected 36 classes from 6 different areas
of South Korea. Data were collected from 1238 middle school students in those
selected classes in 2007. In the first phase of the analysis, basic statistical
analyses, hypothesis testing with OLS regression, and sensitivity analysis were
performed. In the second phase, the second-order confirmatory factor analysis
and structural equation modeling were performed. A multiple group analysis for

different types of bullying was attempted. Findings suggest the utility of the



ecological approach, and that this model accounted for a high portion of variance
in bullying. All of the ecological systems as well as individual traits were found to
be statistically significant influences on bullying either directly or indirectly. Based

on the findings, policy implications and future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

I Introduction
ll. A Brief Historic Overview of Bullying Studies
lll.  Significance of Bullying and Importance of the Current Study

I. INTRODUCTION

Bullying has devastating consequences. Some victims take their lives,
and others seek revenge. According to the 2005 Youth Statistics by the Korean
National Statistical Office, the suicide rate among 10,000 youths in Korea
dramatically increased from 3.8 to 8.2 from 2000 to 2005 (KNSO, 2005). In 2000,
suicide was the third leading cause of death of teenagers in Korea after traffic
accidents and cancer (Choi, 2003), but in 2003, suicide became the second
leading cause of death (KNSO, 2005). A large portion (about 54.2%) of those
who took their lives were reported victims of bullying in their schools (Kim, Koh, &
Leventhal, 2005).

In the United States, school shootings have been reported as a
disastrous response to bullying in schools (Leary, Kowalski, Smith, & Phillips,
2003; Verlinden, Hersen, & Thomas, 2000). A total of 220 school shootings
occurred between 1994 and 1999, and the number of victims killed by the
shootings reached 253 (Anderson, Kaufman, Simon, Barrios, Paulozzi, Ryan,
Hammond, Modzeleski, Feucht, & Potter, 2001). It is difficult to compare
prevalence rates of bullying for different countries, because of different definitions
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of bullying and different reflection time periods used in studies (Farrington, 1993;
Kim, 2004; Smith, Cowie, Olafsson, & Liefooghe, 2002). Although comparisons
are difficult, there is evidence that bullying has became a more common type of
school violence in many countries around the world (for review, see Olweus,
1993, 1995).

One nationwide study to determine the prevalence of bullying in the U.S.
showed that it affected 29.9% of students in middle schools; 13% of the students
were bullies, 10.6% victims, and 6.3% both bullies and victims (Nansel, Overpeck,
Pilla, Ruan, Simons-Morton, & Scheidt, 2001). South Korea is not an exception to
this pattern. Using a definition of bullying similar to the one used in Olweus’
studies, a study found that, in South Korean middle schools, the prevalence rate
for bullying has increased dramatically between the late 1990s and 2006. In 2006,
12% of youths were bullies, 5.3% of them were victims, and 7.2% of them were
both bullies and victims (Yang, Kim, Kim, Shin, & Yoon, 2006).

These startling figures provoke a number of questions. Why are children
bullying classmates? What causes bullying? Who are the bullies? Is there any
effective intervention for bullying in schools? To answer these questions, many
researchers from different areas of academics, such as psychology,
psychopathology, and sociology, have invested their energy in carrying out
research. The result is a large body of literature that investigates factors related
to bullying behavior in school. Those factors found to be significant include
individual personality and psychological traits (Ando, Asakura, & Simons-Morton,
2005; Bosworh, Espelage, & Simon, 1999; Dill, Vernberg, Fonagy, Twemlow, &
Gamm, 2004; Espelage & Swearer, 2003; Gladstone, Parker, & Malhi, 2006;
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Haynie, Nansel, Eithel, Crump, Saylor, Yu, & Simons-Morton, 2001; Unnever &
Cornell, 2003), harsh physical discipline, inconsistent parenting, and family
experiences (Batsche & Knoff, 1994; Bowers, Smith, & Binney, 1994; Christie-
Mizell, 2003; Curtner-Smith, Culp, Scheib, Owen, Tilley, Murphy, Parkman, &
Coleman, 2006; Flouri & Buchanan, 2003; Gladstone et al., 2006; Shields &
Cicchetti, 2001), membership in peer groups and friendship networks that
encourage bullying (Bosworh et al., 1999; Boulton & Smith, 1994; Boulton,
Trueman, Chau, Whitehand, & Amatya, 1999; Buhs, Ladd, & Herald, 2006,
Espelage, Bosworh, & Simon, 2000; Gest, Graham-Bermann, & Hartup, 2001,
Haselager, Hartup, Lieshout, & Riksen-Walraven, 1998; Haynie, 2001; Hodges,
Boivin, Vitaro, & Bukowski, 1999; Hodges, Malone, & Perry, 1997; Huttunen,
Salmivalli, & Lagerspetz, 1996; Mouttapa, Valente, Gallaher, Rohrbach, & Unger,
2004; Poulin, Cillessen, Hubbard, Coie, Dodge, & Schwartz, 1997; Salmivalli,
Huttunen, & Lagerspetz, 1997; Salmivalli, Lappalainen, & Lagerspetz, 1998), and
school environments and community characteristics (Farrington, 1993; Hoshino,
2001; Laub & Lauritsen, 1998; Menesini, Melan, & Pignatti, 2000; Naito & Gielen,
2005; Twemlow, Fonagy, & Sacco, 2001).

The outcomes of prior research, however, are somewhat disappointing for
several reasons. First, bullying in school has not been featured in the
criminological literature, especially in the United States (Batsche & Knoff, 1994;
Espelage & Swearer, 2003; Farrington, 1993; Spivak & Prothrow-Stith, 2001).
Second, there is lack of a theoretical framework to explain the causal linkages
between bullying and the various facilitating influences on bullying (Espelage &

Swearer, 2003; Morrison, 2002; Sullivan, Cleary, & Sullivan, 2004; Swearer &
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Doll, 2001). Third, bullying has not been understood within social contexts,
particularly school settings that are the ecological environment where it occurs
(Morrison, 2001; Olweus, 1993; Smith & Brain, 2000). Fourth, several aspects of
bullying are left underinvestigated or uninvestigated by researchers. Examples
are teacher’s involvement in bullying phenomenon, school climate (Espelage &
Swearer, 2003; Farrington, 1993) and quality of friendship networks (e.g., Naylor
& Cowie, 1999; Pakaslahti & Keltikangas-Jarvinen, 2001; Park, 2002). These
shortcomings are discussed in detail in a later section of Chapter 2,
“Shortcomings of Research on Bullying.”

This dissertation is designed to address shortcomings in bullying
literature. Specifically, the proposed research will apply ecological system theory
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979) as a theoretical framework to identify different levels of
factors influencing bullying behavior in schools. These levels include the
microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, and macrosystem levels. These key
concepts from ecological system theory will be defined and discussed in the
section, Ecological Model of Bullying in Schools, in Chapter 2.

