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ABSTRACT 

DANA SMITH HARDING 

BULLYING, VICTIMIZATION, AND PHYSICAL SELF-EFFICACY AMONG 

ADOLESCENT MARTIAL ARTS STUDENTS AND NON-MARTIAL ARTS 

STUDENTS 

December 2003 

Violence in schools has recently captured widespread attention both in the media 

and in psychological research. This dissertation project tested for differences in physical 

self efficacy, bullying behaviors and victimization among children who had taken self

defense classes and those who had not. Results indicated that martial arts training did not 

affect rates of bullying or victimization, but it was associated with children reporting 

better p rceptions of their physical abilities than students who had not participated in 

martial arts class s. Gender differences were detected on a] I thre dependent variables. 

Boys report d engaging in more physical bullying, while girls r ported being socially 

manipulated more than boys. Girls had lower I v Is of physical self-efficacy, both in 

perceptions of physical abilities and in their confid nee of sel f-pr sentation, than did 

boys. Implications limitations, and conclusion ar discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The topic of violence in schools has recently captured widespread attention both in 

the media and in psychological research. The focus has primarily been on children who 

carry weapons to school and commit heinous acts of violence. Although these cases 

involve serious physical ha~ they occur infrequently compared to bullying, also known 

as peer victimization. Bullying, oftentimes thought to be a rite of passage or a way of 

preparing children for the "real world," occurs in every school, and some studies have 

found it occurring in every classroom. More "serious" forms of school violence have 

recently been found to be linked to bullying in that adolescents who perpetrate violence in 

the school have oftentimes been victimized repeatedly and see the violence as the only way 

out of their predicament. 

The first research on bullying was limited to Scandinavia in the 1970's, but now 

there is a burgeoning international interest in the problems of bullies and victims (Olweus, 

1997). In the United States, studies have concentrated primarily on documenting the types 

and prevalence of bullying in schools. Research on how to intervene is just recently being 

done in the States (Duncan, 1999b ). 

Despite the fact that researchers (e.g., Olweus, 1978; Olweus, 1997; Duncan, 

1999b) have worked diligently to inform themselves and the public about bullying, 

common, yet untrue, beliefs about bullying persist and serve to perpetuate the 



phenomenon. People believe that only physical acts constitute bullying when some of the 

most harmful acts one can perpetrate on another are verbal. Some people attempt to 

minimize bullying and believe it is a form of play or, at the very most, normal conflict 

between peers. Some see bullying as only a masculine or a children's issue. The negative 

effects of this type of abuse are downplayed and considered only fleeting, and some 

believe experiencing it is actually a positive rite of passage for children; one that makes 

them tough and more prepared for the "real world." Finally, many believe that bullying is a 

problem only for the target (Voors, 2000) and that the target simply needs to be tough and 

not so sensitive (Neufeld, 2002). 

In reality, bullying is a serious psychological trauma for those who experience it, 

and very few children who are bullied grow up to be thankful it happened. It has been 

found to create fear, anxiety, lowered self-esteem, and depression (Voors, 2000) for the 

victims, a sense of helplessness and fear for the bystanders, and a host of negative 

emotional and behavioral sequelae for children who bully. Children who bully face a future 

that has a much higher probability for failure and incarceration (Olweus, 1997; Voors, 

2000). Clearly, the public needs to be informed of the truths about bullying and of how to 

stop bullying behavior in children. 

One psychological phenomenon that seems to be closely tied to victimization is 

physical self-competence. There are several different types of self-competence and varying 

definitions physical self-competence. This latter term refers to a person's perception that 

he or she can achieve some physical task that he or she sets out to accomplish (Ryckman, 
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Robbins, Thornton, & Cantrell, 1982). Physical self-competence is associated with self

esteem and negatively correlated with anxiety in young children. Physical self-confidence 

increases when a person is successful at achieving his or her physical goals, and it 

diminishes when she or he meets with failure. Victims of bullying have been found to 

either be actually weaker than other children or to at least believe they are weaker 

(Olweus, 1978). They have less physical competence than those who bully them. 

The interventions for bullying that have been studied have several components. 

One aspect that is consistently found is that the victim is told to tell an adult so the adult 

can protect them or intervene in some other way (Committee for Children, 2003a~ Cowie, 

2000~ Hoover, Oliver, & Hazier, 1992~ Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1997~ Limper, 2000~ 

Maines & Robinson, 1998; Olweus, 1978; Olweus, 1997; Ortega & Lera, 2000; Roberts 

& CoursoL 1996; Slee, 1995; Smith, 1997; Stevens, De Bourdeaudhuij, &Van Oost, 

2000). The majority of the research on interventions has been conducted in other 

countries, and it may not be valid in the United States, where individualism is highly 

valued (Hofstede, 1991, as cited in Durkin, 1995) and commonly heard pieces of advice to 

victims of bullying are that they stand up for themselves (Fried & Fried, 1996; Pollack, 

1998) or that they pretend the abuse does not faze them (Kochenderfer & Ladd, I 997; 

Voors, 2000). It is difficult for children who are victimized to follow through with either 

of these actions when they truly believe they cannot defend themselves and they are afraid. 

One way of increasing the physical self-efficacy of victims of bullying may be to 

teach them self-defense. This type of intervention may be the key to increasing the 

3 



probability that a child will be assertive in the face of verbal bullying-the first type they 

are likely to experience-before it intensifies. Self-defense training may also teach children 

how to control their emotions so that they can handle situations calmly and avoid giving 

bullies the emotional satisfaction that they have hurt the child. 

Bullying has been linked to antisocial behavior and future imprisonment for 

children who bully (Olweus, 1997; Voors, 2000). Interventions have been found to 

decrease antisocial behavior in bullies (Olweus, 1997). One major goal of self-defense 

training is to teach the students how to exercise self-control and discipline (Kauz, 1997). 

It is, therefore, possible that self-defense training may help children who are more likely to 

bully others to exert their own self-control and avoid doing things they may later regret. 

In this paper, the research on bullying is reviewed. Hypothesized causes and 

consequences of bullying as well as factors that correlate with it are discussed. Current 

tactics used in the schools to help bullies and victims are described. Theoretical and 

practical concepts behind current interventions are explained. The link between bullying 

victimization during childhood and victimization later in life was discussed. Throughout 

the paper, research on differences between males and females in their levels ofbullying and 

victimization, reactions to these experiences, self-defense, and physical self-efficacy are 

covered. 

The primary focus of the investigation was to examine an intervention that has 

empowered adult victims but has not been attempted or widely suggested for children and 

adolescents in the existing literature-self-defense training. Martial arts and self-defense 
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programs for children are becoming increasingly popular, and many programs claim 

efficacy in boosting children's self-esteem and in preventing bullying. However, few, if 

any, systematic investigations of these programs exist. The goal of the study was to 

empirically assess the relationships between boys' and girls' participation in self

defense/martial arts programs and their experiences with bullying, victimization, and sense 

of physical self-efficacy. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

An abundance of literature on bullying and victimization in the schools, physical 

self-competence, and self-defense exists. In this section, definitions of terms related to 

bullying, including the act itself and the different people who are involved in bullying, are 

discussed. Psychological characteristics of the players in bullying episodes are described. 

Interventions that have been attempted in order to reduce bullying are detailed and 

accompanied by research on their efficacy. The definition and development of physical 

self-competence are described. Finally, self-defense training is defined. The curriculum of 

courses is illuminated, and studies in which self-defense has been found to be helpful to 

women and victims of violent crime are detailed. 

Definitions of Bullying 

Although research on bullying has been ongoing since the 1970s, there is still much 

debate about what actually constitutes bullying. The terms "bullying," "peer abuse," and 

"peer victimization" are often thought to be synonymous. Peer abuse and victimization 

may include any act of aggression that is perpetrated on a child by his or her peer (Arora, 

1996). One instance of physical, verbal, or relational aggression, or theft or harm to 

another's personal possessions is considered peer abuse or victimization. The formal 

definition of bullying has a narrower meaning, and there is variation in the meaning 

depending on the person giving the definition. 
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The most widely used definition of bullying was formulated by Olweus (1978, 

1997). It includes unprovoked, harmful physical or verbal attacks that are repeatedly 

perpetrated on a child by one or more of his or her peers. The child who bullies is 

physically or mentally stronger than the victim, and the victim believes she or he cannot 

defend him- or herself, regardless of whether this perception is actually true (Olweus, 

1997). Boulton and Flemington ( 1996) expanded the definition of bullying to include 

making others do things against their will. Fried and Fried (1996) believe that sexual 

harassment should be added to the set of activities considered bullying. 

To further define the term, bullying has been divided into categories. Olweus 

( 1978, 1997) separated the term into direct and indirect bullying. Physically harming, 

threatening, calling others names, and teasing are all forms of "direct bullying." "Indirect 

bullying," also referred to as "relational bullying," refers to harmful actions that occur 

outside of the presence of the victim and includes rumor spreading and ostracizing. 

Tattum describes six different types of bullying: gestural, verbal, physical, extortion, 

exclusion, and spreading malicious rumors (Tattum, 1997). Gestural bullying is defined as 

using upsetting or intimidating gestures, which can lead to embarrassment or to malignant 

rumors. Staring and glaring at someone is one example of gestural bullying. Children and 

adolescents also may make sexual gestures that imply others have engaged in certain acts 

with another person. This kind of gesture is likely to draw much attention and cause 

embarrassment for the victim. Verbal bullying is when a person calls another names or 

taunts another verbally. Physical bullying is using force of any kind to intimidate another. 
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In extortion bullying, a person uses his or her power to obtain some form of payment such 

as lunch money or material goods. Exclusion bullying occurs when a person, usually a girl, 

is isolated from the rest of her peer group. Finally, malicious rumors can be spread as a 

way of tormenting a peer. 

Verbal bullying is covert and may be difficult to detect among schoolchildren 

because teasing can be malicious or benign. Ahmad and Smith (1990) delineate nasty 

teasing-that which is meant to harm-from play teasing. They include nasty teasing in 

the definition ofbullying (Smith, Bowers, Binney, & Cowie, 1993). However, it is often 

difficult to determine into which category a particular teasing incident fits because the 

degree ofhann caused by teasing is subjective (Olweus, 1997), and children who bully are 

likely to deny they intended hann. 

Lay people within the school setting also have different ideas of what constitutes 

bullying, depending on their age and position, and these ideas impact research. Arora 

( 1996) found that physical aggression and threats, theft, or property damage were widely 

seen as bullying by children. Kochenderfer and Ladd ( 1997) found that young children are 

more simplistic, defining bullying in physical terms only. They also do not seem to 

understand the concept that there must be a power differential, so simple fighting is 

included in their definition ofbullying (Swain, 1998). Secondary students include indirect 

and verbal aggression and are more likely to see imbalance of power as an aspect of 

bullying (Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1997). Teachers' definitions do not include indirect or 
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verbal abuse as bullying but do include anything involving physical pain or forcing another 

to do something she or he does not want to do (Craig, Henderson, & Murphy, 2000). 

The definition of bullying also varies depending on culture. There are many words 

used in different countries when referring to the same set of behaviors. These include 

"mobbing" (bullying by groups), "vandalismo," and "spinning" (spreading rumors, Arora, 

1996). In the United Kingdom, there is a legal definition of bullying. It reads as follows: 

Bullying is long-standing violence, physical or psychological, conducted by an 

individual or group and directed against an individual who is not able to defend 

himself [sic] in the actual situation with a conscious desire to hurt, threaten or 

frighten that individual or put him under stress (Heald, 1994, as cited in Arora, 

1996, p. 321). 

African American children and adolescents engage in an activity called "playing the 

dozens" or "wolfing," and it includes name-calling and teasing. It is thought to prepare 

these young people how to be resilient and respond to offenses they may receive from 

people of other cultures (Sue & Sue, 1999). Wolfing is not considered bullying. 

When one evaluates the actions of children and attempts to classify them, one must 

consider the intentions of the children involved. Research on rough-and-tumble play has 

distinguished it from true aggression in some important ways that can be observed by 

onlookers. During rough-and-tumble play, all children involved can be observed smiling 

and laughing, signs they are enjoying themselves (Durkin, 1995). These facial expressions 

are not found on victims of bullying and other types of aggression, who cry and try to 
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escape the situation (Schwartz, Dodge, Coie, Hubbard, Cillessen, Lemerise, & Bateman, 

1998). Bullying behavior and other forms of true aggression are specifically intended to 

hurt someone. Pretending to fight and rough-and-tumble play are not. In fact, children 

who are engaged in and rough-and-tumble play and accidentally hurt a playmate often 

apologize (Durkin, 1995). This remorse is not found in children who bully (Olweus, 

1991). 

Whereas bullying has never been found to be helpful to victims, there is evidence 

of some positive results of rough-and-tumble play. Play fighting encourages social 

interaction, tum-taking, and cooperative problem-solving (Pellegrini, 1988; Rubin, 1982). 

It also prepares children for true physical fights (Smith, Bowers, Binney, & Cowie, 1993 ). 

However, low frequencies of cheating in play fighting does lead to real fighting and 

bullying. 

A consideration related to the intentions of the aggressor is whether the aggression 

is provoked or not. Bullying is one set of behaviors within a larger set classified as 

proactive aggression. A bullying incident is one that was not provoked by the victim. The 

bully hurts the victim without any reason. This is, again, a subjective part of the definition 

of bullying. Many times, the "victim" has poor social skills and cannot discern when she or 

he is provoking others. Other times, the child is actually bullying and projecting the blame 

for the incident on the victim by saying the victim did something to deserve it. 

A final consideration is that there must be a power differential between the bully 

and the victim. Studies have shown that children who are bullied tend to be slightly 
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smaller. Smith and Brain (2000) claim that power differentials are ubiquitous, unavoidable 

and normative in any group setting. In 82% of dyads in which proactive aggression 

occurs, there is a noticeable power differential (Dodge, Price, Coie, & Christapoulos, 

1990). How these power differentials affect the actions of children depends on the 

personalities and psychological characteristics of the children involved, the actions of 

adults around those children, and the environment in which the children are interacting. 

Who is Involved in Bullying? 

Acts of bullying involve a host of people and factors. The most obvious of these 

are the bully and the victim. The children who witness bullying or are not involved in 

bullying, the supervising adults, the school environment and rules, the bullies' and victims' 

family, and culture all play roles in each bullying interaction as well. There is an 

interrelationship between personal, group, environmental, and situational characteristics, 

with the backgrounds and conditions of all the players (Olweus, 1978). 

Bully 

According to Olweus, a bully is a boy who oppresses or harasses someone else, 

physically or mentally, fairly often, and frequent aggressive behavior is the only 

distinguishing factor between bullies and non-bullies (Olweus, 1978). Research has shown 

that bullies can be female (e.g., Lowenstein, 1977), although this occurs at a lower rate 

(Olweus, 1997). The following is a summary of findings of studies about children who 

bully that have included males and females as participants, with the exception of Olweus 

(1978) and when otherwise noted, who only had male participants. However, not all of 
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these studies have considered one of the main ways that girls bully each other, social 

manipulation, as bullying. Bullying consists of psychologically aggressive acts as well as 

physical aggression and threats. 

Children who bully share various characteristics and ways of behaving toward 

other people, all of which have been found to lead to negative outcomes in adulthood. One 

of the most commonly found similarities between children who bully is that they are 

physically larger than those children they target for aggression. Atlas and Pepler ( 1998) 

reported that bullies tend to be taller and heavier than victims. Their physical image is key 

to maintaining a feeling of control and power (Hazier, Carney, Green, Powell, & Jolly, 

1997). 

Bullies assert themselves aggressively (Olweus, 1978). They are unfriendly (Tani, 

Greenman, Schneider, & Fregoso, 2003), and they have an aggressive reaction pattern. 

This means they are aggressive across many situations, and they have a stronger need for 

power and dominance (Olweus, 1997). They attempt to control others by using aggression 

(Hazier et al., 1997; Lane, 1989), and they feel good about themselves if they can do so 

(Voors, 2000). Sutton and Keogh {2000) found that bullying correlated with 

Machiavellianism, using coercive means to get what one wants and advancing at the 

expense of others. 

Children who bully misinterpret others' actions as aggressive (Dodge, Pettit, & 

McClaskey, 1986; Pakaslahti & Keltikangas-Jarvinen, 1998). This thought pattern, called 

a hostile attribution bias by Bernstein and Watson (1997), persists through childhood and 
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into adulthood. Children who have this bias cope by invoking their limited repertoire of 

responses, which include acts of aggression and vengeance (Hazier et al., 1997; Olafsen & 

Viemero, 2000). Children who have hostile knowledge structures are more biased toward 

aggression, are chronically aggressive, and the knowledge structure tends to be the link 

between early and later aggressive behavior (Burks, Laird, Dodge, Petit, & Bates, 1999). 

Although it has been previously believed that bullies lack social skills, Kaukiainen and 

colleagues (2002) discovered that children who bully can be separated into two groups

those who have average social skills and those whose social intelligence is low. 

Additionally, the more indirect or covert the type of aggression, the higher the level of 

social intelligence found in the bully (Kaukiainen, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Lagerspetz, 

1996). 

Contrary to popular belief, bullies can be very popular children (Olweus, 1978), 

depending on age and gender. Boulton (1999) found that girls who spent more time alone 

were more likely to bully, whereas boys are more likely to bully when they are in larger 

groups. Sutton and Keogh (2000) concluded that the desire for social success can result in 

boys bullying. Bullies have been found to be highly sociable leaders (Collins & Bell, 1996). 

However, force is the only way they see to preserve this image (Hazier et al., 1997). As 

children age, most gain the ability to achieve their goals in nonviolent ways. Peers of 

children who bully begin to see bullying aggression as less and less acceptable, and by high 

school, the bully who once enjoyed popularity may find himself with many fewer friends. 
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Bullies are nonconformists, and this is evident in their behavior and attitudes, 

beginning very early in life. Bullies begin their tyrannical behavior between the ages of two 

and four years (Olweus, 1978). They bully their siblings at home (Duncan, 1999b), and 

Collins and Bell (1996) found bullies to be highly disruptive in class. Duncan (1999b) 

found that bullies, including those who are also victimized, are more highly defiant than 

other children. 