This study develops four measures of peer influence relevant to bullying
phenomenon in schools. These four measures are power dynamics, level of
difference-acceptance, coercion of public self, and pseudo friendship. Also
children’s interactions with teachers and parents are included as an important
microsystem in this ecological model. In addition, as a part of mesosystems,
parental communication with teachers and peers is studied, and school climate,
which has been neglected in prior empirical work, is also included as a part of the

exosystem in the ecological model.



Finally, this study uses an improved categorization of bullying behaviors.
Traditional typologies of bullying focus on physical, verbal, and relational (or
direct vs. indirect) dimension of bullying behaviors. This study adds temporal,
visibility and severity elements to the traditional bullying typology. It will consider
chronic/severe/overt (e.g., %1 or wangtta), non-chronic/severe/overt or
chronic/moderate/covert (e.g., ¥ or bantta), and non-chronic/moderate/covert

bullying (e.g., ™ or fta) in Korean schools’.

' The Korean terms for bullying behavior are provided since they are used in the
Korean scholarly literature.



Il. ABRIEF HISTORIC OVERVIEW OF BULLYING STUDIES

The phenomenon of bullying was first investigated by the Norwegian
scholar, Heinemann, in 1973 (for review, see Olweus, 1993; Smith et al., 2002).
Heinemann used the Norwegian term mobbning to refer to sudden group
violence against individuals (Heinemann, 1973). Shortly after, the term bullying
was first used by a prominent bullying scholar, Dan Olweus, in 1978. In his book,
Aggression in the Schools: Bullies and Whipping Boys, he suggested that
bullying was a one-on-one physical attack of a stronger child against a weaker
child (Olweus, 1978). Later, Olweus incorporated verbal aggression and group
action into the previous bullying concept, and suggested that bullying is repeated
exposure to negative actions against an individual by one or more individuals,
and that the negative actions could involve aggressive behaviors as well as
aggressive words (Olweus, 1993, p 9). Since the initial work by Heinemann and
Olweus, Scandinavian research on bullying continued to flourish throughout the
1970s and 1980s in Norway, Denmark, Sweden, and Finland, and this tradition
spread to other European countries, such as England, Germany, and Spain (for
review, see Farrington, 1993; Olweus, 1993).

During the late 1980s and early 1990s, in some Asian countries,
especially in Japan, researchers started investigating the phenomenon of bullying
in schools (e.g., Matsueda & Heimer, 1987; Naito, 1990; Naito & Gielen, 2005). It
was more recent that scholars in South Korea, Turkey and the United States
began to carry out research to understand the bullying phenomenon. Especially

in South Korea, the phenomenon of bullying in schools has drawn academic
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attention since the media first used the term Jjime, a Japanese term for bullying,
in the middle of the 1990s, and since then the term has become popular in
Korean society (Ahn, 2002; Farrington, 1993; KEDI, 1998; Kepenekci & Cinkir,
2006; Kim, 2004; Park & Son, 1998; Seo & Han, 2004).



Ill. SIGNIFICANCE OF BULLYING AND
IMPORTANCE OF THE CURRENT STUDY

1. Prevalence and Incidence Rates of Bullying in Schools

A typical approach to understanding the phenomenon of bullying in
schools is to see how many students are involved as perpetrators or victims of
bullying behaviors during a specified period of time. Even though there are
contradictions between definitions of bullying across different studies, bullying
and victimization rates could provide insightful information about the seriousness
and significance of the bullying phenomenon.

Criminologists commonly focus on prevalence and incidence rates as
reflections of the scope of illegal behavior, including bullying. Prevalence is
typically defined as “the number of different persons committing crimes or the
participation rate” (Farrington, 1986, p 189). In contrast, incidence of offending is
defined as “the rate at which offenders commit crimes or the individual crime
rate” (Farrington, 1986, p 214). Thus, incidence is the ratio of the number of
incidents in a period of time to the number of people being studied.

Studies of the prevalence of bullying found that in some schools everyday
a significant number of students experience bullying. For instance, the U.S.
Department of Justice reported that one out of every four students experiences
bullying in schools (for review of further analysis, see Liepe-Levinson & Levinson,
2005). Using data collected from 4,263 students in a Maryland school district,
Haynie and her colleagues (2001) found that 7.4% of students reported acting as
bullies, 30.9% of students reported bullying victimization, and more than one half
of the bullies reported that they also have been bullied. Very similar prevalence
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rates have been found in other U.S. studies. Based on analysis of nation wide
data from 15,686 students in 6™ through 10" grades, Nansel and others (2001)
found that 13% of students were bullies, 10.6% of them were victims, and 6.3%
of students were bullies and victims. More recently, Seals and Young (2003)
found that 24% of 454 public school students were involved with either or both
bullying and victimization (Seals & Young, 2003). Similar rates were found in a
study of a predominantly Latino and black populated, U.S., low socioeconomic,
urban community, where 22% of youths were involved in bullying behaviors, 7%
of the 6" graders were bullies, 9% of them were victims, and 6% of them were
both bullies and victims (Juvonen, Graham, & Schuster, 2003). These results
indicate that, in terms of prevalence, the U.S. rates do not seem to vary by
demographic characteristics of the students.

There seems to be variation in prevalence rates of bullying in different
socio-cultural environments. Compared to the United States, in Japan, research
has revealed a slightly higher rate of victimization in primary school. With a
nationwide sample, the Japanese Council for Research on Children and
Students’ Problematic Behaviors found that 22% of primary school students (4™
to 6™ graders), 13% of junior high school students, and 4% of senior high school
students reported being victims of bullying (for review, see Naito & Gielen, 2005).
Korean students seem to enjoy relatively lower rates of victimization than those
in Japan and the United States. A recent study of 1,344 students showed that
12% of 4™ graders bullied others, 5.3% of them were victimized, and 7.2% of
them were both bullies and victims (Yang et al., 2006).

Comparison of prevalence rates of bullying across different studies and
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different countries is somewhat problematic. There is a considerable amount of
discrepancy between prevalence rates of bullying in different countries, and even
between different studies in a country. This discrepancy stems from different
definitions of bullying behaviors (Kim, 2004; Smith et al., 2002), different
reflection time periods considered by research subjects (Farrington, 1993), and
different systems of school semesters (Naito & Gielen, 2005). It also could be
due to actual differences.

Despite these difficulties, however, studies of prevalence of bullying in
various countries have revealed that bullying and being bullied by classmates in
schools are widespread phenomenon. Every school day, roughly between 20 and
30 percent of students are involved with bullying behaviors in many countries,
and about 10 to 15 percent of them were bullies and roughly 10 percent of them
were victims of bullying. These figures on students’ involvement in the bullying
phenomenon indicate the significance of bullying in contemporary school

environments.