Bullies tend to be more likely to have antisocial beliefs and behave in antisocial 

ways (Loeber & Dishion, 1983, Olweus, 1978). They have anger control problems 

(Voors, 2000), a positive attitude toward aggression (Olweus, 1978), enjoy hurting others 

(Olweus, 1997) and believe that it is the way to get what they want (Olweus, 1978). They 

are driven by egocentric, instrumental goals rather than social goals (Hazier, Hoover, & 

Oliver, 1991 ). However, children who bully project the blame for their actions onto their 

victims, saying it was some characteristic or behavior of the victim that provoked the 

attack (Voors, 2000). Bullies believe strongly that they will be able to get back at and 

make other children feel bad while making themselves look strong, but they are less 

efficacious at prosocial goals (Erdley & Asher, 1996). Dodge and Coie (1987) found that 

this proactive aggression is more associated with a positive outcome than with hostile 

attributions. Pakaslahti and Keltikangas-Jarvinen (1998) found that aggressive 14-year

olds' behaviors were both premeditated and malicious. In other words, bullies aggress 

against others to achieve some sought-after goal rather than for retaliation. 
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The attainment of their goals by violent means does not bother bullies. In fact, it 

has been found that their anxiety levels are lower than non-bullies (Olweus, 1997), and 

they feel little to no guilt for their actions (Olweus, 1991). Kaukiainen, Bjorkqvist, 

Osterman, and Lagerspetz ( 1996) found that in a 12-year -old sample, social intelligence 

and indirect aggression varied positively with each other (r = .47, p < .01) and physical 

aggression and empathy correlated negatively. Therefore, bullies seem to have a good 

understanding of social situations, but their ability to empathize with others is impaired 

(Sutton & Keogh, 2000; Voors, 2000) so that they see little wrong with their actions and 

are happy when they have hurt someone else (Voors, 2000). 

Dominating others comes with benefits, but also has definite drawbacks for the 

bullying child. Contrary to popular belief, bullies do not always have low self-esteem 

(Olweus, 1978). The way bullies report thinking about themselves is very different from 

how they think about others in the world. Collins and Bell ( 1996) found bullies had higher 

self-competence on the Self-Perception Profile for Children. However, Duncan ( 1999b) 

reported bullies had lower self-esteem than those not involved (Duncan, 1999b ). Tani et 

al. (2003) reported that bullies were rated as more emotionally unstable by teachers. 

Children who bully tend to report more depressive symptoms (Kumpulainen, Henttonen, 

Almqvist, Kresanov, Linna, Moilanen, Piha, Puura, & Tamminen, 1998; Voors, 2000). 

Possibly a result of this depression, bullies are quicker to anger and use force (Hazier et 

al., 1997), so their relationships suffer. Finally, female bullies' health suffers. Slee (1995) 

found that females' reports of feeling ill were greater among those girls who bullied. 
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Children who bully face a dim future. They have academic, vocational and legal problems 

(Voors, 2000). They set their goals low and then blame others for their failures (Voors, 

2000). The act of bullying may lead females to be more socially isolated, and thus, 

contribute to depression in women who bullied as children (Podolski & Huessmann, 

1996). Bullying may be a behavior of individuals who become delinquents later (Baldry & 

Farrington, 2000). Bullies have a much higher rate of becoming violent criminals or family 

abusers and being imprisoned later in life (Tattum 1997, Voors, 2000). One quarter of 

proactively aggressive children ended up with criminal record (Hazier, Hoover, & Oliver, 

1991). 

Victim 

Olweus (1978) referred to children who are frequently targeted for aggression as 

"whipping boys." Since then, research conducted with female participants has shown that 

they comprise a sizable portion of the children and adolescents who are bullied by their 

peers, so perhaps this phrase is misleading. Several characteristics-physical, 

psychological, and behavioral-are common to targets of bullying and distinguish them 

from non-targets. These characteristics serve as beacons to bullies, making it likely the 

bullies will target them, and they play a role in a cycle that poses psychological threats to 

the victims for years after they exit school. 

Victims are commonly separated into two groups, passive victims and provocative 

victims. Passive victims are children and adolescents who are bullied but do little or 
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nothing to stop it. Provocative victims tend to behave in ways that irritate others, and so 

they are thought to provoke the attacks of bullies. 

Victims in general share particular physical characteristics. They are usually 

smaller, younger and physically weaker than their peers, and they appear unable to defend 

themselves (Atlas & Pepler, 1998; Hazier, et al., 1997; Olweus, 1978; Olweus, 1997). 

Yude, Goodman, and McConachie (1998) found that children with hemiplegia were 

victimized more often than those with fully-functioning bodies. Slee's (1995) research 

showed that being bullied is correlated with poorer health, and Hodges and Perry (1999) 

discovered physical weakness to be an antecedent, not just a risk factor or correlation, to 

being bullied (Hodges & Perry, 1999). Children know when they are unable to defend 

themselves and that this is what attracts bullies to them (Voors, 2000). 

If they are not actually weaker than others, victims either believe they are weaker 

or they choose not to defend themselves for other reasons (Olweus, 1997). One reason 

may be that victims have less confidence in their physical abilities (Boulton & Smith, 

1994 ). They have a poor self-evaluation of their athletic prowess, and believe that even if 

they tried to defend themselves, they would fail (Olweus, 1997). This is especially true for 

passive victims (Andreou, 2000). Some children and adolescents have an extremely 

negative attitude toward violence and believe one should never be violent, regardless of 

the circumstances (Olweus, 1997). 

Other children are so conforming that they follow rules against violence even when 

it is in self-defense. Victims of bullying tend to have higher self-esteem in the area of 
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behavior than in any other area, so they may be proud of their ability to follow rules 

(Collins & Bell, 1996). Victims score low in leadership and aggression-disruption (Collins 

& Bell, 1996), and they have lower levels of defiance than children who bully (Duncan, 

1999b ). They avoid retaliation or self-defense when abused by someone, which signals to 

bullies there will be no penalty for their aberrant behavior (Olweus, 1997). Therefore, 

specific rules at schools that prohibit self-defense may help perpetuate victim status. 

Psychologically, victims of bullying suffer greatly. They tend to be emotionally 

unstable (Tani et al., 2003). Whereas bullies have difficulties with externalizing, victims 

tend to internalize. This tendency is made worse by being victimized (Hodges & Perry, 

1999; Kumpulainen et al., 1998). Children who are targeted by bullies have extremely 

negative thoughts and feelings with roots of pessimism, anxiety, and fear. They believe 

others mean to hurt them. Furthermore, they have low self-esteem (Duncan, 1999b; 

Hazier et al., 1997; Olweus, 1997) and low evaluations of themselves in several areas, 

including academic, social, athletic, and physical domains (Duncan, 1999b; Hazier, et al., 

1997). They may believe that they are worthless and deserve to be abused (Olweus, 1997). 

Unable to change their circumstances, they feel helpless (Duncan, 1999b) and ineffective 

(Kumpulainen et al., 1998). Victims report more sadness, loneliness, pessimism, and 

shyness when compared to bullies or those not involved (Duncan, 1999b ). They score 

higher on depression indexes than do bullies (Roland, 2002). Anxiety has also been found 

to be predicted by any kind of victimization (Craig, 1998). Many victims have symptoms 
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of post-traumatic stress disorder or are traumatized in other ways. They develop insomnia, 

anxiety disorders, and clinical depression (Olweus, 1997; Voors, 2000). 

If children are victimized long enough the result can be physically dangerous for 

the victim, the bullies, or even those people who have chosen noninvolvement. Victims, 

especially males, obsess about their tormentors and how revenge can be attained (Borg, 

1998). It is not uncommon for victims ofboth genders contemplate suicide as the only 

way to escape their plight (Carney, 2000). They wait to respond until they no longer can 

inhibit acting on their feelings of anger (Voors, 2000). The United States Secret Service 

National Threat Assessment Center (NT AC, 2000) reported that in more than 2/3 of 

recent school shootings (since 1974), the shooter had felt "bullied, threatened or 

attacked." In over one-half of the cases, their motivation was revenge. Finally, victims of 

bullying also are more likely to be coerced into unwanted sex or sexually assaulted 

(Duncan, 1999a). 

Provocative victims and victims who also bully (bully/victims) have been shown to 

have a set of problems separate from that of passive victims. Duncan ( 1999b) found that 

psychological effects of being bullied were the worst for children who were bullies, were 

bullied at school and were involved in bullying at home. These effects include instrumental 

helplessness, indicating their efforts to get their needs met are failing (Duncan, 1999b ). 

Bully/victims are among the most rejected children in school (Andreou, 2000). They are 

more likely than other children to be hyperactive and to seek stimulation and attention 

from bullies, even though the bullies' responses may be harmful to them (Olweus, 1997; 
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Voors, 2000). They are also more likely to seek revenge for the bullying they have 

received (Voors, 2000). Like bullies, bully/victims believe others can be manipulated, and 

they attempt to do so with violence (Andreou, 2000). 

Bully victims suffer psychological distress. Studies have found bully/victims to 

have the lowest self-esteem (Andreou, 2000; Duncan, 1999b) but that they are similar to 

victims on other psychological scales. These include academic confidence, social 

acceptance, global self-worth, and depression (Austin & Joseph, 1996). Duncan {1999b) 

concluded that although not statistically different from victims in these areas, bully/victims 

are lonelier, more anxious, and have lower self-esteem than bullies and those children who 

are not involved in bullying. Bully/victims are sadder, more helpless, shy, and feel more 

tired. Overall, bully/victims were more depressed than the other children studied (Duncan, 

1999b). 

Behavioral responses to bullying vary from person to person, and some responses 

are likely to encourage the bullying to continue. Children who are bullied tend to have 

difficulties controlling their emotions in front of others. Violent victimization leads to 

emotional dysregulation, which leads to peer rejection (Schwartz & Proctor, 2000). 

Victims display passivity, fear of being aggressive and inability to assert themselves 

(Olweus, 1978). Stanley and Arora (1998) found that socially excluded girls were more 

likely to either do nothing or depend on someone else to help them. They chose passive 

strategies such as walking away, telling the teacher, or finding someone else to be with 

them (Stanley & Arora, 1998). Victims of bullying may develop substance abuse 
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problems, either to fit in or to self-medicate (Voors, 2000). In extreme cases, victims may 

hold their anger inside so long that they can no longer control it, and they act on their 

angry, vengeful thoughts (Voors, 2000). These are the cases that have recently been 

highlighted in media reports, but they are the exception. 

Being very cautious and sensitive, and believing others will hurt them, victims tend 

to exhibit subtle maladaptive social behavior that can be detected before they have more 

extreme reactions. They are considered more unfriendly than children who are defenders 

or not involved with bullying (Tani et al., 2003). Children who are bullied score lower on 

sociability and are highly isolated (Collins & Bell, 1996). However, there are some 

noteworthy gender differences. Michael Boulton (1999) found that girls who spent more 

time alone were more likely to be victimized than those girls who spent more time with 

others. The amount of time talking to others was a protective factor for girls. Boys who 

spent more time alone were more likely to be victims. Shyness, inability to assert 

themselves, and visible lack of confidence have been reported as reasons some children are 

bullied (Cowie & Olafsson, 2000; Dodge et al., 1986; Smith, Bowers, Binney & Cowie, 

1993; Voors, 2000). However, Boulton found that boys who talked more to others were 

also victimized at higher rates. He explained that boys who engage in long sessions of 

conversation without physical activity may be judged as behaving inappropriately 

(Boulton, 1999). 

Victims of bullying avoid certain social interactions with others. They do not do 

rough and tumble play well because they are too submissive (Schwartz, Dodge, & Coie, 
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1993 ), so they miss out on an activity that could train them to deal with real violence 

directed toward them. Victims also have difficulties joining groups on a normal basis; they 

fear rejection and humiliation (Dodge et al., 1986; Smith, Bowers, Binney, & Cowie, 

1993; Voors, 2000). After they become depressed, many victims further isolate themselves 

(Voors, 2000). If they are not completely isolated, victims tend to join groups of children 

who are also bullied, share the same belief system of helplessness, and offer them no 

protection (Voors, 2000). 

Victims of bullying have social difficulties before the victimization begins, and 

these difficulties make it likely they will respond in inappropriate ways in bullying 

situations. Children who are bullied on an ongoing basis tend to be non-assertive (Hazier, 

et al., 1997). Passive targets do not make eye contact, and they feel uncomfortable away 

from parents and with other kids (Voors, 2000). 

When faced with bullying, victims respond in a way that is rewarding to bullies. 

They have difficulties regulating their emotions and interpreting others' emotional 

expressions (Olweus, 1997), so their immediate responses are likely to be to show fear, 

sadness, or both and to cry. They may withdraw, but the most rewarding behavior they 

exhibit quite often is submitting to the demands of the bully (Schwartz, Dodge, Coie, 

Hubbard, Cillessen, Lemerise, & Bateman, 1998). Finally, victims of bullying are less 

likely to retaliate (Perry, Williard, & Perry, 1990). 

Peers' responses to victims are often unhelpful to them. Although not all children 

who are rejected are bullied, children who are bullied tend to be rejected or unpopular 
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among both boys and girls (Boulton & Smith, 1994; Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982; 

Olweus, 1978). Rejected children are more likely to be alone and thus more salient targets. 

They also get less peer guidance about how to deal with bullying (Hodges & Perry, 1999). 

Victimization then leads to further peer rejection (Hodges & Perry, 1999; Schuster, 1999). 

Children who have difficulties with internalizing, externalizing or physical weakness are 

more likely to be victimized if they also have few friends, the friends they have are 

physically weak and incapable of defending them, or they are rejected by their peers 

(Hodges, Malone, & Peny, 1997; Hodges & Perry, 1999). Victims have lower status on 

the peer hierarchy, and people do not want to be associated with them (Bernstein & 

Watson, 1997). Victimization of one child predicts victimization of his or her friends 

(Hodges & Perry, 1999), so it may be that when one child becomes a victim, other 

children who are not victims begin to stay away in order to avoid being victimized as well. 

The responses of victims and of those around them lead to stability of victim status across 

childhood, and possibly into adulthood (Hodges & Perry, 1999; Olweus, 1978). 

Victim status tends to be stable over childhood unless successful intervention 

occurs (Olweus, 1978), but the types of bullying used and number of bullies per victim 

changes. Victimization in 6th grade predicts victimization in the 8th grade (Salmivalli, 

Lappalainen, & Lagerspetz, 1998). Studies have also shown that as bullies mature, their 

repertoire of offensive behavior includes less physical but more verbal abuse towards other 

children. Finally, Salmivalli et al. (1998) report that that later in life, the number of bullies 
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per victim is higher. So there are some children who are consistently bullied throughout 

childhood by more and more of their peers. 

Bullying victims develop academic problems. Kochenderfer and Ladd ( 1996) 

reported that victimization by peers is a precursor for kindergarten children's loneliness 

and avoidance of school. The duration of the children's experiences with abuse by peers 

correlates with the extent of their difficulties adjusting to school (Kochenderfer & Ladd, 

1996). After being abused by their peers, children try to avoid school. They cannot assert 

themselves even to verbal assaults, and they worry about being victimized. They have 

difficulties studying because they are constantly worrying, and their grades suffer (Olweus, 

1978; Voors, 2000). Bullying can result in bright kids leaving school permanently because 

of fear of returning (V oors, 2000). 

By the time victims are adults, their bullying colleagues choose to exclude them 

socially, an act referred to as mobbing by Schuster (1996). Leymann (1993) found that 

mobbing leads to low self-esteem, depression, work disorders, job loss and suicide. 

Clearly, bullying has long-term negative effects on children who become victims and 

cannot escape victim status. 

Longitudinal research has shown that long-term psychological problems are caused 

by being victimized (Oiweus, 1997). Duncan found that psychological distress follows 

bullying victims into adulthood and that 46% still think about it (Duncan, 1999a). Crozier 

and Skliopidou (2002) found that adults who remember being very hurt over a long period 

of time by name-calling in school grew up to have more negative feelings about their past 
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than do adults who, as children, were not as affected by name-calling. Clark and Kiselica 

(1997) and Voors (2000) reported, more specifically, that victims of bullying grow up to 

have low self-esteem, low self-confidence and experience depression. Finally, victims' 

adult relationships suffer because victims tend to fear intimacy (Voors, 2000). 

The type of victimization determines victims' and others' responses. Most people 

consider physical bullying to be more severe compared to verbal bullying. This is 

evidenced in the old adage "Sticks and stones ... " and in the fact that adults are less likely 

to intervene if the abuse a child is receiving is verbal or indirect in nature. However, 

Duncan (1999a) found that verbal abuse accounts for more variability in psychological 

distress than child abuse or bullying requiring medical attention. 

The type and frequency of aggression determines victims' responses. Distancing 

and internalizing strategies were more likely to be used with relational aggression than 

with overt aggression, which tends to evoke externalization. Children who report more 

frequent victimization respond by internalizing the distress rather than by problem-solving 

(Roecker Phelps, 200 I). 

Gender makes a difference in the responses of victims and the effects of bullying 

on them. The effects of being physically bullied are easily measured, but, because it is 

more likely to go unnoticed, the effects of verbal or indirect forms of bullying may be as 

negative or worse. Girls exhibit and experience more indirect aggression than boys. 

Consequences of indirect aggression include "psychological pain, hurt, fear, loss of self

esteem, anxiety, loss of self-confidence, and fear for future relationships" (Owens, Slee, & 
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Shute, 2000, pp. 365-366). The teenage girls who experience indirect aggression want to 

get away, withdraw, and may have thoughts of suicide. They may hit back, or they use the 

telephone to deal with the problem one-on-one. A telephone conversation with the bully 

may be seen as more constructive and less dangerous than attempting to talk over 

difficulties in the presence of the peer group. Owens, Slee, and Shute (2000) discovered 

six stages females go through while dealing with bullying. They are as follows: ( 1) 

confusion, (2) cover-up/denial (so they do not reward the perpetrator), (3) pain, ( 4) desire 

to escape, (5) fear/paranoia that it will not stop, and (6) catastrophizing self-talk ( eg., 

"Everybody hates me."). 

Podolski and Huessmann ( 1996) found that childhood aggression is positively 

correlated with adult depression in females but negatively correlated with it in males. 

Because of gender socialization, females internalize and externalize, males tend to 

externalize only. Aggression may lead to peer isolation in females, which may be linked 

with the lack of social support associated with later depression. 

Bystanders/ "Those not involved" 

Children and adolescents who are not involved in bullying interactions or are 

bystanders comprise 60% of students and may actually play an important role in the 

bullying cycle. Bystanders fare very well psychologically (Duncan, 1999b ). For instance, 

they have the highest scholastic and athletic competence. They are physically attractive, 

socially accepted, and popular (Andreou, 2000; Olweus, 1978). Finally, they score high on 

global self-worth (Andreou, 2000). However, some believe these individuals to be the 
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"silent majority," saying they either do not report the bullying they witness or they join the 

bully for fear ofbeing bullied themselves (Fried & Fried, 1996; Voors, 2000). Voors 

reported that seeing bullying incidents makes them feel helpless, guilty, confused, and 

victimized (Voors, 2000). Carney (2000) reported that bystanders are at risk for a myriad 

of negative results, including suicidal ideation. Even the remotest of possibilities that this 

is true makes it imperative that effort be taken to empower this forgotten group (Fried & 

Fried, 1996; Voors, 2000). 

The most nonaggressive, well-behaved children and adolescents are in the group of 

children who are not involved in bullying (Andreou, 2000; Olweus, 1978). Olweus found 

that the most well adjusted children were seldom attacked or ridiculed but that they were 

capable of engaging in, and probably had engaged in assertive or aggressive behavior in 

response to provocation (Olweus, 1978). The aggression they do display is very different 

from that of a bully's aggression toward victims. They score low on Machiavellianism and 

do not believe they can control others. 

Group as a Whole 

Peer victimization is a function of group dynamics. Regardless of which classroom 

is the subject of focus, at least one child or adolescent is targeted for aggression or 

exclusion (Thompson, 2001). Schuster (1999) and Bernstein and Watson (1997) proposed 

that having one scapegoat may be part of group formation and functioning and that 

scapegoating serves to increase group cohesion. The act of excluding and demeaning one 
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child is thought to promote in-group cohesion. Bell and Healey (1992) suggested that 

even teasing is a way to promote conformity and assign roles in a group. 

Salmivalli, Lappalainen, and Lagerspetz ( 1998) studied the social environment's 

impact on bullying over time. They compared the predictive power of the child's own 

behavior to that of the peers' on the child's subsequent year's behavior. Especially for 

girls, the current peer group behavior had more predictive power (Salmivalli, et al., 1998). 

As the children were promoted to a new grade with a different class, the victim status of 

children remained constant (Salmivalli, et al. , 1998). Even when a child changed 

environments, victimization persisted, suggesting that victims will remain victims; 

however, consistency is stronger when the same classmates are around (Salmivalli, et al., 

1998). 

Eslea and Mukhtar (2000) studied bullying behavior among white, Pakistani, 

Hindu and Indian Muslim children. They found that children of different ethnic, religious 

or cultural groups bullied each other, but in-group bullying was rare. The exception to this 

was bullying related to the bullies ' and victims' positions in the caste system. 

Pikas (2002) emphasized the importance of studying and intervening in groups 

bullying single individuals who are weaker than the group. He wrote that even when 

children have a normal profile and are not individually overly aggressive, they can 

influence one another in such a way that the group buiJies other children. Pikas also said 

that the bullying of a single child can begin as a way to protect the group against an 

intruder or a member who has gone against the group 's rules and that the victim may not 
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necessarily meet the traditional victim profile. However, he continued by saying that 

children may become habitually victimized by others at school after they have been 

targeted by a group. 

School Environment and School Personnel 

The overall environment and the attitudes and actions of school personnel 

contribute to bullying problems in schools. When asked what constitutes bullying, teachers 

are likely to answer that only actual or threatened physical harm counts as bullying and 

social exclusion does not (Boulton, 1997). Boulton (1997) also measured attitudes toward 

victims. Although teachers had positive attitudes toward victims but not bullies or 

bullying, they felt they were responsible for preventing bullying inside the classroom only. 

They indicated they wanted help and to learn how to deal with bullying, but students 

report that teachers are not willing to do much about bullying if it is reported to them. 

Teachers may also unwittingly serve as models of poor behavior for their students. 

According to Piekarska ( 1996), adolescent students' stress, anger, and hostility levels are 

associated with levels of sub-abusive aggression toward them by their teachers. 

Parent , Familie , and Adult in General 

While teachers and the school environment certainly have a large impact on 

children and adolescents, the institution that has the most impact is the family. In an 

attempt to discover why some children become bullies, some become bully/victims, and 

some become victims many research endeavors have focused on dyadic relationships, 

including sibling relationships and parent-child relationships. Other studies have parenting 
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style and child maltreatment as foci. Results of these studies have shown victims, bullies 

and bully/victims to have families that differ significantly from each other. 

Victims 'families. Over-involvement in the family is positively related to childhood 

victimization. Studies have repeatedly found that victims of bullying have family members 

who are over-involved in their decisions and activities (Hazier, Carney, Green, Powell, & 

Jolly, 1997), overprotective (Finnegan, Hodges, & Perry, 1998; Smith & Myron-Wilson, 

1998), intrusively demanding, yet unresponsive to them (Ladd & Ladd, 1998). Bowers, 

Smith, and Binney ( 1994) studied the relationships of victims, bullies, bully/victims, and 

children who are not involved in bullying interactions with their families among children 

ages 8 to 11. Children identified as victims by Bowers et al. ( 1994) tended to have high 

levels of positive involvement with family members and clumped family members together 

in family drawings, which suggests the families may be highly enmeshed. A majority of 

victims chose a parent as one of the two family members most involved with them, 

whereas less than one-third of the children in the other groups-bullies, bully/victims, and 

those not involved- chose a parent. 

Sometimes overinvolvement comes in the form of less positive relationships. Clark 

and Kiselica ( 1997) found that bullied children come home and lash out at their parents, 

which results in the deterioration of the parent-child relationship. Children who are bullied 

by their peers may also be treated violently by their parents. Victims of bullying have 

higher rates of emotional maltreatment, physical abuse and sexual assault perpetrated by 

parents (Duncan, I 999a). Olweus ( 1991) hypothesized these children learn to believe in 
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their own helplessness and adopt a victim status. Some researchers have found gender 

differences in the amount and type of family involvement victims report. For boys, the 

more intensely close their relationship with their mother and the more hostility they receive 

from their father, the more likely they are to be victimized (Ladd & Ladd, 1998; Schwartz, 

Dodge, & Coie, 1993). Extreme closeness to their mothers does not seem as detrimental 

to girls. 

Along with over-involvement with the family may come less involvement with 

others outside of the family, or isolation from others. Bernstein and Watson ( 1997) 

reported that social isolation and anxiety in parents is associated with victimization of 

children. They considered this tendency to be part of intergenerational patterns of victim 

status. 

Olweus ( 1991) suggested having overprotective parents prevents autonomy from 

developing. Children who are victimized may learn to be overly dependent upon their 

parents. Finnegan, Hodges, and Perry (1998) provided data that suggested female victims 

feel threatened that their mothers will reject them, and male victims are fearful when they 

are in conflict with their mothers. Fearful boys are more likely to internalize sanctions 

against autonomy and just obey. 

Parent-child attachment style has long been posited as an organizing force on 

children ' s relationships with others. Bernstein and Watson (1997) and Renken, Egeland 

and arvinney ( 1989) wrote that anxious-resistant attachment and ambivalent-insecure 

attachment evidenced by excessive distress upon separating from a parent (usually the 
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mother), difficulties with calming after separation, a mixed reaction of crying and fussing 

upon reunion with the parent, and mixed resistance and contact-seeking with the parent 

(Durkin, 1995), is associated with victimization. Renken, Egeland, and Marvinney ( 1989) 

hypothesized that children with ambivalent-insecure attachment receive unpredictable care 

and doubt their effectiveness in influencing the caregiver. While remaining somewhat 

dependent, they lack self-esteem and confidence in their own worth and are thus 

susceptible to being victimized by peers (Renken et al. , 1989). 

Another avenue of research is that which focuses on children's sibling 

relationships. Victims tend to have positive relations with siblings but they do not engage 

in as much rough and tumble play as non-victims. At home, adolescents report being 

bullied at a rate of29.94% with males reporting higher rates of being bullied than females 

(Duncan, 1999b ). Almost 600/o of respondents say they get along well with siblings 

(Duncan, 1999b ). Relatively low percentages of victims at school report being victimized 

by or bullying their siblings. 

Bullies 'families. Whereas victims of bullying are over-involved with family 

members, bullies are under-involved or have very negative interactions with family 

members. Olweus (1997) reported bullies experience a lack ofwarmth or involvement by 

their primary caregiver (Olweus, 1997). Bullies have very frequent disagreements with 

their parents (Baldry & Farrington, 2000), and they tend to name a member of the 

extended family as their most involved family member (Bowers et al ., 1994). 
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Bullies' parents tend to be consistently inattentive, authoritarian, and aggressive 

toward their children. They tolerate their children's aggression permissively (Baldry & 

Farrington, 2000), and provide inconsistent discipline (Hazier et al., 1997). The 

attachment style of children who bully, both pure bullies and bully/victims, is more likely 

to be avoidant-insecure (Renken et al., 1989). Renken et al. suggested that kids with this 

attachment style expect hostility from others and, therefore, lack trust. Aggressive patterns 

of relating with others follow. 

Parental aggression and spanking have been studied as causes of bullying and 

victim status. Olweus ( 1997) reported parents of bullies to be very quick to anger. 

Schwartz, Dodge, Pettit and Bates ( 1997) found that aggressive male victims experience 

more punitive, hostile family treatment than others. Schwartz and colleagues ( 1997) found 

that aggressive children who have not been bullied have seen adult violence and conflict 

but have not been personally victimized by adults (Schwartz et al., 1997). Scarpa and 

Kolko (1996) and Smith and Myron-Wilson (1998) reported that the most aggressive 

children have been dealt with in physically violent ways by parents. Boys' aggression has 

been linked with their mother's permissiveness toward that aggression, power-assertive 

discipline, physical punishment, violence and strong threats (Baldry & Farrington, 1998; 

Olweus, 1984; Olweus 1997). 

Despite intentions toward greater socialization of children, parental spanking is 

associated with higher levels of aggression in our young. This is true regardless of the 

frequency of spanking. Those children who are the objects of violent discipline are most 
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highly aggressive. Children who were spanked by their mothers are more angrily and 

reactively aggressive. Their behavior is likely to be an imitation of the 

emotional/behavioral pattern of their mothers rather than instrumental aggression. 

However, children whose mothers use other violence against them are more likely to use 

reactive and bullying aggression than those where are spanked. Boys spanked by fathers 

have higher levels of bullying aggression, indicating that the use of physical dominance to 

solve interpersonal differences may have been modeled by these fathers and then adopted 

by their sons (Strassberg, Dodge, Pettit, & Bates, 1994). 

Bully/victims' families. The families of bully/victims are characterized by 

unpredictable care and poor interpersonal relationships among members. Children who 

both bully and are victimized by peers have parents who provide inconsistent care and 

discipline (Rigby, 1998). Bully/victims are not monitored accurately by either parent, and 

they characterize parents as low in warmth (Bowers et al., 1994). Bully/victims also report 

both the highest levels of neglect and overprotection by parents (Bowers et al ., 1994). 

Bully/victims' relationships with others in the nuclear family are poor. Bowers et al 

( 1994) found that bully/victims tend to name a member of the extended family as their 

most involved family member. Bully/victims tend toward the extreme of under

involvement, as ratings provided by them suggest they are most involved with themselves 

rather than any family member at all. Additionally, most (60%) bully-victims at school are 

also victims at home, and most (76.67%) bully their siblings at home as well (Duncan, 

1999b . 
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Adults and society in general. Role modeling for masculinity and femininity has 

been implicated as a factor that perpetuates bully-victim interactions. How do children 

learn what is masculine, what is feminine, and how they should behave? Many theorists 

believe they learn from their elders, who give them examples ofbehavior. Bandura {1986) 

contends that when children see others rewarded for their behavior, and in this example 

masculine or feminine behavior, the likelihood that those behaviors are repeated is high. 

This process is called vicarious reward. Children can learn from role models who are in 

their immediate world, or they can learn from role models who are in the media. 

Forces to socialize boys to be masculine create great pressure for boys and can 

contribute to violent behavior. In his book Real Boys, William Pollack (1998) describes a 

bullying episode in which a boy was repeatedly called names by another boy, but because 

he wanted to be "like a man" he did not tell an adult. Instead, he waited until he was so 

frustrated by the situation that he responded to the bully with violence, a response that is 

acceptable as masculine. The boy who was being victimized punched the boy who was 

tonnenting him, and this put an end to the tennent. Such interactions are common among 

boys and from them they learn that violence can be the solution to their problems. Pollack 

wrote that one thing that is at the root of bullying and retaliation is a desire to be 

masculine, to be strong and powerful and to not allow another boy to beat them. One 

final and extremely salient motivation for boys is that they be nothing like girls. For a boy, 

having any feminine traits can be a sentence to be a target on the playground. Fear of not 

being aggressive and dominant is a controlling factor in their lives (Miller, 1976). 

35 



Hypermasculinity is a set of traits, including overt physical aggression and 

negative, hostile attitudes toward women (Mosher & Sirkin, 1984). When boys learn these 

attitudes and actions from their role-models, they may be more likely to bully girls at 

school. They also may be more likely to bully boys who do not meet their standards of 

masculinity. Hypermasculinity is demonstrated in relationships in which men are 

domineering and aggressive with their mates. Therefore, boys are more likely to learn 

hypermasculine ways of behaving when their male role-models abuse their mates. 

Homophobia is an additional phenomenon that fuels these interactions. There is an 

intense fear among boys of behaving in ways considered feminine (Phoenix, Frosh, & 

Pattman, 2003 ; Pollack, 1998). Boys who do behave in these ways receive punishment 

from their peers and their elders. In a homophobic culture, being labeled as gay is one way 

boys are bullied for behavior that is less masculine. Hatred and violence toward gay or 

effeminate men provide a strong motivator for boys to behave in masculine ways that will 

increase the likelihood that others will treat them with respect (Phoenix, et al ., 2003 ; 

Pollack, 1998). 

Girls learn to behave in feminine, and sometimes hyperfeminine, ways from their 

role-models as well. Girls are expected to avoid overt aggression, sometimes at great costs 

to their physical and psychological integrity. The hyperferninine female judges her success 

by her romantic relationships with men. She uses her sexuality to manipulate others to do 

things her way (Murnen & Byrne, 1991). The actions and attitudes that signal 

hyperfemininity are learned through role modeling. First, girls see adult women, either in 
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their immediate lives or on television, behave in hyperfeminine ways. Women are more 

likely to get attention from others and acceptance from men when they are hyperfeminine 

(Matschiner & Murnen, 1999). These rewards signal to girls that they will be rewarded 

similarly if they behave in similar ways. 

The tenets of learning through role-modeling (Bandura, 1986) would suggest that 

women who pursue relationships with macho, aggressive men demonstrate 

hyperfemininity for young girls. However, the behavior pattern is found in many other 

places as well. For example, on a recent airing of a very popular television show, a main 

female character was shown attempting to persuade a male to forgive her for offending 

him in some way by pressing her breasts together with her biceps and batting her eyelashes 

at him. This demonstration of manipulation is not an uncommon thing to witness on 

television shows. 

The effects of overly feminine behavior pervade the literature on bullying. Girls 

learn that overt aggression is not acceptable but that they can manipulate others and use 

their "feminine wiles" to get their way. Because their covert aggression is not as 

noticeable and not as likely to be recognized as real aggression, it is less likely that 

authority figures will punish the aggression (Simmons, 2002). Therefore, as Rachel 

Simmons wrote in her book Odd Girl Out, there is a "hidden culture of aggression in 

girls" (Simmons, 2002, p. 15)" that is a direct result of acceptance and perpetuation of 

overly feminine attitudes and behaviors. 
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Community 

Exposure to community violence is associated with peer victimizatio~ rejection, 

and aggression in children. Personal victimization in the community contributes to 

emotional dysregulation, and this promotes further victimization (Schwartz & Proctor, 

2000). Witnessing violence in the community has been found to be associated with beliefs 

that aggression will have positive outcomes. It is also positively related to beliefs that 

aggression is appropriate (Schwartz & Proctor, 2000). 

When and Where Does Bullying Occur? 

Finding effective interventions for bullying depends upon obtaining an accurate 

description of where different types of bullying occur. Craig, Pepler and Atlas' (2000) data 

showed that the location of bullying depends on the particular type of bullying and the 

target. Direct bullying is more common on the playground, but bullies are more indirect in 

the classroom. Nonaggressive children are bullied on the playground, but aggressive ones 

are bullied in the classroom (Craig, Pepler, & Atlas, 2000). 

Bullying has been found to occur more on the playground at school, on the way to 

or from school, and on the bus than it is in the classroom. Examining these trends, it is 

clear that transitions tend to be t imes of greater victimization (Tattum, 1997). It seems 

that transitions are times of greater anxiety for children, and children likely to bully others 

sense their vulnerability. It is also apparent that bullying is more likely to occur when there 

is little or no adult supervision. 
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What Perpetuates Bullying? 