2. Outcomes of Bullying
Aftermaths of bullying phenomenon can be categorized into two types:

outcomes in terms of bullies and victims. Bullying produces devastating
outcomes for victims. Victims suffer from physical and psychological health
problems including depression and anxiety in childhood (Fekkes, Pijpers,
Fredriks, Vogels, & Verloove-Vanhorick, 2006; Rigby, 1998) as well as in
adulthood (Gladstone et al., 2006), suicidal ideation (Liepe-Levinson & Levinson,
2005; Park, Schepp, Jang, & Koo, 2006), especially among girls (Kim et al.,
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2005), and psychosocial maladjustment to school, such as fighting, drinking,
smoking, academic achievement problems, difficulty in making friends, and
alienation (Nansel et al., 2001).

For bullies, researchers have found that bullying behavior is a strong and
significant predictor of delinquency and violent crime during puberty and early
adulthood. Research conducted in Hong Kong found that unaddressed bullying
behavior leads to violent behavior during the school years and adulthood (Wong,
2004). Similarly, Andershed and his colleagues found that in Sweden bullying
behavior in schools predicted a higher likelihood of engagement in street
violence (Andershed, Kerr, & Stattin, 2001). Bullying behavior is also a strong
predictor of antisocial behavior and drop-out from school (Morrison, 2002; Rigby
& Cox, 1996). Other researchers suggested that bullying behavior in schools is
easily aggravated into more severe criminal behavior in and out of school

environments (Kinlock, Battjes, & Gordon, 2004).

3. Importance of the Current Study

As studies on prevalence rates of bullying phenomenon and seriousness
of outcomes of bullying behaviors and victimization show, it is of importance that
researchers adequately understand bullying in schools and provide appropriate
methods to deter it, or at least reduce it to some extent. Since bullying has
devastating consequences, such as suicide or school shootings, adequate
understanding and appropriate prevention methods will greatly benefit children
and society.

In addition, the existing Korean literature on bullying does not provide a
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tool to allow prediction of bullying behavior, because there is no attempt made to
apply any theoretical model to analysis of empirical data. Most studies have
simply correlated characteristics of society and culture with individual bullying
behaviors and victimization without providing any theoretical rationale for
expecting an association. For example, one study correlated living in urban/rural
areas with bullying behavior and victimization without a theoretical framework
(Yang, 2005). Another study correlated the number of game rooms and karaoke
stores with bullying behavior and victimization, and argued that capitalized
society and contemporary Korean cultural emphasis on seeking pleasure
produce an increase of bullying in school (Shin, 2000). Unfortunately, in the latter
study, there was no discussion of whether game rooms and karaoke stores are
valid indicators of the levels of capitalization and pleasure-seeking in a culture.

Further, in South Korea, most bullying studies have a disjuncture between
the literature review and actual statistical analysis of data. In other words, the
studies focus on previous studies that suggest a holistic explanation of the
bullying phenomenon, but the data collection and analysis do not adequately
measure and consider the range of potential influences. Most of the studies
reviewed suggested that bullying has been influenced by contemporary societal
change from collectivistic to individualistic culture, problematic philosophies of
education and educational systems, or violent and sexual content of the media.
But none of them accurately measured these aspects of the environment (e.g.,
Lee, 2003; Lee & Kim, 2000; Park, 2003).

The lack of adequate empirical research in South Korea makes it difficult
for researchers as well as educational practitioners to prevent, or at least
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alleviate, bullying problems in Korean schools. In addition, to the extent that
bullying is a precursor to other types of delinquency, adequate understanding of
bullying phenomenon may also result in prevention of other illegal behavior.
Thus, it is of importance that researchers conduct an adequate study to promote
better understanding of the bullying phenomenon, and this effort will greatly
improve the quality of education in schools as well as quality of life among

children.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

l. Definition of Bullying

IIl.  Review of Previous Studies of Bullying

lll.  Shortcomings of Research on Bullying

IV.  Ecological Model of Bullying in Schools
V. A Summary of the Current Study

VL. Hypotheses

|. DEFINITION OF BULLYING

Defining bullying is a difficult task. A consensus on the definition of
bullying has not yet been achieved among researchers. For example, Coloroso
(2003) defined bullying as “a conscious, deliberate hostile activity intended to
terrorize and harm others through the threat of further aggression” (p13).
Farrington (1993) described bullying as “repeated oppression, psychological or
physical, of a less powerful person by a more powerful one” (p 381).

The most widely used definition of bullying was developed by Olweus.
Olweus (1993) wrote “a person is bullied when he or she is exposed, repeatedly
and over time, to negative actions on the part of one or more other persons” (pp
8 — 10). In this definition, there are three elements, negative actions, repetition,
and imbalance in power. The negative actions include intentional infliction of
injury or discomfort on another, which is carried out through physical aggression
or aggressive words, for example threatening, taunting, teasing, and name
calling. These actions should be repeated to constitute bullying, and there should
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be imbalance of power between inflictors (more powerful) and victims (less
powerful). More recently, it is recognized that there is a continuum between being
a bully and being a victim. Espelage and Swearer (2003) found that some portion
of bullies also simultaneously suffer from victimization by others.

Even though Olweus’ definition is most often used, bullying studies in
different countries use this definition with some degree of dissatisfaction. For
example, Japanese researchers expressed dissatisfaction with Olweus’ definition,
based on lack of sensitivity to socio-cultural differences in the nature of school
bullying. Naito and Gielen (2005) found that Japanese bullying participants and
onlookers perceived bullying more as psychological intimidation rather than
physical violence, and argued that in the Japanese context, bullying is repeated
negative behavior that dehumanizes others either physically or psychologically.
Using a sample of 1245 8 and 14 year-old students from 14 countries, Smith et al.
(2002) also found that countries differed in what is perceived as bullying.
Especially in Japan, China, Thailand, and Norway, bullying is perceived as less
physically aggressive, but more socially manipulative aggressive behaviors
(Smith et al., 2002). In addition, an acute cultural difference in verbal aggression
has also been found in research. Naito and Gielen (2005) argued that it is verbal
aggression in Western countries when a person calls another names openly, but
in Japan, “name whispering” behind the victim’s back would be verbal aggression.

Typical definitions of bullying used in Korean research emphasize the
importance of social isolation as an outcome of bullying behavior. Thus, the terms
used to refer to bullying communicate collective ostracism, collective social
exclusion, or collective harassment (Ahn, 2002; KDE, 1999; Lee, 2000; Shin,
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2000). The term, Wangtta, has been used to include all types of bullying
behaviors, such as social ostracism and physical and verbal harassment (Park &
Son, 1998; Shim, 2004). Originally the term Wangtta came from the noun, tta,
which means ostracizing others. The prefix, wang, originally means a king, but in
this case, it means big or worst.

A replication study of the research of Smith et al. (2002) was recently
conducted in Korea. This study found that the most relevant and concurrent
Korean term with the English term bullying was ‘Wangtta,’ and that the most
important aspects of Wangtta (in the order of statistics significance) were social
exclusion, verbal bullying, and physical bullying (Shim, 2004).

The current study conceptualizes bullying as having subcategories, such
as Wangtta (see Table 2), and defines bullying as repeated behaviors by one or
more individuals that are intended to impose psychological and physical harms to
and social isolation of one or more victims through physical, verbal and relational
aggression for an extended period of time. This definition goes beyond the
Olweus’ definition and the definition of the Japanese term /jime in two ways, by
considering not only severity, but also visibility and duration of bullying behaviors.
To discuss the expansion of the definition in detail, first, the dimensionality of
bullying is discussed in the next section, and then the severity, visibility and

duration aspects are discussed in a later section.

1. Physical, Verbal, and Relational Bullying
According to Dishion, French and Patterson (1995), there are three
aspects of aggression, dimensionality, continuity, and progressions.
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Dimensionality refers to variation in visibility (visible, or invisible (or relational)),
physicality (physical vs. non-physical), and time (early vs. late onset). Continuity
recognizes persistence of aggression in early childhood through puberty into
early adulthood, and progressions refers to escalation of noncompliant behavior
to temper tantrums to violence (Dishion, French, & Patterson, 1995). Some
bullying researchers consider only the dimensionality of bullying and categorize
bullying into physical, verbal, and relational bullying (for example, Olweus, 2003).
Other researchers categorize bullying as either direct or indirect (for example,
Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukiainen, 1992). Direct bullying includes direct
physical and direct verbal violence, and indirect bullying includes relational
bullying (see also, Carney, 2005; Coloroso, 2003). As Table 1 shows, some
definitions are overlapped and used interchangeably. For example, physical
bullying typically refers to visible and direct bullying behaviors that physically
harm others, and verbal bullying typically refers to visible and direct verbal
violence. In contrast, relational bullying is typically characterized as invisible and

indirect harm to others through damaging their interpersonal relationships.

Table 1. Typical Categorization of Bullying

Physicality
Physical Non-physical (or verbal)
Invisible Indirect/relational
Visibility
Visible Direct physical Direct verbal

So far in bullying studies, however, an operational definition of bullying

17




has been limited to measures of the dimensionality aspect of bullying behavior
(typically physical, verbal and relational aggression). In this operational definition,
continuity and progression dimensions have been ignored by researchers. This
limitation was partly due to the difficulty of getting longitudinal data to assess the
continuity and progression aspects of aggression. In addition, lack of consensus
on the definition of bullying also contributed to this limitation. Bullying is typically
defined with three factors, negative action, imbalance of power, and repetition
(Olweus, 1991, 1993, 1995). But there is no clear way to establish repetition of
bullying over time. These problems contribute to difficulties with interpreting
findings about differences in the prevalence of bullying in different schools and
countries (Farrington, 1993; Naito & Gielen, 2005; Smith et al., 2002). More
relevant to the present study, they also raise questions about the appropriate

measure of bullying in Korea.

2. Chronic vs. Non-chronic and Severe/overt vs. Moderate/covert Bullying
The present study considers the persistence of bullying behavior rather

than the continuity of bullying, which is usually conceptualized as the onset of
bullying behavior (Dishion et al., 1995). Since bullying is defined as “repeated”
aggression, duration of aggressive behavior should be recognized by the
operational definition. This time dimension of bullying behavior allows
differentiation of chronic bullying from non-chronic situational bullying behavior.
Research found that although bullying may affect a large number of children, only
a small portion of students were chronically and persistently victimizing others

and victimized by others (Boulton & Smith, 1994; for review, see Graham &
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Juvonen, 1998; Salmivalli et al., 1998; Smith & Brain, 2000).

The Korean Department of Education published a study on bullying and
its prevention policy in 1999. In this report, collective ostracism refers to “inflicting
harms to certain students for more than two weeks by one or more students
through psychological and verbal aggression, money extortion, or imposing
physical harm.” Other Korean literature suggests different types of bullying
victims and bullying behaviors (Ahn, 2002; Coloroso, 2003, p 21; KDE, 1999;
KEDI, 1998; Kim, 2001). For example, Ahn (2002), based on a literature review,
suggested two types of bullying victims; 21} or euntta and A} or jeontta, and
the term wangtta was used to refer to both types of bullying victimizations. Others
foolish), bantta (those who are bullied by classmates in a class), and jeotta (those
who are bullied by all students of a school) (KEDI, 1998; Kim, 2004; Shim, 2004).
Still others use two categories; tta (those who are bullied at minor/moderate level
of aggression and short term exclusion) or wangtta (those who are bullied at
severe level of aggression for a relatively long period of time) (KDE, 1999).

These different types of victims and bullying behaviors could be
distinguished by different levels of severity, visibility and duration of bullying.
Bullying behaviors are not only indicated by harshness and openness of the
behavior, but also by the extent and duration of social isolation and rejection.
Thus, chronic bullying and non-chronic bullying would differ in visibility,
physicality/severity, and duration. In other words, bullies use different forms of
aggression and social isolation for different types of victims for different lengths of

time with different levels of openness. Table 2 shows different types of victims
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and the related bullying behaviors based on the expanded definition of bullying

with temporal, severity and visibility elements added together.

Table 2. Expanded Definition of Bullying: Temporal and Visibility Elements Added

to the Traditional Physicality/Severity Dimension of Bullying Behavior

Severe/Overt Moderate/Minor/Covert
Chronic wangtta/jeontta bantta/euntta
Non-Chronic bantta/euntta tta

It is important to distinguish different types of bullying behaviors based on
temporal, severity and visibility elements, because this categorization will
distinguish use of different levels of physical, verbal, and relational aggression
with different levels of openness for different types of victims (e.g., Kwon, 1999).
For instance, the wangtta/jeontta group will be the most severely, openly and
chronically victimized students by other students through all types of physical,
verbal, and relational aggression. Sometimes wangtta/eontta status ends when
the wangtta/jeontta students graduate from schools and move up to higher
grades. In most cases, however, the wangttajeontta status remains through the
entire primary, middle, and high school years (KEDI, 1998). This is why parents
and other school professionals use transferring those students to another school
as a solution for bullying victimization. Compared to this, the fta group may suffer
from more open covert minor or moderate relational aggression or covert minor
verbal aggression in a class for a short period of time, such as one semester or
until the emergence of a new tta victim in the class (KEDI, 1998). Thus, the
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identification of level of severity, visibility and temporal duration across different
types of bullying may provide different approaches in school policy and programs
to address bullying. In addition, this identification of different forms of aggressive
behaviors may help to understand what types of students using what types of

bullying behaviors become more anti-social and deviant adolescents and adults.
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Il. REVIEW OF PREVIOUS STUDIES OF BULLYING

1. Thematic Overview of Previous Bullying Studies

Previous bullying studies have several focal concerns. In addition to the
prevalence and outcomes of bullying discussed in the previous chapter, there are
four more maijor topics: types of bullying behaviors, roles-played in bullying
situations and their characteristics, correlates of bullying, and the social network
approach to understanding bullying. In this section, studies within each of the
four additional topic areas are reviewed in detail.