Research has implicated characteristics and actions of bullies, victims, people who 

witness bullying, parents, and society in promoting violence toward victims. One primary 

reason bullying occurs is that children and adolescents who bully experience more positive 

than negative consequences as results of their behaviors. Bullies are less upset if they are 

hurting a child who already has a victim status (Perry, Williard, & Perry, 1990). Children 

who bully do not understand the feelings of victims, so they cannot experience the 

appropriate level of guilt that follows for most people when they hurt others (Kaukiainen, 

et al., 1996). Seguin, Pihl, Boulerice, Tremblay and Harden (1996) found that boys who 

are most consistently and frequently aggressive may feel pain less readily than others. As a 

result, any painful consequences of bullying they may experience may not be punishing 

enough for them to cease their behavior. Finally, bullies enjoy attention from others, 

heightened social status, power, and control (Bernstein & Watson, 1997; Hoover & 

Hazier, 1991 ), and they oftentimes obtain some object or achieve some sought-after goal 

by violating others. With these reinforcers in place, bullies are unlikely to stop bullying. 

Bullying behavior has been found to result in favorable outcomes for the bully 

(Dodge & Coie, 1987). Perry, Williard, and Perry (1990) found children to have different 

expectations and attitudes about aggressing toward victimized versus non-victimized 

children. They report expecting more tangible rewards, more signs of suffering by the 

victim, and they did not expect victims to retaliate. The children report feelings of concern 

about getting the rewards but fewer disturbing feelings regarding hurting the victim or the 
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victim retaliating when they imagined aggressing against them. This indicates that 

aggression toward already victimized children provides more positive consequences than 

negative. 

Victims' initial demeanor, social situations and responses to bullying incidents are 

thought to perpetuate their victimization. Hodges and Perry (1999) found two conditions 

that contribute to the development of victimization: (I) behavior that reinforces 

aggressors, and (2) social ties that condone victimization. Before bullying begins, victims 

exhibit anxiety and symptoms of depression that make them more vulnerable to 

victimization (Craig, 1998). This begins a vicious cycle. 

The initial social situation in which victimized children find themselves both creates 

and contributes to further victimization. Victims are rejected by their peers (Schuster, 

200 I). Additionally, they choose friends who are also victimized. Therefore, the friends 

they do have cannot take up for them if they are bullied (Hodges, Malone, & Perry, 1997). 

Children who are both victimized and rejected are very cooperative, so they may give in to 

bullies' demands more readily than other children (Schuster, 2001). 

Bullies and victims report very different reasons for the aggression. Forty-two 

percent of bullies say they do so because of provocation, but only three 3% of victims 

admit provoking (Ortega & Lera, 2000). Most victims attribute malicious intentions 

(37%) to the bully or to their own personal weakness (32%). Thirty-one percent of bullies 

admit to malicious intentions. 
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Adults in authority may perpetuate bullying. Boulton and Underwood (1992) 

pointed out adults' responses to bullying discount children as individuals. They and others 

diminish the victim by focusing exclusively on negative, weak characteristics and 

emphasize the victim's vulnerability (Hazier, 1996). Teachers and adults respond by doing 

nothing or encouraging the victim to stand up for him or herself, which may result in the 

victim demonstrating his or her personal weakness. If the adult attempts to handle the 

situation, it magnifies the victim's dependence upon others for protection. This creates a 

no-win situation for both the victim and the adult. 

Attitudes of parents and peers about bullying also make it likely bullying will 

continue. Attitudes supportive of bullying peak at age 15-16 for boys and age 13-14 for 

girls (Rigby, 1997). Twenty-one percent of boys report that friends pressure them to bully 

(Rigby, 1997). Ten percent ofboys say their parents encourage bullying (Rigby, 1997). 

These parents comment that bullying pays and that since most bullying is covert, children 

must be the initiators of positive and negative consequences of each others' actions. 

Societal attitudes also make it likely nobody will stop bullying from occurring. 

Americans have become desensitized to violence so that we do not recognize milder forms 

of aggression, and many treat bullying as humorous (Voors, 2000). It is impossible to 

laugh about someone' s suffering and feel empathy at the same time. Laughter reinforces 

the negative behavior of the bully and the negative feelings toward the victim (Voors, 

2000). Another value that perpetuates bullying is that it is part of growing and forming 
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character (Rigby, 1997). Societal attitudes must be changed if bullying is going to stop 

(Voors, 2000). 

Finally, television and news reports may perpetuate victimization. Huesmann, 

Moise, and Podolski ( 1997) found that television viewing of aggression is correlated with 

actual aggression in both boys and girls and that it is also associated with criminal 

behavior. The media portrays men as resolving conflicts in predominantly violent ways 

(Clark & Kiselica, 1997) and depicts women and children as helpless victims much more 

often than capable self-defenders. This depiction serves to engender a sense of 

helplessness and powerlessness, especially in little girls (Tegner & McGrath, 1976), and it 

provides inappropriate modeling for children of all ages. 

Prevalence of Bullying/Victimization 

Bullying and victimization rates have been reported for numerous countries, 

including Australia, Canada, England, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Japan, The Netherlands, 

Oman, Spain, and the United States (U.S.). The topic has just recently taken a place of 

interest to researchers in the U.S. after a seeming rash of acts of school violence which 

have been found to oftentimes be responses to the perpetrators' experiences of being 

bullied (NT AC, 2000). However, due to a relative paucity of research in the area, a firmly 

established prevalence rate for bullying or victimization in the U. S. has not yet been found 

(Duncan, 1999b). 

The work that has been done in the U.S. has shown bullying to be an insidious 

problem for our society. Duncan found that 25.27% of students in the seventh and eighth 
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grades report being called names, picked on, left out on purpose, made fun of, hit or 

pushed around by their fellow students. At a particular point in time, about 10% report 

being bullied, but over the course of childhood, up to 77% are victimized (Duncan, 

1999b). Hazier, Hoover and Oliver (1991) wrote that 75% of students report being bullied 

at some point in their schooling. Finally, Perry, Kusel and Perry (I988) reported a I 0% 

rate of extreme victimization in the U. S., with extreme victimization defined as a score of 

200 or higher (of a possible score of 700) on the Modified Peer Nomination Inventory. 

This score indicates that an average of29% of a student's peers nominated the student on 

seven different questions measuring victimization. 

Bullying has been studied more in European countries than anywhere else. Sharp 

and Smith (I99I) studied bullying in the United Kingdom. There, 27% of primary students 

and 10% of secondary students said they were bullied more than once. Of these primary 

and secondary students, I 0% and 4% respectively, say they were bullied more than once a 

week. In another study conducted in England, Sharp, Thompson and Arora (2000) found 

490/o of students reported being bullied within the last term of school but not before that. 

About 2% reported being bullied up to one year before the study was conducted, and 

3. 86% said they had been bullied for more than a year. Crozier and Skliopidou (2002) 

found 14I of 220 adult participants in the United Kingdom reported having been called 

hurtful names as children. In Ireland, 8% of students experienced serious, weekly bullying 

(Whitney & Smit~ I993 ). 
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Ortega and Lera (2000) investigated bullying in Spain. Thirty-three percent had 

been victimized occasionally, and 8% reported experiencing frequent violence. Fifty-six 

percent said since they had experienced bullying since the beginning of the school year. 

Twenty-five percent of victims said it had occurred "forever." 

Schuster (1999) studied bullying in Germany. She asked children in 6th through 

8th grades to report victimization of themselves and their peers at that point in time. She 

found that 6.8% were identified by their peers as having been bullied, but 8.2% identified 

themselves as victims. Schuster ( 1999) also found that almost every classroom has a 

victim. 

Bullying and victimization in Finland and Norway has been studied extensively. 

Olweus (1997) reported that of children ages 7 to 16, 15% are either bullies or victims, 

g<>fo are victims, and 7% are bullies. Olweus found that about 10% of children are victims 

and 10% are bullies, according to teachers (Olweus, 1978). In another ofhis studies, 14% 

of students surveyed reported either having bullied or having been victimized (Olweus, 

1997). Finally, Salmivalli, Lappalainen, and Lagerspetz (1998) reported that 10.5% and 

4. 7% of children in sixth and eighth grades, respectively, were considered by peers to have 

been bullied in Finland. 

Outside of Europe, the amount of research on bullying is less profuse. In Japan, 

studies of bullying have revealed that 15% of elementary students and 10% of secondary 

students are bullied (Whitney & Smith, 1993). In Australia, boys are bullied "pretty often" 

at a rate of 17%, girls-11% (Whitney & Smith, 1993). However, Slee (1995) found 
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8.14% of students in grades 8 to 12 reported being victimized at least once a week in 

Australia. 

Levels of bullying in schools depend on the ages of the children being studied. In 

contrast to European studies that report higher rates in primary school (Olweus, 1994), 

Duncan (1999a) and Hoover et al. {1992) found that bullying was most prevalent in 

middle school in the United States. By the time victims are adults, their bullying colleagues 

choose to exclude them socially (Schuster, 1996), and they do so at a rate of 

approximately 25% over their lifetime, with 9% considering bullying as a serious problem 

and 3.5% experiencing it weekly in the six months before the study (Leymann, 1993). 

Gender Differences in Bullying 

Girls and boys differ in the amount and types of bullying in which they are 

involved. The most consistent finding regarding amounts of bullying is that boys 

experience bullying at higher levels than girls, and boys are more often perpetrators of 

bullying. However, much of the research has had boys as the focus, and most of it has 

been conducted in Europe. 

North American students may have more gender equality in bullying and 

victimization compared to European students (Duncan, 1999a; Duncan, 1999b; Perry, 

Kusel, & Perry, 1988). Duncan ( 1999a; 1999b) found that males and females are equally 

likely to report being bullied in general. However, the types of bullying for which children 

are responsible varies by gender, according to most sources (Duncan, 1999b ). Although 

Perry, Kusel, and Perry (1988) found girls' rate of direct victimization-being picked on, 
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pushed, kicked, or called names by other students-to be equal to that of boys, the most 

common finding is that boys experience and perpetrate more physical forms of bullying 

and that girls use more psychological forms ofbullying. According to Duncan (1999b), 

males are more likely to be targets of physical aggression than girls. Rigby ( 1998) found 

boys were both threatened and actually hit/kicked more than girls. Smith and Shu (2000), 

Pakaslahti and Keltikangas-Jarvinen (1998), Crick and Grotpeter (1995}, Rys and Bear 

(1997}, and Paquette and Underwood (1999) all found boys use physical, or overt, 

bullying more than girls. 

Most studies investigating this subject have shown girls are less likely to engage in 

physical aggression than relational aggression, which includes spreading rumors and 

gossip, scapegoating, excluding victims socially, or ostracizing them (Crick & Grotpeter, 

1995; Ross, 1996). Although some investigators have found relational aggression is equal 

between boys and girls (Paquette & Underwood, 1999; R ys & Bear, 1997}, they are the 

exception. Smith and Shu (2000) found girls tend to suffer social exclusion. Pakaslahti and 

Keltikangas-Jiirvinen (I 998) found aggressive girls use intrigue (indirect aggression). It is 

hypothesized that females tend to be more concerned about achieving relational goals 

(Hazier, Hoover, & Oliver, I 991 ). Relationally aggressive acts are considered to damage 

girls more than boys and, thus, are used as tools of bullying among females (Crick & 

Grotpeter, I 995). 

A gender gap exists in the population of bullies and victims. Male bullies pick on 

more than 80% of male victims and more than 60% of female victims (Bernstein & 
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Watson, 1997). Children who are victimized without also being bullies are mostly girls 

(71.4%), whereas those who only bully are predominantly male (71.9%). Finally, children 

who are bullies and victims or who are not involved with bullying are more evenly 

distributed by gender (Baldry & Farrington, 1998). 

Gender differences exist in reactions to being bullied. Girls are more sad or 

miserable, while boys report being more angry. More boys than girls are simply not 

bothered by the abuse they receive. Girls report physical illness and eating disorders as a 

result of bullying. Boys report injury or accidents. Whereas boy bullies and victims report 

similar levels of anxiety, female victims are more anxious than female bullies. Finally, male 

bullies, but not girl bullies, have comparatively poor mental health (Rigby, 1998). 

Interventions and Their Effectiveness 

Researchers have investigated, created and implemented several ways of dealing 

with bullying. In this section, interventions that have been suggested and attempted to 

reduce rates of bullying are discussed. They are divided according to the people who are 

expected to make or implement changes: the victims, the bullies, the school, 

parents/families, or the social system within which the bullying is occurring. The 

effectiveness of each intervention is discussed after its description, if such information is 

available. 

Interventions with the Victim 

A very common type of intervention comes in the form of adults telling victims of 

bullying how to respond to bullying or how to behave in order to avoid being targeted. 
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Perhaps the most prominently held position is that children should learn to deal with 

bullying on their own. However, one of the most common pieces of advice to victims is 

that they tell an adult in charge. Other interventions include seeking peer support, walking 

away, fighting back or standing up for themselves, increasing assertiveness and social 

skills, doing something unexpected, and expanding and strengthening social connections. 

Roecker Phelps (200 I) found significant age differences in the coping skills of 

children who are bullied. Older children have more internal resources that may help them 

cope in prosocial ways. However, older children also endorse aggressive coping strategies 

more often than younger children. This is especially true for coping with overt aggression. 

For younger children, seeking help in a physically threatening situation is an acceptable 

action, but for the older children (the oldest in this study was 4th grade), this is less 

acceptable. It may be that these older children are adopting the attitude that they should 

deal with the problem themselves. 

Tell an adult. When children are asked what they would be instructed to do about 

bullying, 29.7% say their father would tell them to tell someone. Almost 45% say their 

mother would say the same thing (Slee, 1995). The majority of school based interventions 

include this advice to victims as a key component of the program. 

Since such a large percentage of students are being instructed to tell an adult, it is 

hopeful that telling an adult is effective in stopping bullying. Kochenderfer and Ladd 

( 1997) found that for primary students, telling a teacher (Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1997) 

was helpful. However, telling an adult has been found to be less effective in secondary 
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school than in primary school. Of students who reported being bullied in Sharp and 

Smith's (1991) study, 50% said they had not told anyone. Borg (1998) also reported that 

most victims do not seek help from teachers or staff in school. A possible reason for this is 

that adults are not as well-respected by adolescents in secondary school compared to 

children in primary school (Smith, Madsen, & Moody, 1999). Another possible reason is 

that as children age, the expectation that they would be more independent and able to take 

care of themselves becomes stronger. Cowie (2000) found that boys are even less likely to 

report being victimized and described the difficulties reporting in terms of macho attitudes 

in the school. Boys who reported being bullied to a teacher were considered sissies by 

their peers. Cowie (2000) hypothesized that a more acceptable response within the peer 

group would be for boys to either fight back or seek help from a friend, whereas telling a 

teacher may be a more acceptable response of a female victim. 

Hoover and colleagues ( 1992) wrote that responses by school personnel toward 

intervening in bullying may be particularly discouraging. Sixty percent of middle-high 

schoolers said teachers responded poorly to reports of bullying. Limper (2000) found that 

the problem in The Netherlands is that teachers are non-responsive to victims. Teachers 

deny the problem, minimize it or say it is good for them. Children report better behavior if 

their teacher supports them emotionally (Bru, Stephens, & Torsheim, 2002). 

School personnel must work on their response to victims so that it is quick and 

respectful. Adult involvement must be chosen by, not forced on, the victim (Roberts & 

Coursol, 1996). Roberts and Coursol (1996) suggested that once a child does tell an adult, 
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the response on the part of the adults should be immediate. Individual counseling with the 

victim may raise his or her self-esteem by listening and helping raise feelings of 

empowerment and self-efficacy. Role plays of avoiding intimidating situations or getting 

out of them are also recommended. Finally, continued support of the victim will increase 

the likelihood that she or he will not feel abandoned and will report future incidents. 

Seek peer support. When support from an adult is either impossible or would make 

a child lose face, students who are bullied are instructed to seek support from their peers, 

either informally or formally. Cowie and Olafsson (2000) found peer support to be 

empirically unhelpful in stopping victimization. However, in their study, peer support was 

perceived by the users to be helpful. Additionally, there was an immediate protective 

factor in having a peer supporter present. In contrast to Cowie and Olafsson's (2000) 

results, Kochenderfer and Ladd' s ( 1997) participants reported getting help from a friend 

was helpful in decreasing bullying. Cowie (2000) found that peer supporters tend to be 

used primarily by females, and it was difficult to recruit males to be peer supporters. 

Victims "handle it" themselves. Hazier ( 1996) wrote that children must remember 

to seek support when necessary but cautions that being responsible for one's own actions 

is has more long-term productivity potential than being dependent upon others. Voors 

(2000) also admonished that teaching children to deal with bullying on their own is the 

best case scenario as long as there is no serious threat (Voors, 2000). The only person 

who is available at all times to stop them from being bullied is the victim him or herself 
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Walk away or act nonchalant. There are several ways children might handle 

bullying situations on their own. Some fairly common pieces of advice to victims include 

that they walk away, or pretend what is happening to them does not bother them. Voors 

(2000) wrote that children should learn to act unfazed when being bullied. Glew, Rivara, 

and Feudtner (2000) suggested that the victim walk away from the bully, showing 

confidence. Kochenderfer and Ladd ( 1997) studied the effectiveness of walking away as 

an intervention victims could use for decreasing bullying. In their study, walking away 

made bullying increase over time. 

Fight back. Reactive aggression is commonly thought to be a solution to the 

problem ofbeing bullied. Slee (1995) found that 45.9% of students believed their father 

would tell them to stick up for themselves, and 18 .I% thought their mother would tell 

them to do so. In another study, about one-fifth of the students who were bullied were 

encouraged to fight back (Glover, Gough, Johnson, & Cartwright, 2000). 

Fighting back does not seem to be supported by the psychological literature; it has 

been found to escalate conflict and revenge. Boys are in a particular quandary because if 

they do not fight back, they risk being called derogatory names and further verbal abuse 

from other boys (Fried & Fried, 1996). Kochenderfer and Ladd (1997) also found that 

fighting back made bullying increase over time. Those students who are targeted for 

bullying are those who would be least effective at actually winning a fight. Retaliation is 

therefore more likely to be a demonstration of their comparative weakness. One 

participant in Glover et al. 's (2000) study said, 
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I was very unhappy because the girls ganged up on me and called me 

names when I moved about the school but I knew that my mum would say 

to sort it out and give them one back, but I couldn't do it and I had been 

warned to stay out of trouble, and so it was better to just stay miserable-I 

had been suicidal and I will get that way again because there is nobody to 

believe me (p. 154). 

Convincing victims they should be more powerful may actually lead to feelings of 

powerlessness (Elliott, 1991 ), learned helplessness and depression. 

Be more assertive or more socially adept. Assertiveness and social skills training is 

suggested on a widespread basis and is part of many systems ofbullying prevention 

(Arora, 1996). Voors (2000) described assertiveness training in detail. In order to be 

assertive, one must be direct, honest and respectful, keep a distance, restrain him- or 

herself from physical contact with the person, and use "I" messages. He emphasized that 

the victim learn to tell the bully exactly what they want. They should do so while standing 

straight and walking easily, confidently and relaxed. They should make eye contact, but 

they should not stare, as this could be perceived as confrontational (Voors, 2000). 

Hazier ( 1996) is a proponent for assertiveness training within a context of greater 

independence for children. Hazier proposed that victims not be continuously protected but 

that they be taught when to retreat, when to ignore and when to be more active. 

According to him, children need to avoid giving the bully an emotional payoff of power 

and control. They need to be physically and verbally assertive but not aggressive. They 
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must show they believe they are good people who do not deserve to be bullied or abused. 

Hazier suggested children demonstrate this by squaring their shoulders, raising their heads, 

and looking straight at the bully (Hazier, 1996). 

Practice of active assertiveness is very important. Hazier ( 1996) suggested they 

role-play with a safe adult at first and then move into role-playing with other people in 

more realistic contexts. Children who are bullied and not used to asserting themselves 

need to over-learn their newly learned skills so that they will be able to enact them when 

bullying situations arise. 

Few researchers have reported on the effectiveness of assertiveness training alone 

to better the lives ofvictims ofbullying. Tonge (1992, as reported in Sharp and Cowie, 

1994) found that assertiveness training helped most (71%) children who went through it 

as part of a whole-school approach to reducing bullying. In a followup study, children still 

felt more confident, but 40% of the children remained afraid of asserting themselves in 

certain situations. They either froze and forgot what they were supposed to do, or they 

believed they may be physically assaulted as a result and chose not to assert themselves 

(Childs, 1993, as reported in Sharp and Cowie, 1994). 

Do something unexpected Hazier ( 1996) suggested that one way to stop a 

bullying interaction is to do something unexpected. Bullies expect a certain reaction from 

their victim, such as crying or a show of submission, and these reactions actually lead to 

more bullying. When this expectation is dashed, the bully may decide that bullying the 

child is not as rewarding as she or he originally thought it might be. Additionally, victims 
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need to attract attention to enlist voluntary support from others, and doing something 

unexpected may help him or her to do so (Hazier, 1996). Hazier ( 1996) explained that if a 

child has been victimized and has responded submissively in the past, an unexpected 

response is to resist being submissive. If he or she has moved at the request of the bully in 

the past, he or she can stay in the same place. Another unexpected response may be to 

assert him- or herself by speaking loudly enough that others can hear and telling the bully 

that she or he will not give in to the demands of the bully (Hazier, 1996). 

Strengthen social connections. Hazier ( 1996) recommended that children who are 

bullied expand their social connections and strengthen friendships, because one thing that 

increases the likelihood of successful bullying is isolation of the victim. Parents can help 

children's social connections by having them attend play groups, inviting other children 

over to their home, and allowing their own children to visit others' homes. Sports, clubs, 

and religious groups are some other well-known methods. 

Support groups. Getting support from groups of children who experience bullying 

may help victims of bullying. A detailed description of support group work for victims of 

bullying can be found in Arora (1996). Circles ofFriends, created specifically for 

vulnerable children, include volunteers from their classes and outside adult facilitators. 

They meet during class time for 30 to 40 minutes weekly, and the emphasis is on helping 

the focus children understand their strengths and weaknesses and use the strengths to 

build social connections and end their personal isolation (Taylor, 1997). In Smith and 

Madsen's (1997) review of bullying interventions, Taylor's (1997) Circle ofFriends, was 
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reported to be longitudinally effective. Frederickson and Turner (2003) evaluated the 

Circle of Friends using 20 children, ages 6 to 12, with behavioral and emotional problems. 

The intervention was found to produce positive changes in peer acceptance of vulnerable 

children, while the self-perceptions of the vulnerable children and teachers' reports of 

students' behaviors remained unchanged. 

Interventions with Bullies 

Interventions aimed at bullies are less numerous than those aimed at victims. They 

include isolation, punishment, empathy training, cognitive restructuring, social skills 

training, and attending moral development programs. Other suggestions include waiting 

for the child to mature and moving the bully to a different school or classroom. Finally, as 

bullies age, imprisonment becomes an option. 

Bullies' behaviors are resistant to many interventions, so it is tempting for the 

fiustrated interventionist to resort to threats or violence to deal with it. Punishments such 

as disapproval from peers and depriving bullies of privileges are recommended in Ross 

(1996). Voors (2000) warned against the use of power assertive techniques such as 

physical punishment to stop bullying, as this may worsen the problem. He stressed that the 

word "discipline" is derived from "disciple," which means to learn. Physical discipline 

teaches children to control others with physical harm or threats of it and this reinforces 

bullies' negative behaviors. 

Wait. An intervention that is not mentioned in literature but is frequently invoked is 

to wait and do nothing about bullying. Some adults believe that maturation might make 

55 



bullies stop (Thompson & Arora, 1991). There is a commonly held belief that bullying is 

child's play (Voors, 2000). Maturation may make bullies more able to empathize and 

victims more able to take up for themselves. There may be some validity to this suggestion 

as both formal operational thought, the ability to imagine the feelings of others, and social 

skills (Olweus, 1994) develop over time in most children. 

Tranifer the bully. Salmivalli et al. (1998) suggested that the bully, instead ofthe 

victim, be transferred to a different class or school. There is less stability among bullying 

across environments than there is for victims. Therefore, transferring bullies may make it 

less likely that they will bully others around them. 

Cognitive restructuring. Although it is not always labeled as such, cognitive 

restructuring is used in many interventions that involve change in bullies. Bullies have 

difficulties empathizing with others, and they have a tendency to evaluate the world and 

others' actions as threatening or aggressive. Interventions include teaching bullies to take 

the perspective of the victim. Bullies are also taught to be patient and wait before 

evaluating the actions of others so that the evaluation might be more accurate (Ross, 

1996). Passive bullies admire aggressive bullies and come to evaluate the world in a 

negative way. The first step in treatment is to teach them the bully is not a positive model. 

Social skills training. Some form of social skills training for bullies is present in 

many whole-school programs aimed at lowering the prevalence of bullying. Akhtar and 

Bradley ( 1991) found social skills training to have had only moderate success with bullies. 

For children who purposefully seek to dominate others and fail to show appropriate levels 
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of respect to others' dignity, moral development programs may be helpful (Reardon, 

1996). Reardon suggested school teachers become involved by instructing children in 

tolerance of differences and emphasize in lessons the values of diversity, human dignity, 

and personal rights of individuals. For example, English teachers could incorporate in their 

lessons a showing of Schindler 's List or other films which illustrate misuse of power and 

control. The teachers could use such films to generate prompts for writing assignments 

and for discussions. 

Incarceration. In the most severe cases of bullying, the perpetrator may be 

imprisoned. According to the Texas Youth Commission (2002), 49.3% of juveniles 

incarcerated and released in 1998 were reincarcerated within three years of their release. 

When these children grow older, the same actions may result in their being punished 

through the adult justice system. The effectiveness of incarceration on lowering adult 

criminal behavior, in general, is disturbingly poor. According to the Bureau of Justice 

Statistics, inmates have a 67.5% rate of recidivism within three years of their release. 

(2002). Perhaps the somewhat lower rate of recidivism among younger people reflects the 

need for earlier interventions. 

Interventions at School 

Some anti-bullying programs have been circumscribed to making changes in the 

school. These alterations include making sanctions or rules against bullying, changing the 

playground, and educating children about bullying. Other, more elaborate interventions 

within schools will be described in the section on integrated approaches to follow. 
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The most common way schools have dealt with bullying is through the creation of 

policies that reflect an attitude of intolerance toward bullying. This is a very important step 

in the process of lowering bullying because teachers are less likely to intervene if they do 

not think it is serious (Craig, Henderson, & Murphy, 2000}. Smith and Madsen (1997) 

found many schools in the UK had anti-bullying policy or incorporated it in their discipline 

policy. Although it is a very important component ofbullying interventions, changing 

policy cannot stand alone in a school's attempt to better the lives of victims. 

Educating children about bullying is another of the less labor-intensive 

interventions tried in schools. Boulton and Flemington ( 1996) fashioned a school-based 

intervention that consisted of showing an anti-bullying video to secondary students over 

two weeks. Participants completed two questionnaires, the first before the video was 

shown, the second two weeks later. No change in bullying behavior or in attitudes toward 

bullying was found (Boulton & Flemington, 1996). However, in another study, children 

reported using the bullying prevention knowledge gained from programs offered in 

schools (Harachi, Catalano, & Hawkins, 1999). 

Playground improvements are useful in decreasing bullying (Smith, 1997). These 

improvements include increasing supervision (Smith, 1997). Soutter and McKenzie (2000) 

described an intervention implemented in Revesby South Public School in the United 

Kingdom. A student survey was distributed, and results indicated that the children wanted 

an interesting playground in which activities were allocated separate space. They also 

wanted an area dedicated to quiet activities and that football games be moved to a park 
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once a week. Teachers at Revesby South Public School who supervised playground 

activities were to take a book in which they described any bullying incidents. Signs that let 

children know they can report bullying are posted on the playground. One day a year, the 

school professionals, children, and parents convene for Safe and Happy Playground Day, 

in which games and activities promote harassment-free play. Sautter and McKenzie 

(2000) reported that these changes to the playground atmosphere were helpful in lessening 

bullying, but they added that it would be more helpful if it were in the context of a whole

school anti-bullying intervention. 

The bully court is a much more involved process attempted to lower bullying 

incidence. Bully courts are cited as a way of making bullying stop. Incidents ofbullying 

may be made known to the court anonymously through a "bully box," or pupils who 

complain ofbeing bullied may be referred to the court by staff(Mahdavi & Smith, 2002). 

Peers hear testimony, decide the innocence or guilt of the accused, and judge and sentence 

bullies (Mahdavi & Smith, 2002; Ross, 1996). Smith and Madsen ( 1997) reported that 

bully courts were not effective in the long term. 

Mahdavi and Smith (2002) studied the effectiveness of a well-established bully 

court within a school that had adopted an anti-bullying policy, a register for bullies, and a 

system in which 12th year students mentored those in their 7th year. They found that the 

majority of students who had been bullied reported it was helpful. Twenty of 28 bullies 

said it would deter them from bullying again, while five denied any wrongdoing and three 

said they would bully again. Mahdavi and Smith (2002) concluded that bully courts within 
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a system that is clearly against bullying and that provides mentoring are much more likely 

to be effective than courts without these supports. As has been suggested in each of the 

research projects on simple school-based interventions, the effectiveness of these 

interventions is limited. 

Interventions with Families 

Certain types of parenting and family dynamics have been cited as factors 

associated with bullying and are, therefore, targets of intervention. Neufeld (2002) put the 

onus of responsibility for changing maladaptive belief systems on the parents of children. 

She emphasized that parental inaction and tolerance of bullying is an endorsement to 

continue the negative behavior and must be addressed before interventions in the school 

can be permanently effective. Training in parenting skills for the parents of bullies or 

victims may help curtail the problem (Baldry & Farrington, 2000). Thompson, Grace, and 

Cohen (200 I) offered the following solution for bullying: Parents and other adults must be 

good role-models for children. Adults must inform children of when they are being cruel 

and mean if their children are bullying. They should refuse to continue to support of fun 

activities if gossiping or hurting others becomes a part of them. Parents also may get 

involved in arranging for social interaction for their children. They admonish parents to 

seek formal individual or family treatment if the problem is chronic and the child has very 

few friends {Thompson, Grace, & Cohen, 2001). Oliver and Oaks (1994) recommended 

family counseling for both chronic victims of bullying and bullies. 
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The Committee for Children, a nonprofit organization dedicated to creating safe 

environments for children, published a list of tips for parents dealing with bullying. In this 

list, parents are admonished to encourage their children to report incidents in which they 

are bullied to the parent. The parents are then directed in how to respond in a supportive, 

empathic way. The list goes on to advise that parents ask their children methods they have 

used to stop the abuse and talk to them about alternative methods such as avoiding the 

bullying child or staying near a supervising adult. Parents are told to keep cooperative, 

open communication with school personnel. The Committee recommends that parents 

encourage their child to get help at school and report bullying to an individual at school 

with whom they feel safe. Parents are advised to refrain from telling their children to fight 

back, and to refrain from confronting bullying children or their families. Finally, parents 

are encouraged to keep an open line of communication about bullying with their children 

(Committee for Children, 2003c). 

One set of family interventions has further independence of the victim as the goal. 

Voors strongly suggested that parents should intervene if the child is in physical danger 

(Voors, 2000). However, he added, it is up to the parent if the danger is psychological. 

Oliver and Oaks (1994) said the parents ofbullying victims should encourage 

independence of the child while providing a safety net for security at the same time. 

Newman, Home, and Webster (1999) admonished families to provide assistance to victims 

toward the end of removing them from the victim role. Prerequisites to success of these 

family-based interventions would be that the parents of the children who are victimized be 
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involved their children's lives and recognize bullying behavior as aberrant and harmful. 

Whether these interventions aimed at families would be effective at reducing bullying 

remains to be formally tested. 

Integrated Approaches 

In hopes of maximizing the effectiveness of bullying intervention programs, several 

integrated approaches have been designed. Olweus (1997) emphasized that it is a 

democratic right of children to live and go to school without oppression. He (Olweus, 

1994) was the first to suggest an integrated approach to intervening in bullying. The 

program suggests that parents and other adults become more involved in the lives of 

schoolchildren. A preliminary intervention is to raise awareness of bully-victim problems 

within the school. Olweus ( 1997) suggested that there needs to be better supervision and a 

school conference day. PTA meetings in which bullying problems are the focus must be 

held. 

Inside and outside of class, the reward structure for bullying should be changed so 

it does not pay for the bully to violate others. School personnel and parents must develop 

clear rules that prohibit bullying. Both teachers and parents enforce these rules and 

administer non-violent but stem punishment to violators. Parents and teachers need to 

have serious talks with children who are involved in bullying. The kids also need to be 

praised when rules are followed. 

Olweus' program does not stop at changes in school policy and responses to 

bullying interactions. Support and protection for the victim is a major goal. Teaching the 
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victims assertiveness skills is also a point of focus (Olweus, 1997). The program 

encourages helping the victim, the provision of psychological support, and training in 

making and keeping friends (Olweus, 1997). 

Over two years, 42 schools in Norway were evaluated in Olweus' whole-school 

program. Victimization, including direct and indirect bullying, was reduced by 50% or 

more, and bullying behaviors did not just migrate from school to elsewhere. Other 

antisocial behavior was also reduced (i.e., vandalism). Finally, the program was found to 

be a primary and secondary prevention effort because it reduced the number of new 

victims. Students reported their satisfaction with school life was raised as a result of the 

program (Olweus, 1997). 

Because Olweus' program was found to be so promising, several additionally 

approaches have emerged. Stevens and colleagues (2000) evaluated an integrated 

approach to curtailing bullying in Flemish schools that was patterned after Olweus' 

intervention in Norwegian schools. Stevens et al. (2000) had greater difficulty and fewer 

positive results in secondary school over primary school. They attributed these differences 

to developmental characteristics of the students involved. Secondary students may simply 

be more resistant to changes suggested by adults, possibly because of the developmental 

stage most of them are experiencing. They are exerting their own autonomy and 

independence. One aspect of the program was support provided by the researchers if 

necessary. However, Stevens, et al. found that primary schools, especially, did fine 

without researcher support (Stevens, et al., 2000). 
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Tattum ( 1997) proposed a whole-school approach, which includes the open 

rejection of bullying. The school personnel set up rules and sanctions. Programs to help 

bullies and victims establish and develop skills, including assertiveness training, are put in 

place. A buddy system to provide peer support for victims is established. Finally, Tattum 

( 1997) recommended changes in playground landscaping and adequate supervision of the 

playground as well as other places where bullying is common in the school as part of the 

integrated intervention. 

Smith (1997) reported the process and outcome of the Sheffield Anti-Bullying 

Project in the United Kingdom. Twenty-three schools participated in the program. The 

primary intervention was a change in school policy that detailed what bullying is, how it 

would be treated by school professionals, who would be told about bullying incidents, 

how bullying incidents would be documented, and how the program would be monitored 

for progress. A major goal of the policy change was to instill a sense of safety for children 

so they could talk about feelings with regard to being bullied and they could report 

without fear. Schools had the option to participate further by including special bullying 

curriculum such as literature, drama, and videos to educate children and encourage open 

discussions about bullying. They also recommended schools use quality circles, scheduled 

group sessions in which teachers describe and brainstorm solutions to problems (Long, 

2001 ), to help children resolve bullying incidents. Playground interventions, including 

training for playground supervisors and improvements to the environment, were also 

suggested. Working with children on an individual or group basis was encouraged as well. 
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Individual and group work included employing peer counseling and training in 

assertiveness for victims as described by Cowie and Sharp (I 996). Additionally, the Pikas 

method of shared concern, in which children involved in bullying interactions collaborate 

to generate solutions to conflicts and ways to stop aggression (Pikas, 1989) was used. 

Results of the Sheffield Anti-Bullying Project were positive. Every intervention 

attempted by the schools was perceived as helpful. In primary schools, 12 of 16 

participating schools showed significant improvements in both experiencing and 

perpetrating bullying, both in prevalence and frequency. Results in secondary schools were 

more modest. Students who were bullied became more likely to tell an adult about it, and 

children who bullied reported an adult discussed the matter with them. Not surprisingly, 

schools that participated more in optional interventions, had a coordinator for the project 

among their staff, and kept open communication about the development of the anti

bullying policy fared better. 