Specifically, the literature on types of bullying behavior and roles played in
bullying situations will be examined so that conclusions can be drawn about how
to define and measure bullying behavior in this dissertation. The correlates of
bullying research will be reviewed to identify factors influencing bullying
behaviors, e.g., individual traits, perceptions of and experiences with parents,
teachers, and school environments. Those identified factors will be used in the
ecological prediction model developed by this study. The literature on the social
network approach to understanding bullying will be used to develop measures of
peer influences. In particular, this part of the review is the basis for advancing a
measure of the pseudo friendship network to indicate the quality of friendship, as
a replacement for previous measures (e.g., mutuality, popularity, centrality, or

similarity) used in social network studies of bullying.

A. Types of Bullying Behaviors
The most common categorization of bullying behaviors was borrowed

22



from a typology of aggressive behaviors. When Olweus first used the term,
bullying, to refer to a one-on-one physical attack of a stronger child against a
weaker child, he only considered physical aggression (Olweus, 1978). Later he
expanded the definition of bullying to capture verbal aggression, group action
and repeated exposure to negative actions against individuals, and then he
categorized the bullying behaviors into physical and verbal aggression (Olweus,
1993). Recent bullying studies have used a three dimensional approach to
bullying behaviors, physical, verbal, and indirect aggression (Bjorkqvist et al.,
1992). Indirect aggression refers to aggressive behaviors intended to damage
victims’ social relationships through social isolation and exclusion. The examples
of this type of aggression include gossiping and spreading rumors, and social
exclusion using third parties (Bjorkqvist et al., 1992). Some researchers use the
term social aggression (Carney, 2005), and others use the term relational

aggression (Coloroso, 2003) to refer to indirect aggression.

B. Roles-played in Bullying Situations and their Characteristics

The typical and traditional categorization of roles played in bullying
situations is based on the distinction between youths who act as bullies, who are
victims, and who bully others but who also are victimized by bullies (Haynie et al.,
2001; Juvonen et al., 2003). Haynie et al. (2001) found that members of the three
groups share some common characteristics, but also are distinct in other ways,
in terms of involvement in problem behaviors, self-control, deviance acceptance,
deviant peer influences, and depressive symptoms. For example, Juvonen et al.
(2003) found that bullies are psychologically the strongest students who have
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high levels of self-esteem and enjoy high social status among classmates (see
also Mouttapa et al., 2004), and that victims were distressed and socially
marginalized. Olweus (1993; 1995) argued that bullies typically have
aggressiveness and physical strength, and that victims usually suffer from
loneliness, anxiety and physical weakness. According to Kim and his colleagues,
the individual who is both a bully and a victim suffers the most serious suicidal
ideation compared to youths who are either a bully or a victim (Kim et al., 2005).

Research has also recognized the importance of the psychosocial
function of non-participants or indirect participants in bullying. For example,
Coloroso (2003) suggested that bystanders who take no action against bullying
or who support it have a tremendous effect on bullying because they tacitly
allow deviant behaviors of bullies in schools (Coloroso, 2003; see also Harris &
Petrie, 2003).

In some studies, the bystanders were subdivided into different types of
students according to more specific roles they play in bullying situations. For
example, Salmivalli and her colleagues (1997) argued that reinforcement of
bullying behavior through a peer group network is one of the most important
factors supporting bullying, and that the reinforcement could come from groups
who were partly involved with actual bullying behaviors (assistant groups) or from
groups who were not considered to be active participants in bullying behaviors,
but who were emotionally supporting the behaviors (reinforcer groups). Those
who do nothing when they witness bullying are referred to as the outsider group.
Defender groups are those who become actively involve with protection of

victims from bullying behaviors. Six participant roles, thus, are bully, assistant,

24



reinforcer, outsider, defender, and victim (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004; Salmivalii,
Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1996).

Olweus’s (2003) categorization of participant's roles is also consistent
with this previous categorization, ‘bully,’ ‘followers, supporters but passive bully,’
‘passive supporters but possible bully,’ ‘disengaged onlookers,’ ‘possible
defenders,’ ‘defenders of the victim,’ and ‘victim’ (Olweus, 2003). According to
Olweus (2003), ‘followers and supporters but passive bullies’ are those who will
not act as bullies but who will assist bullies (similar to the assistant group), and
‘passive supporters but possible bullies’ are those who might become bullies
(similar to the reinforcer group). ‘Disengaged onlookers’ are similar to the
outsider group and ‘possible defenders’ and ‘defenders’ are similar to the
defender group in the previous categorization. Youth in the defender group enjoy
the highest sociometric status among classmates (Salmivalli et al., 1996).

In Japan, instead of assistant, reinforcer and outsider groups, slightly
different types of participant roles were identified. According to Morita and
Kiyonaga (1994), some students were just amused by the bullying situation
(audience group), and some acted as if they do not know the bullying victims in
class (bystander group) (Morita & Kiyonaga, 1994). Students who enjoy watching
bullying or who ignore bullying behavior are similar to the reinforcer and outsider
groups. However, the significance of identifying bullying as “fun seeking”
behavior among members of the audience group should be noted, and this will
be discussed more fully in the later section.

In Korea, types of victims have been one of the main concerns for studies
on bullying (for review, see Ah, Jeong, & Cha, 2005). Based on analyses of
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languages and terms used among youths in Korea, studies suggested that there
were two major types of victim; euntta and jeontta (Ahn, 2002; Kim, 2004). The
term tta refers to overall behaviors that ostracize, bully, and harass others
physically and emotionally, and also refers to the victim of those behaviors. As a
combination of a prefix and ‘tta,’ euntta refers to victims who are covertly
ostracized (the term eun refers to ‘covert’), and jeontta refers to those who are
overtly victimized not only by others in a class, but by all students in a school (the
term jeon refers to ‘entire’).

Aforementioned findings indicate the existence of different types of
bullying behaviors based on levels of severity (types of bullying behavior, such as
physical, verbal or relational bullying), involvement (different roles played in
bullying), visibility (covert vs. overt bullying), and duration (chronic vs. non-
chronic bullying victims). These findings were used to replace the traditional
definition of bullying with a new expanded definition of bullying, which is used in
this dissertation. The suggested new definition of bullying reflects three aspects
of bullying behavior; severity, visibility, and duration (see the section, Definition of
Bullying, p 14 — 21). Research could also be done on which youth take which
roles, but this is not the main focus of this dissertation, which instead develops

and tests theory to explain the frequency and nature of youths’ bullying behavior.