Eslea and Smith ( 1998) reported more specific results of The DFE Sheffield 

Project. Bullying increased among girls but decreased among boys at follow-up, which 

occurred one year after the two-year program. Unlike previous surveys, girls were more 

likely than boys to report nasty name-calling. They suggested that girls' bullying is not as 

visible; therefore, it is easier for there to be a misunderstanding about what it is, 

dishonesty on the part of the perpetrator, and lack of empathy toward the victim. Indirect 

bullying is reported less often and it may be difficult for girls to admit that it is bullying. 

The lack of reporting among victims may have been due to the fact that, after the 
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intervention, more incidents were actually observed and reported by the staff rather than 

the victims themselves. Schools also seemed to lose momentum after implementing the 

plan for two years. 

The SAVE-Seville Anti-Bullying in School-Project (Ortega & Lera, 2000) was 

a whole-school approach to bullying intervention used in Spain similar to the United 

Kingdom's Sheffield Anti-Bullying Project. The intervention was based on the Pikas 

Method (1975) and Cowie and Sharp's (1996) project aimed at heightened empathy and 

assertiveness. Ortega and Lera's (2000) program took a global approach to bullying with a 

primary goal of having the students work together. Ortega and Lera proposed that a 

cooperative environment promotes less bullying than a competitive one. They aimed to 

raise pupils' understanding of the self and relation to others as well as the feelings and 

values of pupils. The purpose of doing this was to increase levels of mutual respect and to 

increase self-respect in prospective victims. Valuing ones' own feelings was proposed to 

lead to lowered victimization by increasing the likelihood that the children would avoid 

dangerous situations. The children were also introduced to the concept of having "tool 

bags" which contained various ways of dealing with bullying. 

Evaluation of the SAVE Project (Ortega & Lera, 2000) revealed the intervention 

was effective in some areas but not in others, and in some cases children's situations 

worsened. Threats ofviolence and actual violence decreased. Verbal abuse remained 

constant. However, social isolation increased. Therefore, the program seems to have been 

much more effective in dealing with direct bullying than with indirect bullying. 
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Pikas developed an intervention for bullying called the Shared Concern method 

(SCm). Pikas (2002) called for interventionists to view bullying as a conflict and to avoid 

demonizing bullies. The intervention he suggests involves having talks between the 

members of bullying groups and their victims. The first aim of the talks is to create a 

concern about bullying among both the bullies and the victims and to weaken bonds within 

the offending group. Pikas believes creating a concern about bullying in the bullies is 

possible because individual children in bullying groups tend to have some feelings of guilt 

about what they are doing, but they either do not know how to stop it or they fear the 

consequences of straying from the group's activities. A final goal of the Pikas method is to 

have the children generate a solution to the "conflict" of bullying. This method is different 

from others in that it enlists the help of the students involved in the bullying in providing a 

solution. The Method of Shared Concern (Pikas, 1989) has been used in various whole

school bullying programs and has been found to be effective (Smith & Madsen, 1997). 

The No Blame Approach, proposed by Maines and Robinson (1998), emphasizes 

that bullies are harmed by labeling them as bullies and the process of resolving bullying is 

hindered by assigning blame. In the No Blame Approach, seven steps are made to help 

stop bullying. First, the victim is heard. The teacher asks about the child's feelings and 

who was involved in the bullying incident. The teacher does not ask about the particulars 

of the incident. Second the teacher orchestrates a meeting between the students involved 

and the teacher. At the meeting (step three) the teacher explains the problem indirectly, 

perhaps using a story or a poem, and describes the feelings of the victim. Fourth, the 
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teacher makes it clear that the group is responsible and can make restitution. Fifth, the 

teacher asks for the group to brainstonn ideas on how restitution can be achieved. Sixth, 

the teacher hands the responsibility for carrying out the plan over to the group, saying she 

or he will check in with them later for a progress report. Finally, the teacher meets with 

the group again, asking each student about how the intervention is going. 

The No Blame Approach was evaluated by Maines and Robinson (1998) using two 

perspectives. Teachers were questioned about the usefulness and ease of implementation 

of the program in one study, and they were asked to report the helpfulness of the 

intervention according to the victim's report of the outcome. In primary school, all eight 

schools reported success. In secondary school, 4 7 of the 49 schools participating reported 

success. In the second study, 100 schools were sent questionnaires, but only 13 returned 

them. Two of these were deemed unusable. Of the 11 remaining, all reported success of 

the program. 

The Committee for Children (2003a) has designed an anti-bullying program called 

the Steps to Respect Program that is being tested in Canada and in Illinois. This program, 

based on Olweus' ( 1991) whole-school approach, focuses not only on ending bullying 

interactions but also on building friendships for children. Children are taught how to join 

groups and how to create and maintain friendly relationships. They are taught how to 

recognize bullying, how to respond assertively, and how to report bullying to adults. All 

parties including bystanders, are encouraged to become part of the solution to bullying by 

reporting it to teachers when they witness bullying. Children are also taught problem-
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solving skills and how to manage their emotions. School staff members are directed in 

awareness and effective responses to reports of bullying interactions. Case studies in 

Canada and Illinois have provided preliminary support for the use of the Steps to Respect 

Program (Committee for Children, 2003b). 

Batsche and Knoff (1994) recommended a school-based intervention for bullying 

as well. The first step in their plan is for personnel to educate the faculty and children with 

the facts associated with bullying, including what it is, how pervasive a problem it is, and 

how it leads to difficulties for all parties involved. The second step is for beliefs about 

aggressive behavior being a normal part of growing to be dispelled. Batsche and Knoff 

( 1994) advised that in order for an anti-bullying program to become successful, the belief 

that aggression is not acceptable must be adopted. The third step to the bullying 

intervention program is to assess the bullying within the school and report the results of 

the assessment to students and staff The fourth step in the program is for students and 

staff to collaborate to develop a student code of conduct that delineates both acceptable 

and unacceptable behavior. The fifth step is the provision of counseling for bullies and 

victims. The sixth step is to involve parents in the process of intervening, and it includes a 

rule that the earlier a parent becomes involved, the fewer days of suspension their child 

will receive when they are caught bullying someone. The seventh step is to teach children 

who bully, those who are victimized, or those who fall into both categories how to think 

and behave in different ways. These interventions include teaching strategies for self

control behavior management training in social skills, infonnation processing, and 
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teaching children how to take the perspective of others, and they were originally 

recommended by Coie, Underwood, and Lechman (1991, as cited in Batsche & Knoff, 

1994). Accountability is a final goal of the program suggested by Batsche and Knoff 

(1994). It is suggested that the bullying situation within the school be evaluated on a 

monthly basis so that students and teachers can learn how their actions are impacting the 

incidence of bullying within their school. 

Because of ethical concerns, very few studies of bullying or bullying interventions 

have been experimental in nature. An exception to this is a study by Rican, Ondrova, and 

Svatos (I 996). They reported the process and outcome of an experiment involving a 

bullying intervention as the independent variable. The intervention occurred in a Czech 

school, and its participants were eight classes ( 4 experimental, 4 control) of 4th graders. In 

the experimental classes awareness of the problem of bullying in the school was raised by 

administering the Olweus Bullying Questionnaire and sharing the results. Ethical aspects 

were then introduced into the curriculum, and a "class charter" was created by the 

students and teachers of each class, detailing how students and teachers were to treat each 

other. This process yielded a list of I 0 rules for each of the classes. The Olweus bullying 

video was shown to the experimental classes. Control classes were given none of the 

interventions listed above. Four months passed, and the Olweus Questionnaire was given 

agam. 

Results of RiCan, Ondrova, and Svatos' study showed large decreases in children' s 

experiencing and perpetrating bullying. These differences were significantly larger than 
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those found in the control group, suggesting that the intervention was effective beyond the 

Hawthorn Effect. Unfortunately, even after the intervention, 7% of children reported 

being victimized, and 7% had bullied, according to the Olweus Questionnaire {Rican, 

Ondrovci, & Svatos, 1996). 

Proactive Bullying Interventions in Schools 

Perhaps one of the more effective means of intervening in bullying would be to 

prevent it from occurring in the first place. Denham and Holt ( 1993) showed that once a 

person gets a reputation for being a certain way, including being a bully or victim of 

bullying, the likelihood of changing that impression is low. Preventing children from 

becoming victims may help them escape the negative emotional sequelae that follow 

victimization. Although this seems an ideal solution, little has been done to actually 

prevent bullying from happening. 

Rivers and So utter ( 1996) proposed a plan that was aimed at preventing bullying. 

Their program was designed to create a cooperative, group-centered atmosphere in 

classrooms based on the theory that individualistic, competitive atmospheres encourage 

bullying. A study of the effectiveness of these prevention efforts was conducted in a 

Steiner school in the United Kingdom over one academic year. The teachers and children 

were said to fonn long-term relationships and bonds. One way this was accomplished was 

through provision of individual attention to each student at the beginning and end of the 

day. There was no physical violence, but there was teasing (done in fun), especially of new 

kids. In almost every class, a clique of girls would isolate one or two peers. Lower levels 
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of bullying, compared to other schools, were attributed to the collective atmosphere and 

to moral teachings being an integral part of the curriculum. 

Societal/Cultural Interventions 

Children and the adults who supervise and provide them with models of behavior 

are affected, to a large extent, by the culture within which they live. Voors (2000) stressed 

that violence is accepted and perpetuated in the United States, and that societal mores 

must be changed in order to stop bullying from being so popular among children. He 

recommended we examine and challenge our stereotypes. Voors suggested adults speak 

up when derogatory jokes are being told and when people are gossiping (Voors, 2000). 

Adults need to be good role models for our children so that unhelpful beliefs and values 

are not spread (Voors, 2000). 

Why Intervene? 

Olweus (1997) emphasized that it is a democratic right to be able to attend school 

without feeling afraid. For schools, it is important that students be protected from bullying 

because it can be an issue of liability. Victims have been awarded large settlements 

because schools failed to protect them (Tattum, 1997). The belief that schools and adults 

in charge of the supervision of children have a duty to stop bullying is widespread. Smith 

and Brain (2000) said we have an obligation to intervene, and Voors (2000) asserted that 

the most effective way to stop bullying is adult intervention. 

Few researchers have discussed the possibility that intervention in bullying 

interactions may be harmful to the victim in the long-run. Smith and Brain (2000) 
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suggested that intervening may reinforce the idea that the victim is unable to stop the 

bullying him- or herself, especially in later years (Smith & Brain, 2000). This seems 

especially possible within the context of a society that values individualism as much as the 

United States (Hofstede, 1991, as cited in Durkin, 1995). 

Shortcomings of Existing Research on Bullying 

The present author's review of the literature to date and others' previous reviews 

reveal that, despite the best intentions and a tremendous amount of effort on the part of 

investigators, the research on bullying to date has been lacking in five specific areas. First, 

too little research has been conducted in the United States (Duncan, 1999b ). Second, the 

majority of studies have had males as their participants. A third shortcoming of previous 

research is that terms associated with bullying have either not been clearly defined or 

bullying has been limited to overt actions. Last, most research has focused on children 

without applying what has been found in projects investigating victimization and bullying 

in the adult population (Schuster, 1996). 

There is a paucity of research on bullying in the United States. Here, investigators 

have studied broadly defined aggression rather than more specifically defined bullying. 

Researchers have focused on reporting the prevalence and incidence of bullying without 

studying the elements that may help victims avoid or overcome victim status or bullies to 

stop violating others (Harachi, Catalano, & Hawkins, 1999). Interventions that have been 

studied in other countries may not have been appropriate in the culture of the United 

States in that they may foster victims' continued dependence on people other than 
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themselves. This type of intervention may not be as helpful as is hoped in the United 

States because of the extreme value place on independence in this country. 

Research has focused on males' experiences of bullying and being bullied. Olweus 

(1978) stated he used males as his participants because the scales he used were made for 

use by males only. Studies in other countries have shown males' experiences of bullying to 

be much different from females. In the United States, there may be more gender equality 

between males and females with respect to bullying and being bullied (Duncan, 1999a), 

but there has been too little research to truly be able to draw finn conclusions. 

The terms used in bullying research have been inconsistent such that it is difficult 

to compare the results of one study with those of another. For example, some researchers 

have used a very broad definition of bullying whereas others have insisted that bullying be 

defined in very narrow terms. Some researchers have included regular childhood conflict 

as bullying, and some have failed to distinguish reactive aggression or defending oneself 

from provocative aggression. Some projects have included more covert and indirect forms 

of aggression- those used primarily by girls- as bullying~ however, some have not 

(Salmivalli, Lappalainen, & Lagerspetz, 1998; Harachi et al. , 1999). Some projects have 

used methods of determining who, among schoolchildren is bullied, that may only detect 

overt, noticeable violations. For example, Schuster (1999) required that a student be 

nominated as a victim by five classmates. Finally, until very recently there has been a 

tendency to classify children as bullies or victims rather than include a group of children 

who are bullied and victimized by others (Harachi et al ., 1999). 
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A final shortcoming in research on bullying is that it has failed to recognize 

contributions of research on older groups of people. Research on adults "mobbing," or 

bullying each other at work, could be used to inform research on children's bullying (See 

Schuster, 1996). Results of studies on men and women who have been victimized or have 

violated others could also be useful information in the bullying research. 

Self-Efficacy and Self-Concept 

Bullying literature on both adults and children would be enhanced by further 

attention to the feelings those involved in bullying have about their abilities to effect 

change on their environments. One of the most used terms in psychology may be "self

efficacy." It is the trait that adults encourage children to have when they read them the 

well-known tale The Little Engine that Could (Piper, 1945). Self-efficacy is a broad term 

referring to one's belief in one's ability to carry out actions or do what one wants to do, 

whether it is a general or specific goal (Online Medical Dictionary, 2003). Bandura (1986) 

referred to self-efficacy as "people's sense of personal efficacy to exercise some control 

over events that affect their lives" (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). 

Types of Self-Efficacy 

Global self-efficacy has been widely studied. Bandura (1996) studied self-efficacy 

in schoolchildren. He defined the concept as a combination of school achievement and 

self-competence. However, self-efficacy has been defined in different ways by different 

people. 
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Self-concept is a term very closely related to self-efficacy. Salmivalli et al. (1998) 

examined self-concept structures in adolescents, but instead of global self-concept, she 

measured several different dimensions of self-concept. These dimensions included social, 

family, physical, and behavioral conduct, areas derived from the Piers-Harris Children's 

Self-Concept Scale (Piers, 1984). She differentiated between self-concept and self-esteem 

in that self-concept is more of a set of beliefs or schemas about a particular area of the 

respondent's life whereas self-esteem is an evaluation based on how much the person 

appreciates the particular ability she or he has or lacks. Self-concept only affects self

esteem when it is in an area important to the person. One can have a positive self-concept 

in one area but a very negative self-concept in another. Clearly, when global self-concept 

is the only type measured, important information is lost. 

Self-efficacy, both global and specific, has been found to correlate with several 

other psychological traits, cognitive processes and behavior. According to Muris (2002), 

self-efficacy varies indirectly with both anxiety and depression in adolescence. A person ' s 

belief in his or her ability to do something predisposes him or her to imagine scenarios of 

success. However when one believes in his or her inefficacy she or he is more likely to 

imagine failure (Bandura, 1996). Bandura, Barbaranelli Caprara, and Pastorelli (1996) 

found beliefs in one's own ability to regulate one' s academic functioning contributed to 

actual achievement. Additionally, beliefs that one can resist peer pressure to behave 

inappropriately contributed to achievement (Bandura et al . 1996). 
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Physical Self-Efficacy 

Physical self-efficacy is a term that has not received as much attention in 

psychological literature as has self-efficacy in general. A synonymous term, physical self

concept, appears in more literature on children, probably because it is one of the 

dimensions measured on the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale (Piers, 1984). The 

majority of Salmivalli' s ( 1998) physical self-concept questions, taken from this scale, 

tapped into how physically attractive the person believed they were, but there is one item 

referring to the person's perceived physical strength. Finally, Ryckman, et al . (1982) 

defined physical self-efficacy in terms of how attractive one believes she or he is as well as 

how well one can carry out physical tasks. Ryckman et al. ' s ( 1982) definition was used for 

the purposes of this study. 

The Development of Physical Self-Efficacy. Physical self-efficacy develops in 

much the same way other traits and cognitions develop. When children attempt to achieve 

a goal that requires physical strength endurance or coordination, a range of outcomes are 

possible between success and failure. When children succeed at a task, their belief that 

they can succeed if they tried again is strengthened. When children fail their belief that 

they can do well is weakened, and a belief in their physical incompetence is strengthened. 

White ( 1959) theorized that physical self-efficacy forms the basis for personality 

development and functioning. He contended that as infants explore and gain mastery over 

making changes in their physical environment, their physical self-efficacy develops. Studies 

of the concept are in accord with this theory. Children who participate in sports have a 
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better self-concept in the physical realm (Carapeta, Ramires, & Viana, 2001 ), as do 

children who are more active in general (Cleary-Smith, 1996). 

It seems that self-defense training could be beneficial to children because it is a 

physical activity in which children are given the opportunity to practice defending 

themselves until they succeed. The relationship between self-confidence and successful 

self-defense may be circular. It is stressed by self-defense experts that confidence is the 

most important aspect of self-defense because criminals choose victims who look 

"unprepared, unaware, insecure, and easily intimidated" (Harris, 2000, p. 26). The authors 

of a self-help guide to self-defense call fear a person's greatest liability in self-defense. 

Those who believe they cannot defend themselves communicate this belief to predators 

through body language (Harris, 2000). If they truly cannot defend themselves, their failure 

upon trying may strengthen the belief that they are helpless victims. 

How Do Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interact? 

Physical self-efficacy has been found to correlate with a number of psychological 

traits, including some that have been given a great deal of attention in the bullying 

literature. Salmivalli ( 1998) found victims of bullying had low self-concepts in the physical 

realm as well as in the social. Andreou (2000) found that victims score lower in athletic 

competence compared to bully/victims or bullies. In Austin and Joseph's (1996) study 

bully/victims reported similar levels of athletic competence as the bullies. Rivers and 

So utter ( 1996) found those who were teased regularly were seen as uncoordinated and 

were chosen last by teammates. 
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Other traits that have been found to be related to both victimization and physical 

self-competence are athletic appearance and anxiety. Ryckman et al. (1982) discovered 

physical self-efficacy had a -. 5 correlation with anxiety. The perception of having good 

physical skills was found to be related to having a more athletic appearance (Ryckman, et 

al., 1982). Therefore, it may be that children and adolescents who are both athletic in 

appearance and have good physical self-efficacy may also be least anxious and least likely 

to be victims of bullying. Clark (2002) found that physical self-efficacy accounted for 

almost one-quarter of the variability in depression in the participants of her study. 

Erdley and Asher ( 1996) studied the goals of children in response to ambiguous 

provocation and self-efficacy in achieving those goals. They asked children in 4th and 5th 

grade classes how they would respond to an ambiguous provocation. The children read 10 

vignettes, rated them on intent attribution and said how they would respond. Aggressive 

children and shy/withdrawn children attributed hostile intent. Children who attributed 

hostility to the offender cited eight goals for their responses. These included getting back, 

peaceful problem-resolution, avoidance, hurting the offender's feelings, self-protection, 

attempting to right the protagonist's wrongdoing, maintaining the relationship, and 

keeping a reputation of assertiveness. 

Then the children were asked if they thought they would do well at achieving each 

of these goals, a measure of their self-efficacy in specific areas. Results showed that 

children described as being withdrawn and problem-solving were similar in self-efficacy. 

Children' s pursuit of particular goals was correlated with their self-efficacy. All groups of 
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children-those described as withdrawn, problem-solving, and aggressive-were equal on 

self-protection efficacy (Erdley & Asher, 1996). 

Self-Defense 

Definition 

Self-defense is defined as any action, usually physical, aimed at defending one's 

"own person, property, or reputation" (Dictionary. com, 2002). Past research on bullying 

has considered "retaliation" as a synonym for self-defense, but the two terms have distinct 

differences. Self-defense includes only in-the-moment responses to threats to the integrity 

of a person or his or her belongings whereas the term retaliation includes actions that 

occur much later and are aimed at obtaining justice or revenge rather than simply putting 

an immediate end to a bullying situation (Dictionary.com, 2002). 

What is Taught in Self-Defense Clas e ? 

The curriculum of self-defense classes includes instruction in physical maneuvers, 

mental preparation for defending oneself and techniques in improving self-discipline. A 

disclaimer about learning self-defense and legal ramifications of using it is a primary goal 

of experts that teach it. According to law in the United States, people are allowed to use 

non-deadly force in defense of person or property. This includes punching, kicking, biting, 

blocking or restraining an attacker (Harris 2000). Deadly force can be used only if the 

attack is deadly, and force is only to be used while the threat exists (Harris 2000). Flight 

from attackers is recommended when doing so does not raise the level of risk to the victim 

(Harris, 2000). 
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Martial arts classes are a popular way to learn how to defend oneself They are 

particularly alluring to those who perceive themselves to be physically inadequate. People 

generally seek to learn self-defense so they can hold their own if physically attacked. 

However, exercising assertiveness or attempting to convince or argue a point may be 

easier if the person feels capable of defending her- or himself in case the discussion 

deteriorates (Kauz, 1977). 

Use of a weaponless form of martial arts is an acceptable and practical type of 

defense against attacks. Self-defense martial arts include some sort of boxing, punching, 

striking, kicking, parrying and blocking. Karate and Kung Fu are two examples of such 

martial arts. Two or three years of training, three times per week, at a karate school will 

give a person the ability to defend against an unarmed assailant. Tai Chi Chuan is more 

focused on relaxed avoidance of an attack while delivering a quick counter move. Because 

the focus is more on sensitivity and timing, two to three years is the very least amount of 

training required for mastery ofTai Chi Chuan. Aikido focuses on teaching a defender to 

take an attacker down, using his or her own momentum and twisting and blocking the 

attacker ' s wrist, elbow or shoulder near the point of dislocation. The attacker is then 

pinned on the ground by a foot or knee. TaeKwonDo focuses on the use of kicks and 

punches. It is primarily taught as a sport and has become an Olympic event. TaeKwonDo 

classes are considered fun confidence-builders and they are the most accessible classes for 

children. Schools usually teach one primary fonn of martial arts but incorporate other 

types into their curriculum. It is recommended that children being trained in self-defense 

81 



use role-playing to perfect their approach and technique so they will be prepared for real 

life situations (Harris, 2000). 

Learning martial arts is not confined to mastering the physical maneuvers. Another 

aspect of martial arts is physical training, making the person more quick and strong (Kauz, 

1977). However, even more important than strength are "technique, flexibility, balance 

and inner stability" (p. iii, Seaboume & Herndon, 1987). A third aspect of self-defense 

training is meditation. It teaches people to respond physically to an attack while remaining 

logical and rational (Kauz, 1977). Cognitive techniques can prevent panic when an attack 

occurs (Seaboume & Herndon, 1987). Mental training is also aimed at helping people 

have the resolve to follow through with particular harmful actions toward someone else. It 

is also necessary to remain calm and rational so an evaluation of when force is no longer 

necessary can be executed (Seaboume & Herndon, 1987). 

Finally, self-defense training teaches self-control and discipline as a habitual state 

of being (Kauz 1977). Discipline is the ability to do something one does not necessarily 

enjoy or is not pleasant even if the person lacks enthusiasm toward doing it. Self-defense 

training requires much discipline. Results are not immediate and skills may not be used 

until well down the road in a person's life. Discipline is a product of deciding to live life in 

a certain way and doing so with determination. A primary goal of discipline training 

associated with learning the martial arts is self-realization and self-understanding. It is a 

focus on whether one is being how one has chosen to be (Kauz 1977). 
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Attitudes toward Defending the Self 

Acceptance of self-defensive behavior in adults is built into laws in the United 

States. In schools, however, physical self-defense is against rules. When asked what 

responses are appropriate in bullying situations, children and adults both tolerate and 

encourage a certain level of physical assertion. These attitudes are ingrained in the culture 

of the United States. 

A study by Rogers and Tisak (1996) illustrated the discrepancy between what 

children know "should" happen and what they believe actually will happen in bullying 

situations. The researchers asked children in 2nd, 4th, and 6th grades about prescribed and 

actual responses of bullied children, when faced with a physical attack or property 

damage, and the majority said that retaliation is not okay but it is what would happen. 

Several other authors have found acceptance of self-defense among children. Coie, 

Dodge, and Kupersmidt ( 1990) found that children accept counteraggression, and Eslea 

and Smith (2000) reported 36% of their sample of children said children should hit back if 

they are hit by another child. Children ages 8 to 10 see particularly severe reactions 

(retaliation) as justified when the actor is retaliating to an unprovoked and unjustifiably 

intentional act of aggression toward them (Ferguson & Rule, 1988). 

A correlation exists with age and acceptance of self-defense. Prescribed and actual 

behavior becomes more disparate with age (Rogers & Tisak 1996). Few (22%) older 

primary school children said the child would report it, even though that is what they said 

the child should do in case of physical bullying. Although younger children see seeking 
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help in a physically threatening situation as an acceptable action, as children age, it 

becomes less acceptable (Roecker Phelps, 2001 ). AI-Jardani (2002) wrote that if students 

followed school code and sought adult intervention, verbal assaults ensued. The students 

gained a reputation of being unable to defend themselves, and the harassment from their 

peers escalated (Al-Jardani, 2002). 

Children who have been victimized tend to accept physical aggression in response 

to bullying more than did those who have not been victimized (Champion, 1998). Many 

parents of bullying victims are proponents of self-defense toward bullies. Students report 

believing their father ( 4 5. 9%) or mother ( 18. 1%) would tell them to stick up for 

themselves (Slee, 1995). Eslea and Smith (2000) found 72% of parents thought children 

should rut back ifthey are rut. Only 29.7% of children in Slee' s (1995) study thought their 

father would advise them to tell someone, and 44.8% said their mother would (Slee, 

1995). 

Being able to defend oneself is culturally sanctioned in the United States (Fujihara, 

Kohyama, Andreu & Ramirez 1999). Compared to Japanese and Spanish students more 

students from the U.S. thought self-defense aggression is justified (Fujihara et al. , 1999). 

Cultural characteristics seem to be connected with attitudes about aggression. The 

extreme value placed on independence in the U .S. encourages the belief that people are 

responsible for their own safety and protection, especially as they age. 

Fujihara et al. (1999) asked people in the United States, Japan, and Spain when it 

would be justified for a person to use physical aggression. Men justified physical 
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aggression more than females. Overall, aggressive behaviors were more acceptable in 

defensive situations (defending self or others). Japanese and U.S. citizens thought this 

more than Spanish. There were no differences between cultures in nondefensive situations, 

but the U.S. sample had higher scores for justification in defensive situations. 

Self-Defense Classes as Possible Intervention for Bullying 

Perhaps a viable intervention may be to actually teach children how to defend 

themselves in case of an attack. Few authors of have mentioned this as a possible 

intervention for children, and no psychological studies have been conducted to determine 

if it would be helpful. However, self-defense training for women who are chronically 

afraid of being assaulted has been studied and found to be effective in empowering them 

and reducing anxiety (Gaddis, 1990). Self-defense training may be a way of resolving 

anxiety and helplessness in children who are bullied and a method of preventing bullying 

from occurring in the first place. 

Experts on self-defense believe one way of dealing with bullying may be to take 

lessons in self-defense (Fried & Fried 1996). Current interventions for bullying depend on 

victims being protected by adults. Children need to be prepared for when an adult cannot 

protect them. This is a majority of the time they are at school. Either children are out of 

the line of sight of the supervisor or the adult is not willing to protect them. Therefore, 

knowing how to defend themselves may be a useful skill (Harris, 2000). 

Self-defense trainers claim self-defense has many positive effects on children. 

According to Tegner and McGrath (1976), self-defense courses for children help them 
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gain confidence to handle bullying situations assertively. Self-defense lessons reverse the 

pattern of weakness and powerlessness children learn from society and provide 

empowerment (Tegner & McGrath, 1976). Tegner and McGrath (1976) reported most 

children who have taken self-defense do not actually have to use it because they learn to 

refuse to be in the victim role. 

Twemlow and Sacco (1998) and Twemlow, Fonagy, and Sacco (2001) described 

an intervention on bullying that included martial arts training. The Gentle Warrior 

program, a component of the Creating a Peaceful School Learning Environment 

(CAPSLE) program, trains children in martial arts. The goal of the program is to help 

children develop skills to deal with bullying physically and psychologically. Specific 

components of the program are mastering relaxation, learning the Bushido Code of 

Conduct which stresses self-control and respect for the self and others, strength training 

and stretching martial arts moves minus striking, role playing, and parenting tips. 

Evaluation of the CAPSLE program has shown it is effective in lowering the incidence of 

victimization. The lowered submissiveness of the victims led to a systemic change in the 

school environment and lowered bullying behavior among those who bullied others before 

the CAPSLE program was begun in the school. An analysis of the components of the 

CAPSLE program revealed that the Gentle Warrior Program along with a zero tolerance 

policy for bullying/victimization and bystanding beneficial without the other components 

of the CAPSLE program (Twemlow, Fonagy & Sacco 2001). Twernlow and Sacco 

(1998) also reported the efficacy of martial arts training in lowering aberrant behavior 
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among violent adolescents by teaching them to control aggressive impulses. This was done 

through case studies of children who were part of the Gentle Warrior program. 

Research has also been conducted on the relation between self-defense training and 

physical self-efficacy (Smith, 1999). Smith (1999) reported on the effects of self-defense 

training on self-efficacy and found a significant increase after only six weeks of training 

sessions that lasted two hours each~ of particular interest, gains in physical self-efficacy 

were made. In contrast, a study by Focht, Bouchard, and Murphey (2000) showed the 

effects of martial arts training on physical self-efficacy in adults. Thirty volunteers were 

instructed in martial arts for a period of 14 weeks. After this period of time, no effects on 

physical self-efficacy were detected. 

Training in self-defense has been found to help women overcome fear and 

helplessness associated with having been assaulted by empowering them and increasing 

self-efficacy. Frost (1991) studied model mugging, a self-defense course that uses realistic 

mugging enactments to empower women to resist and fight their assailant with all their 

might in order to protect themselves and escape. Two groups were compared at pre-test, 

post-test and at a three-month follow-up. Those who took the course had higher self

efficacy in the areas of self-defense and interpersonally and showed lower levels of 

helplessness. They had theoretically less chance of being re-victimized because they felt 

stronger, more in control more active, and generally more physically competent. 

Weitlauf, Smith, and Cervone (2000) studied self-defense training for women. The 

training resulted in increases in global and physical self-efficacy beliefs as well as beliefs in 
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self-defense efficacy. Assertiveness increased and hostility and aggression decreased. The 

authors also concluded that self-defense training did not disinhibit aggression, as was 

feared it might. One possible problem with the study was that it was based on volunteers 

who may have higher self-efficacy or lower helplessness before the training began. The 

researchers found that those that completed the training actually had lower pre-training 

physical self-efficacy than those who did not complete training. This indicates that women 

who feel they are unable to defend themselves, not those who already feel capable, 

volunteered to take self-defense training for the study. 

Gaddis ( 1990) studied empowerment of women through model mugging. More 

than one-half the participants in Gaddis' study were survivors of physical abuse or assault, 

including rape, incest and battery. He found an increase in self-esteem and perceived social 

behaviors as well as positive self-perceptions. Participants experienced increases in self

confidence, self-acceptance assertiveness in communicating and getting their needs met, 

and greater self-direction and self-responsibility. The self-defense training program offered 

these women a chance to feel understood and to better understand themselves. Through 

the process, they discovered the power and control over their own lives they had felt they 

had lost. 

Schuiteman ( 1991) discussed the therapeutic effects of empowering survivors of 

sexual assault through self-defense training. Self-defense classes lowered feelings of fear 

anger, and sadness as well as the shame and loss that are sequelae to sexual assaults. Self

trust and self-esteem were also boosted. 
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Rowe (1993) studied self-defense training's effects on women. She looked at 

women ages 19 to 66. Participants' self-esteem was increased, and the subjective 

experience of the women was that the program was very empowering and positive. What 

they noted to be particularly empowering was that the "assaults" in practice were so 

realistic that training required these women to fight "full force." 

Gender-Roles and Adolescence 

Perhaps one of the most notable connections found in literature on bullying, self

efficacy, and self-defense is that there are gender differences in each of these areas. 

Gender-roles may, then, be at the root of some of these differences. In this section, 

literature related to gender-roles and adolescence will be addressed. How gender-roles 

develop and their effects on adolescents' lives will be explained. 

Bandura ( 1986) explained the development of gender roles as a psychosocial 

phenomenon involving several primary processes. These processes do not necessarily 

occur in any particular order, and each serves to reinforce the socializing effects of the 

others. First, children' s environments and interactions with them are controlled by the 

adults who are attempting to raise them to fit into the society in which they live. The 

United States, as a whole, supports socialization of females as docile, dependent, and 

focused on relationships with and caring for others. Males are socialized to be tough, 

independent, and focused on careers when they become adults (Unger & Crawford, 1996). 

Female infants don pastel outfits with rutlles and bows boys--primary colors no bows 

(Shakin, Shakin, & Stemglanz 1985). Hair styles, outfits, and other physical attributes act 
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as indicators that help others decide how to behave around and toward children (Unger & 

Crawford, 1996). Modeling by adults and other children, books, and other forms of media 

serves to provide examples of sex-typed behaviors for children to emulate (Bandura, 

1986). If children do emulate these examples, they are rewarded for their compliance. If 

not, they are punished either by others' overt actions or by the child's own self

deprecation for violating a deeply ingrained set of prescribed behaviors. It is through these 

mechanisms that children and adolescents adopt sex-typed ways of being (Bandura, 1986). 

Adolescents are at a very important stage in life, according to developmental 

psychology (Fuhrmann, 1990). The gender-roles adolescents adopt affect many different 

areas of their lives. Some of these areas are their attitudes about their bodies (McCabe & 

Ricciardelli, 1990) and their physical abilities (Fuhnnann, 1990). Depending on their 

gender adolescents are either encouraged to or discouraged from being physically 

assertive in situations in which they feel threatened or assaulted. 

Leading feminist theorists hypothesize that the patriarchal society within which 

females in the United States of America live grooms them to be weak and submissive 

(Brownmiller, 1975). Brownrniller (1975) theorized that physical aggression and rape are 

tools used to keep girls and women in less powerful positions than males. Conversely, 

boys in the United States are trained to believe that if they cannot physically dominate 

others they are not as masculine. Boys are pressured to be anything but feminine, so any 

action that could be judged as such can make them targets of aggression by other boys 

(Fuhrmann, 1990).The idea that self-defense training may be helpful to at least some 
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women and children has been supported by much research. Studies have not been 

conducted to determine if training children in self-defense in publicly available martial arts 

programs would help them feel empowered and either escape victimization or avoid 

becoming victims ofbullying. The relation of victimization and bullying to physical self

efficacy also remains to be studied. It is the purpose of this research project to begin to fill 

these voids in the research. 

Hypotheses 

The previous literature reviewed leads naturally to the birth of more questions, 

questions which if answered, could have far-reaching implications for intervention and 

prevention of bullying. The current investigator tested nine hypotheses in this research 

project. They were as follows: 

1. Participants in the self-defense group would report experiencing lower levels of 

victimization (physical victimization, verbal victimization social manipulation, and 

attacks on property) than those in the no self-defense group. Gender differences 

were explored as well . 

2. Females would report experiencing more social manipulation than males. Males 

would report more physical and verbal victimization and attacks on property than 

females . 

3. Length of training in self-defense would correlate negatively with experience of 

victimization. 