C. Correlates of Bullying Behaviors

Studies of correlates of bullying focus on psychological, psychosocial,
psychopathological and sociological characteristics of individuals, families and
schools. Each of these types of correlates will be considered in the following
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sections.

1) Psychological, Psychosocial and Psychopathological
Correlates

Studies focusing on individual psychological and psychopathological
differences stress the importance of intra- and inter-individual traits. Those
individual traits found to be significantly associated with bullying behavior include
self-esteem (Batsche & Knoff, 1994; Smith & Brain, 2000), anger and aggression
(Bosworh et al., 1999), ADHD and low self-control (Unnever & Cornell, 2003),
depression and deviance acceptance (Haynie et al., 2001), anxiety and empathy
(Espelage & Swearer, 2003), iliness, disability and temperament (Gladstone et al.,
2006), and dominance and impulsivity (Lee, 2000). Shyness and withdrawal
behavior are related to increased victimization by bullying (Dill et al., 2004).

Among these, self-esteem has been found to have inconsistent effects on
bullies and victims. Specifically, studies found contradicting evidence for
relationships between self-esteem and bullying behavior and between self-
esteem and victimization. Batsche and Knoff (1994) found that bullies have
higher or average levels of self-esteem compared to lower levels of self-esteem
among victims or bystanders, but others found that bullies, especially females,
have low levels of self-esteem (Rigby & Cox, 1996) or average levels of self-

esteem (Seals & Young, 2003). 2

2 Unlike the contradicting evidence for the relationship between self-esteem and
bullying behavior, a consistent finding across different studies indicates that
victims of bullying behaviors have low levels of self-esteem (Rigby & Slee, 1993,
Smith & Brain, 2000).
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Psychosocial factors associated with bullying behaviors were also
identified by numerous studies. Those factors are self-efficacy, academic and
social cognition (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004), normative beliefs about bullying
and social skill deficits (Bosworh et al., 1999; Espelage & Swearer, 2003), low
levels of confidence in using nonviolent strategies (Bosworh et al., 1999), and
positive attitudes towards bullying (Bentley & Li, 1995; Boulton, Trueman, &
Flemington, 2002; Shin, 2000). For example, a recent study found that
psychosocial factors, such as attitude in school; self-control of aggressiveness
and impulsiveness; self-assertive efficacy against bullying; and euphemistic

thinking were associated with all types of bullying (Ando et al., 2005).

2) Sociological and Social Psychological Correlates

Factors that have been given considerable attention by researchers are
social psychological variables, such as experiences with family, peers, and
community. The effects of parents and their parenting skills on bullying behaviors
have been tested based on the idea that children internalize their family
environments and that this internalization affects development of a self-concept
and self-control. Studies, for instance, suggested that negative parental
experiences develop negative self-concepts among children, and in turn they
influence bullying behavior (Christie-Mizell, 2003; Curtner-Smith et al., 2006;
Flouri & Buchanan, 2003). Other researchers argued that parental maltreatment
causes emotional dysregulation, i.e., low self-control, and in turn causes more
physical bullying (Shields & Cicchetti, 2001). The types of parenting thought to
affect bullying behavior are authoritarian parenting using physical means of
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discipline (Gladstone et al., 2006; Lee & Kim, 2000), hostile, rejecting and
inconsistent parenting, little supervision, parenting that leads to poor problem-
solving skills, and encouragement of striking-back against aggressors (Batsche &
Knoff, 1994).

It also should be noted that perceived parenting by children is an
important predictor of children’s behavioral pattern. Using the quota sampling
method to collect data from 20 students who were bullies, 20 victims, and 20 who
were both bullies and victims, Browers and others (1994) found distinct
differences between those groups in terms of family system, family relations, and
parenting styles. Their findings suggested that children’s perspective on family
relations, rather than parents’ perception of family relations, is an important
influence on their behaviors (Bowers et al., 1994).

Since bullying is a phenomenon that occurs within peer relationships,
relationships among classmates have been extensively investigated. For
example, Buhs et al. (2006) found that the best predictor of bullying victimization
is peer exclusion and rejection within peer groups. Also the influence of deviant
peers has been found to be a significant predictor of bullying behavior (Haynie et
al., 2001). Recent research tends to empirically measure the peer relationship
using social network analysis (SNA), and this area will be discussed in detail in
the next section, “The Social Network Approach to Explaining Bullying.”

School and community environments are likely important influences on
individuals who engage in the various behaviors that carry out and support
bullying behaviors. As noted previously, these factors, however, are by far the
most underinvestigated. Japanese scholars emphasized the significance of
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norms and value systems among students, teachers’ moral authority, and the
existence of collective punishment in classes as influences on bullying behaviors
(Masataka, 1998; Naito & Gielen, 2005; Tai, 2001). In addition, a few scholars
have argued that community characteristics have distal but significant effects on
bullying behavior in schools. Farrington (1993), for example, wrote that bullying is
more common in big inner cities where social disorganization is prominent (see
also Laub & Lauritsen, 1998). These explanations linking school and community

environment to bullying, however, have not been empirically tested.

D. The Social Network Approach to Explaining Bullying

Since an early application of the social network analysis (SNA) approach
to bullying (i.e., Cairns, Cairns, Neckerman, Gest, & Gariepy, 1988), SNA
became a popular method to understand peer dynamics of bullying behavior
among classmates. The core argument is that peer rejection, acceptance, and
affiliation through friendship networks determine the occurrence of and
involvement in bullying behaviors and the prevention of victimization. Gest et al.
(2001) argued that changes of friendship, measured by sociometric status,
centrality, and mutuality, cause changes in level of acceptance and rejection
within the peer group, which in turn cause aggressive behaviors against those
who precipitate the change of friendship. Currently, there are four focuses in the
SNA approach: sociometric status, mutuality and popularity, centrality, similarity

and peer influence.



1) Sociometric Status

Being accepted or rejected by friends is an important element of school
life among students. Typically measured through the peer nomination method,
the sociometric status of an individual among classmates provides a unique idea
about acceptance and rejection in friendship networks. Studies found that
rejected status among classmates provokes aggression (Gest et al., 2001), and
more bullying and victimization (Boulton & Smith, 1994). Highly accepted youth,
that is those with high sociometric status, are typically bullies and bully assistants
(Lee, 2000; Mouttapa et al., 2004). According to one study, classmates perceive
bullies to be high on sociability, leadership, aggressive-disruptive behavior, and
low on sensitive-isolated traits (Collins & Bell, 1996). However, those who enjoy
the highest sociometric status are found to be defenders of victims. According to
Salmivalli et al. (1996, p 12), defenders have the highest sociometric status,
“possibly because 1) they react to bullying, so defending the victim is appreciated
by peers; or 2) a high-status child does not have to be afraid of being victimized,
even if he takes sides with the victim.” Their results, however, suggested that the
lowest status was occupied by both bullies and victims. This contradicting
evidence indicates the necessity of using multidimensional measures of
friendship networks, as is proposed below, and moving away from the simple

measure of sociometric status.

2) Mutuality and Popularity
Reciprocity is identified as an important characteristic of friendship
networks. Reciprocated peer nomination indicates that perceived friendship is not
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uni-dimensional, but there is mutual interdependency. This reciprocated
relationship is demonstrated in tests of what is called the friendship protection
hypothesis (Boulton et al., 1999; Hodges et al., 1999; Hodges et al., 1997). For
instance, using longitudinal data collected from 1170 youth at time 1 and 1158
youth at time 2 in 5 junior schools in the United Kingdom, Boulton et al. (1999)
found that reciprocated best friendship could provide protection from bullying
victimization (see also Hodges et al., 1997). Furthermore, Hodges et al. (1999)
found that supportive friendship helps youths avoid internalizing behaviors, such
as depression and low self-esteem, which are causes of bullying victimization.

The size of reciprocated friendship networks (popularity) is also
recognized as an important characteristic of peer relationships. Gest et al. (2001)
found that bullies have a great number of friends (see also Mouttapa et al., 2004),
and bullies, assistants, and reinforcers belonged to larger networks than
defenders, outsiders, and victims (Salmivalli et al., 1997).

In another study, popularity and mutuality were compared for bullies and
victims. Huttunen et al. (1996) measured the number of friendships and
reciprocated friendships among 459 students in 6" grade from 18 classes in
Finland, and found that assistants, reinforcers, and bullies had larger friendship
networks than outsiders, defenders, and victims. But their results suggested that
mutuality is irrelevant to the participant roles in bullying situations and that

mutuality is higher among girls than boys.

3) Centrality

In SNA, centrality stems from “the sociometric concept of the ‘star’ — that
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person who is the most ‘popular’ in his or her group or who stands at the centre
of attention” (Scott, 2000, p 82). The idea of centrality is relevant to leadership
among peers in bullying studies. Gest et al. (2001), for example, found central
figures in both pro-social and anti-social peer groups. Similarly, Mouttapa et al.
(2004) identified ‘'model boys’ who are leaders of pro-social peer groups and
‘tough boys’ who are the center of anti-social peer groups. Based on social
cognitive theory (i.e., learning theory in criminology) and social dominance theory,
they found that bullies have larger friendship networks, higher sociometric status,
and central network positions (Mouttapa et al., 2004). In another study, a high
level of centrality was associated with the high levels of popularity among girls,
but it was associated with aggressive behavior among boys (Xie, Cairns, &
Cairns, 1999). These studies suggest the existence of central figures among

peer groups, and that bullies typically are the central figures among their friends.

4) Similarity and Peer influence

It is common to find that a member of a peer group behaves in a very
similar manner as do other members of the group. This similarity of behaviors
among participants of a network group causes a controversy in SNA. The
selection and attraction hypotheses suggest that those who are more similar will
be more likely to be friends, and similarity factors include gender, race, poverty,
aggression, withdrawn behavior, achievement, and sociometric status
(Kupersmidt, DeRosier, & Petterson, 1995; Xie et al., 1999). Based on 506
students in 4™ through 7" grades from 4 schools in inner-city areas, Xie et al.
(1999) found that members of the same peer group were similar on multiple
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behavioral dimensions, such as aggression, popularity, academic competence,
affiliation, and emotional and behavioral disorder. Furthermore, Haselager et al.
(1998) found that similarity among members is even greater in socially
nonaccepted, anti-social groups. In addition, it is found that this similarity
hypothesis is applicable only to proactive aggression, but not for reactive
aggression (Poulin et al., 1997).

In contrast to the selection and attraction hypothesis, the influence model
is supported in tests of the homophily hypothesis, which is that a member’s
behavior is influenced by other members of the peer group (Espelage, Holt, &
Henkel, 2003; Salmivalli et al., 1997). Espelage et al. (2003) suggested that peer
group membership influences bullying behavior, and found supportive evidence
from analysis of longitudinal data from 422 students. Espelage et al. (2000) also
found that involvement with delinquent peers mediates the associations of social
bonds to family and delinquency (see also Elliott, Huizinga, & Ageton, 1985).
Furthermore, peer influence was found to be greater among female students.
Salmivalli et al. (1998) found that friends’ behaviors were a better predictor of
how the female students behave in bullying situations than their own former
behavior in earlier grades.

These competing hypotheses (selection/attraction and influence) were
cross-tested in a research project with a cross-lagged panel model using the
National Youth Survey data (Matsueda & Anderson, 1998). The researchers
compared learning and interactional theories of delinquency with control theory,
and found that “the effect of delinquency on peer associations is larger than that

of peer associations on delinquency” (Matsueda & Anderson, 1998, p 269).
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However, it is important to note that their analysis also found that there is
reciprocal relationship between delinquent peer association and delinquent
behavior.

Above mentioned findings from the SNA studies in bullying suggest the
necessity of developing a different approach to measuring peer relationship.
Particularly, the contradicting findings indicate that sociometric status is not a
reliable measure of peer relationship. In addition, the measures used in the SNA
studies are typically based on size of friendship networks or reciprocated
friendship using peer nomination. Those measures for the mutuality, popularity,
and centrality are simply counts of the frequency of particular persons’ names
nominated, thus those measures do not adequately address the quality of
friendship. Finally, since the measures for testing the similarity and influence of
peers typically require longitudinal data, this dissertation instead develops a
measure of the quality of friendship networks (i.e., pseudo friendship network).
This measure, as well as three other measures for peer influence, are discussed

in detail in the section, Experiences with Peers.
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Ill. SHORTCOMINGS OF RESEARCH ON BULLYING

The outcomes of aforementioned research efforts invested in
understanding bullying phenomenon are somewhat disappointing for several
reasons. First, bullying in school has not been a popular topic among
criminologists, especially in the United States (Batsche & Knoff, 1994; Espelage
& Swearer, 2003; Farrington, 1993; Spivak & Prothrow-Stith, 2001). According to
this researcher’s effort to search the literature in the field of criminal justice and
criminology, a very limited number of studies have been related to bullying, and
most of these studies focus on school violence, rather than bullying as a major
dependent variable. Since bullying is generally considered as a subtype of anti-
social behavior (Farrington, 1993), understanding bullying and the escalation of
bullying into anti-social behavior will help criminologists to better understand the
etiology of illegal behaviors among youths as well as adults in later life. Thus,
more in-depth and comprehensive study on bullying behaviors is necessary for a
better understanding of overall anti-social behaviors among school children.

Second, bullying has been understood as independent incidents within a
context of different aspects of school life. Even though researchers acknowledge
complex social fabrics influencing the incidence of bullying in schools, they
typically focus on the individual or incident level in studies of bullying (Flores,
2005; Morrison, 2001; Rodkin & Hodges, 2003; Sexton-Radek, 2005; Swearer &
Doll, 2001). Bullying, however, is not just an individual act against victims, but it is
a manifestation of group acts against victims (Morrison, 2001; Olweus, 1993,;

Smith & Brain, 2000). Morrison (2001) argued that bullying and victimization in
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schools is a systemic problem and is a cumulative and multifaceted phenomenon.
According to her, understanding and pathologizing the problem should not be
based on blaming one factor, one person, or one place (Morrison, 2001).
However, most prior research has been limited to a focus on a single area of the
researchers’ interests, such as individual psychological traits, peer networks,
family influences, or school environments.

Third, and more strikingly, no effort has previously been made to
construct a theoretical framework to accommodate causal linkages between
bullying and various facilitating factors for bullying (Espelage & Swearer, 2003;
Morrison, 2002; Sullivan et al., 2004; Swearer & Doll, 2001). There is a body of
literature investigating factors associated with bullying behavior (see
aforementioned correlates in the previous section), but the absence of a
theoretical framework made it difficult to develop a multi-level explanation of
bullying in schools (Sullivan et al., 2004).

Fourth, several aspects of bullying are left underinvestigated or
uninvestigated by researchers. For example, a number of researchers suggested
the importance of possible effects of school climate and teacher’s attitude
towards bullying on bullying behavior, but there has not been any empirical
research to exclusively and empirically investigate such influences (Espelage &
Swearer, 2003; Farrington, 1993). Japanese scholars emphasized the
importance of studying norms and value systems among students, teachers’
moral authority, referring to how well teachers’ morality is respected by students,
and collective punishment (Masataka, 1998; Naito & Gielen, 2005; Tai, 2001). But

those factors are neither comprehensively nor empirically investigated so far.
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Finally, a recent trend in studies of bullying focuses on the application of
SNA to peer relationship and social status of students involved with bullying. SNA
researchers have attempted to measure peer influence through personal
networks. However, those attempts failed to recognize differences in the quality
of friendship networks for different peer groups. It is problematic that these three
dimensions (sociometric status, centrality, and mutuality) of friendship networks
have a limited association with each other. For example, some bullies belong to
popular cliques (i.e., popularity or mutuality) even though they are generally
disliked (i.e., sociometric status) by other classmates (Salmivalli et al., 1996).
This indicates that a concept of quality of friendship networks may be useful for
developing a clearer understanding of friendship dynamics as they affect bullying
in schools.

Recently, the negative quality of social capital in networks has received
considerable attention from social network analysts (see Portes, 2000). However,
the SNA measures used in bullying studies to investigate friendship quality (i.e.,
mutuality, popularity, centrality, or similarity) could not reflect the negative quality
of social capital in friendship networks in bullying situation. Thus, it is necessary
to investigate the negative quality of friendship networks, which may increase
bullying or decrease protection from bullying among friends. The negative quality
of friendship networks refers to characteristics like helplessness in friendship
networks or using friendship networks to avoid retaliation against bullying. The
concept used in this study to signify the negative quality of a friendship network is
pseudo friendship network, and this is further discussed in detail in the section,

“Experiences with Peers.”
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IV. ECOLOGICAL MODEL OF BULLYING IN SCHOOLS

This study borrows Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological system model as
a theoretical framework to understand multilevel etiological factors affecting
bullying behavior within the social contexts of school environments. With the
ecological system approach to bullying, school environment is viewed as “a set of
nested structures” (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p 3), which include home, school, and
neighborhood settings (Flores, 2005). Each layer of the set of structures has an
independent effect on a child’s development of bullying behavior, but also it is
interconnected and interacts with each other layer to generate a contextual effect
over the development of bullying behavior. In the ecological model, the social
contexts are not merely limited to immediate social settings, such as family or
school, but they are extended to larger surroundings, such as community
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Figure 1 visualizes the ecological system model applied

to the school setting.
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Figure 1. Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological System Model Applied to the School

Setting
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The importance of the contextual effects of the school environment as
well as the effects of individual differences on aggressive and bullying behaviors
has been previously recognized by many scholars. For example, Fagan and
Wilkinson (1998) criticized studies that focus only on individual traits as causes of
violence for overlooking other factors, such as school environments and

community characteristics (Fagan & Wilkinson, 1998; Laub & Lauritsen, 1998).
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Cairns and Cairns (1991) argued that bullying phenomenon should be
understood as a continuum of children’s developmental process, and that the
developmental approach to bullying requires an ecological perspective, social
network analysis, and a multilevel explanatory model, which measures different
levels of causal factors. Since a developmental model of social behavior
presumes that social behavior patterns are determined by muitiple factors
including ontogenetic and social contexts, it is a necessary step to use an
ecological approach to explaining bullying for further development in this area of
study (see also, Sexton-Radek, 2005).

Despite recognition of the problems with existing theory to explain
bullying, there has been no empirical research guided by an ecological model.
Theory on bullying in schools has neglected the importance of the interactions of
people across different systems, for example parents and teachers, or parents
and a youth's peers. As a result, there is much empirical evidence of the
correlates of bullying, but there is no theory to make sense of the different sorts
of predictors.

Because it views bullying as a developmental outcome for children,
Bronfenbrenner’s ecological system model could provide a framework for
explaining how the different systems influence children to behave as bullies
(Flores, 2005). Dishion, French, and Patterson (1995) also argued that the
ecological model does not ignore the importance of the context in which children
interact with each other and in which social relationships are embedded. Based
on vigorous acknowledgement of the importance of both individual differences
and social contexts, Dishion and his colleagues argued that using one theory to
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explain antisocial behavior is reductionistic, and suggested that an integrative
model that considers individual, school, and other influences is essential to
understand individuals in context.

Since bullying is an “ecological phenomenon that emerges from social,
physical, institutional and community contexts as well as the individual
characteristics of youth of both bully and victim” (Swearer & Doll, 2001, p 7), itis
of importance that each component of the ecological structures of school
environment as well as social interactions between the components are
thoroughly investigated. Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological system model
includes 4 layers of systems relevant to the school environment, microsystem,
mesosystem, exosystem, and macrosystem. In this section, the components of

each system and their relevance to bullying are discussed in detail.

1. Child as a Center of School Ecology
According to Bronfenbrenner (1979), children are perceived as a
developmental entity that plays an important role in interacting with surroundings.
The interactions and interconnections are characterized by types of ecological
settings as well as individual traits (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1989). Some
individual traits relevant to explaining bullying include age, prior experience of
bullying victimization, dominance, impulsivity, attitude towards aggression, and
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