91 



4. Participants who had participated in a self-defense course or martial arts course 

would report fewer bullying behaviors (verbal victimization, physical victimization, 

social manipulation, attacks on property) on their part than would those who had 

not had such training. Gender differences were also explored. 

5. Males would report more bullying behavior on sub scales measuring physical and 

verbal bullying, as well as attacks on property than females . Females would report 

engaging in more social manipulation than males. 

6. Length of training in self-defense would correlate negatively with participants ' self

reported bullying behavior. 

7. Children who had had self-defense would report higher levels of physical self

efficacy than those who had not. 

8. Females would report less physical self-efficacy than males. 

9. Length of training would correlate positively with physical self efficacy. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

In this methodology section several aspects of the study to be conducted have been 

described. These include the population of interest, characteristics of measures that were 

distributed the particular procedure that was followed for data collection, and the analysis 

of the data. 

Participants 

The population studied included school-aged children and adolescents, ages 10 

through 18. Participants who were involved in martial arts classes were recruited from 

various locations around rural Southwestern towns and large Southwestern cities. For 

example, permission was granted by several martial arts schools for the investigator to 

recruit participants. The investigator recruited participants in person for the control group 

from the people who frequent a shopping center in the Southwest. Additionally, flyers 

were posted in shopping centers and martial arts centers to attract participants. After this 

recruitment procedure was followed and found to be only partially successful, the 

researcher obtained permission to recruit participants through word of mouth and personal 

contact. The researcher obtained permission to have two colleagues assist her in recruiting 

and administering the measures. Finally the investigator visited a martial arts tournament 

to recruit participants. 
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Measures 

The following constructs were measured along with demographics of the 

participants: physical self-efficacy, experience of victimization, bullying behavior, 

experience in self-defense training, and participation in sports or other physical activities. 

Details of each measure are presented below. 

Demographic and activities questionnaire. The demographics questionnaire was a 

pencil-and-paper measure. Participants were asked to report their family income, gender, 

ethnicity, age, height, weight marital status of parents, grade in school, number of 

siblings, number and relation of all people living with them. Participants chose between 

male and female to indicate their gender. They selected their ethnicity from African 

American, Asian American, Non-Hispanic European American (Caucasian), Hispanic 

American, and Other. For marital status of parents, the participants were given the options 

of never married, widowed married/common-law married separated, and divorced. They 

were given blanks into which they indicated their family income, age, height, weight, and 

the relations and ages of all people living in the participant's household. 

To assess experience of self-defense training (SD), a set of questions was asked of 

the participants. Parents were encouraged to help the children with this portion of the 

questionnaires. The children were asked what types of martial arts courses they had taken. 

For each type of course they indicated when the child began taking SD, how many hours 

per week they spent in class, how many hours per week they practiced on the average 

and the approximate date they stopped the training. From this information~ the length of 
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training, both in weeks and in hours, hours of practice and the length of time since training 

in weeks was calculated. For example, a child who reported attending one hour of training 

every week and practicing one hour outside of class for the past six months was 

considered to have approximately 26 weeks of training, 26 hours of training, 26 hours of 

practice, and zero weeks since training. 

Participants were asked whether they participated in sports or other physical 

activities. Participants were given examples of such activities, including typical sports like 

volleyball, football, and tennis as well as gymnastics, ballet, skating, skateboarding, 

etcetera, and they were given five blanks in which they placed the activities in which they 

engaged. For each activity, the participants were asked how many hours (i.e., 1, 1.5 

hours) per week, on the average, they spent engaged in the activity. See Appendix A. 

Physical Self-Efficacy Scale. The Physical Self-Efficacy Scale (Ryckman, Robbins, 

Thornto~ & Cantrell, 1982) was used to measure physical self-efficacy. This scale is 22-

item pencil-and-paper questionnaire with two factors-Perceived Physical Ability (PP A) 

and Physical Self-Presentation Confidence (PSPC). An example of a question on the PPA 

sub scale is "I have excellent reflexes," and one from the PSPC is "People think negative 

thoughts about me because of my posture." One of the original questions on the PSPC 

was omitted because of its sensitive nature and the fact that young adolescents were 

asked to complete the scale ("I am never intimidated by the thought of a sexual 

encounter.'). The remaining 21 questions receive a rating on a 6-point Likert scale. The 

options of responses range from strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (6) . The scores on 
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questions within subscales are summed to obtain the subscale score, and the two subscale 

scores are summed to obtain an overaJI Physical Self-Efficacy (PSE) score. Thus, the 

range of scores for the PPA subscale is 10 to 60. The range for the PSPC is 11 to 66. The 

PSE can range from 21 to 126. A lower score on the Physical Self-Efficacy Scale indicates 

that the person completing it feels as though he or she is more capable of succeeding at 

physical tasks and that they are more confident about the way they present themselves 

physically than does a higher score. 

The Physical Self-Efficacy Scale has been demonstrated to have solid psychometric 

properties. In a test of internal consistency, Ryckman et al. (1982) found the PPA subscale 

to have a coefficient alpha of .84. The a found for the PSPC was .74, and that for the PSE 

overall was .81. In a second study, Ryckman et al. (1982) found the PSE to have excellent 

test-retest reliability. The PPA's was .85 (p <.001). The PSPC's was .69 (p < .001), and 

the PSE's overall test-retest reliability was found to be .82. Ryckman et al . (1982) also 

studied construct validity of the scale and found it to be good in four separate studies. It 

correlated highly with the Tennessee Physical Self-Concept subscale (TPSC· r =. 58, p < 

.001), and the PPA and PSPC subscales correlated highly with the TPSC (r = .43 & .52, 

respectively, p < .001). The scales ability to predict success at three physically demanding 

tasks was demonstrated. Participants who scored high on the PSE Scale outperformed 

subjects with poorer physical self-concepts. 

Additional validation studies have been conducted to test the appropriateness of 

the Physical Self-Efficacy Scale with African-Americans age 17-57 (Sumerlin, 1997). 
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Multiple regression analyses demonstrated the ability of sit and reach and non-dominant 

hand grip strength tests to predict scores on the PSE Scale. See Appendix B. 

Multidimensional Peer Victimization Scale. Participants completed the 

Multidimensional Peer Victimization Scale (Mynard & Joseph, 2000). This 16-item 

instrument is a paper-and-pencil measure of children's experience of victimization at 

school. Four subscales measure how often a child has experienced physical victimization, 

social manipulation, attacks on property, and verbal victimization. Each subscale is derived 

from children's responses to four questions which can be answered "not at all" (scored as 

a 0), "once" (scored as 1), or "more than once" (scored as 2). Scores for each subscale are 

calculated by adding the score for each question. For each subscale, scores range from 0 

to 8, with higher scores indicating the person completing the questionnaire has 

experienced more victimization. Children who self-nominated as victims of bullying were 

found to have significantly different scores on each of the sub scales than those who did 

not. The sub scales' internal reliability scores were satisfactory. The attacks on property 

subscale had a Cronbach s alpha of0. 73~ social manipulation--0.77· verbal 

victimization--0.75· and physical victirnization-0.85 (Mynard & Joseph, 2000). See 

Appendix C. 

Bullying Behavior Index. Bullying behavior was assessed using a pencil-and-paper 

questionnaire. The items on the Bullying Behavior Index are modifications of those on the 

Multidimensional Peer Victimization Scale ynard & Joseph, 2000). Participants 

indicated if they had done any of the things assessed on the Multidimensional Peer 
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Victimization Scale to a peer within the past school year. As on the Multidimensional Peer 

Victimization Scale (Mynard & Joseph, 2000}, the participant was given a three point 

Likert scale on which he or she could indicate how often-"never" (scored 0), "once" 

(scored 1), or "more than once" (scored 2)---he or she had victimized a peer. This scale 

had four subscales-attacks on property, social manipulation, verbal victimization, and 

physical victimization. Each sub scale had a possible range of 0 to 8, with higher scores 

indicating the participant had engaged in bullying behavior at higher rates. As this method 

had not been used to assess bullying behavior in children before this study, no 

psychometric properties of the approach are available to report. See Appendix D. 

Procedure 

The procedure of this study was as follows : The investigator publicized the study 

at various locations to attract the attention of children and adolescents who might have 

been interested in volunteering. Flyers (see Appendix E) were posted in martial arts 

schools and in shopping centers and sent home with the children and their parents. The 

investigator set out a table with a poster of the flyer and set out flyers on the table. At 

times, the researcher sat with the flyers so she could hand flyers to and talk to people who 

approached her and showed interest. When permitted by the instructors, the investigator 

visited martial arts schools and asked prospective participants, "Would you like to earn $5 

by participating in a study?" or said to adults "Would you like your child to earn $5 by 

participating in a study? She handed flyers to both children and adults at the martial arts 

schools. Stacks of flyers were also left at the martial arts schools. The study was also 
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publicized through word of mouth, and on one occasion, the researcher visited a Tae 

K won Do tournament to attract participants. 

Per instructions on the flyers, parents of the children contacted the investigator and 

scheduled a meeting with the investigator. Children who had had six or more weeks of 

self-defense training were recruited and placed in the Self-Defense (SD) group. Those 

who had zero weeks of self-defense training were placed in the No Self-Defense group 

(NOSD). The setting for the investigation was sometimes the home of the participant, but 

most often, it was a quiet, private area chosen by the participants and the investigator (i .e., 

the local library). At this meeting, the investigator explained the study and had the parent 

and child fill out the study packet. This packet included two copies of the Informed 

Consent Form (Appendix F), the Demographic and Activities Questionnaire (Appendix 

A), and all the other study instruments (Appendices B, C, and D). Parents and their 

children were instructed to read through the consent form and questionnaires, sign the 

consent form, and fill out the Demographics Questionnaire. Then, the parents were asked 

to allow the children to complete the rest of the scales on their OWl\ with minimal 

assistance. Children were given cover sheets in case they wanted to cover their answers. 

When asked, the investigator or her assistant explained terms to the children. The 

completed forms were then returned to the investigator. The adolescent participant 

received five dollars (US) in exchange for the completed forms. All participants were 

offered counseling referrals (Appendix G) in case they were harmed psychologically by 

participating in the study. 
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Analysis 

The present study was a quasi-experimental, post-test only design. In this section, 

the analysis of data for each hypothesis will be discussed, as will the treatment of data 

collected in the demographics questionnaire. All statistical analyses were conducted at the 

a= .05 level. 

Descriptive statistics were calculated on all demographic and instrument variables. 

Folio wing this, group differences on demographic variables were explored in order to 

determine if they need to be used as co variates in the primary analyses of the study. Self

defense and No Self-defense groups were compared on the variables of ethnic composition 

and marital status of participants' parents using the Chi-Squared test of association. The 

remaining demographics-family income, age, height, weight, number of siblings, number 

of people in the household and number of hours spent in physical activity, were analyzed 

using t-tests. Significant differences between the groups (SD and NOSD) on these 

demographic variables indicated that they should be treated as covariates in subsequent 

analyses or that analyses of each group should be run separately. 

Primary Hypothese and Respective Ana/y e 

Hypothesis 

1. Participants in the SD group would report experiencing lower 

Analysis 

2X2 

levels of victimization physical victimization, verbal (SDEXP X Gender) 

victimization, social marupulation, and attacks on property) than MANCO VA 

those in the 0 D group. Gender differences were explored as well. 
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2. Females would report experiencing more social manipulation 2 X 2 

than males. Males would report more physical and verbal (SDEXP X Gender) 

victimization and attacks on property than females. MANCO VA 

3. Length of training in self-defense would correlate negatively with Pearson-r 

experience of victimization. correlations 

4. Participants who had participated in a self-defense course or 2 X 2 

martial arts course would report fewer bullying behaviors (SDEXP X Gender) 

(verbal victimization, physical victimization, social manipulation, MANCOVA 

attacks on property) on their part than would those who had 

not had such such training. Gender differences were also explored. 

5. Males would report more bullying behavior on sub scales 2X2 

measuring physical and verbal bullying, as well as attacks on (SDEXP X Gender) 

property than females. Females would report engaging in more MANCO VA 

social manipulation than males. 

6. Length of training in self-defense would correlate negatively with Pearson-r 

participants' self-reported bullying behavior. correlations 

7. Children who had had self-defense would report higher levels of ANCOV A 

physical self-efficacy than those who had not. 

8. Females would report less physical self-efficacy than males. 

9. Length of training would correlate positively with physical self 

efficacy. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

In this section, the results of the investigation are presented. First~ descriptive' ·. · 

statistics on demographic and independent variables are noted. Then, results of h;p~thesis 

testing are shown. 

Demographics 

The sample consisted of 31 female martial artists, 31 male martial artists,. 3 1 female 

non-martial artists, and 3 3 male non-martial artists. These 126 people had an average age 

of 13.92 (SD = 2.37). They were predominantly Non-Hispanic Caucasia~s (69.8%), with 
\ . ,,.,, 

much smaller percentages of African Americans (2.4%), Asian Americans (4%), Biracial 

(17.5%), Hispanic/Latinos-as (5.6%) and Native Americans (0.8%). The annual household 

incomes of the sample participants ranged from $3600 to $300,000, with an average of 

$70,805.05 (SD = 40,820.13). The average number of people living in the participants',_ 

households was 4.22 (SD = 1.08). The biological parents of 59.5 % of the sample were 

married, either with a legal ceremony or through common law, while 8. 7% of the sample 

had biological parents who were never married. Only one participant (0.8 %) re'ported his 

biological parents were separated, and 25.4% of the sample's parents had divorced. The 

parents of 5.6% of the sample had lost their spouses to death (Refer to Table 1). 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics for Categorical Demographic Variables 

Biological Parents' Relationship Status 

Category n % 

Never Married/Not Cohabiting 11 8.7 

Married/Cohabiting 75 59.5 

Separated 1 0.8 

Divorced 32 25.4 

Widowed 7 5.6 

Ethnicity 

Category n % 

African American 3 2.4 

Asian American 5 4.0 

Biracial 22 17.5 

Non-Hispanic Caucasian 88 69.8 

Hispanic American 7 5.6 

Native American 0.8 

Other 0 0 
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Bullying and victimization levels of the sample were measured with four subscal~~:. 

on the Peer Victimization Scale and the Bullying Behavior Index. Data were coded as 

follows: If the child marked he or she had experienced any of the items on a subscale o~ce .: 

(i.e., he or she had a score of at least 1 on any question within a subscale) at school ov~r · · 
,·'J I 

the past year, the child was considered to be involved in that kind of victimization or 
','·1' 

bullying. If the child had a score of 0 on a sub scale, the child was considered to not be 

involved. On the subscale measuring Physical Victimization, 35% of the sample was:· 

involved. On Social Manipulation Victimization, 79% was involved. On Verbal 

Victimization, 90% was involved. About 70% of the respondents reported they had 

experienced at least one of the items on the Attacks on Property sub scale. Physical 

bullying was admitted by 3 5% of the sample. Seventy percent of the participants reported 

being involved in socially manipulating another child, and the same percentage reported 

verbal bullying. Twenty-five percent ofthe sample admitted to attacking another child's 

property over the past year. See Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics for Involvement in Bullying or Victimization 

Victim Bully 

Physical Victimization 35% 35% 

Social Manipulation 79% 70% 

Verbal Victimization 90% 70% 

Attacks on Property 70% 25% 

Demographics of Self-Defense Versus Non-Self-Defense Students 

Demographic variables were tested for differences according to Self-Defense 

Experience (Self-Defense [SD]/Non-Self-Defense [NOSD]). Three variables-age, height, 

and weight-differed. The average age of the group who had taken martial arts classes 

was 13.42 years (SD = 2.45), but that of the children who had not taken martial arts 

classes was 14.41 years (SD = 2.19). An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted, 

and the groups were found to have ages that could not be accepted to be equal (fl 1, 124] 

= 5.67, p < .025). The NOSD group was approximately 1 year older, on the average, than 

the SD group. 

An ANOV A also showed that the average heights of the two groups were also 

different (F{l, 123] = 6.91, p < .025). The mean height of the SD group was 62.59 inches 

(SD = 5.50), and that of the NOSD group was 65.06 (SD = 4.98). Therefore, the NOSD 
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group was approximately 2.5 inches taller than the SD group, on the average. In this 

statistical analysis, the assumption of equality of variances was violated (Fl3, 121] = 8. 11, 

p < . 05); however, because the group sizes were very close to equal, the ANOV A is 

robust to the violation of that assumption. 

The NOSD group differed from the SD group in weight, as well, according to an 

ANOVA (Fl1, 123] = 5.63, p < .025). The average weight of the NOSD group was 

141.36 pounds (SD = 42.71), while the SD group weighed 124.54 pounds (SD = 36.11). 

Therefore, the NOSD group was heavier than the SD group by approximately 16.78 

pounds. Because age, height, and weight of the participants all correlated positively with 

one another, age was chosen to serve as the covariate in subsequent hypothesis testing. 

See Tables 3, 4, 5 and 6. 

Table 3 

Participants' Age. Height. and Weight 

Self-Defense 
Experience 

Self-Defense 

No Self-Defense 

Age 

M SD 

13.42 2.45 

14.41 2.19 

Height Weight 

M SD M SD 

62.59 5.50 124.54 36.11 

65.06 4.98 141.36 42.71 
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Table 4 

ANOVA Results For Age: IV= Self-Defense Experience 

Source ss df MS 

Between 30.67 30.67 

Within 670.53 124 5.41 

Total 701.21 125 

Table 5 

ANOVA Results For Height: IV= Self-Defense Experience 

Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

ss 

190.27 

3386.02 

3576.29 

df 

123 

124 

MS 

190.27 

27.53 

F p 

5.67 .02 

F p 

6.91 .01 



Table 6 

ANOVA Results For Weight IV= Self-Defense Experience 

Source ss df MS F p 

Between 8838.33 8838.33 5.63 .02 

Within 193165.26 123 1570.45 

Total 202003.60 124 

Hypothesis Testing 

Hypothesis I stated that participants in the SD group would report experiencing 

lower levels of victimization (physical victimization, verbal victimization, social 

manipulation, and attacks on property) than those in the NOSD group. Gender differences 

were explored as well in the 2 X 2 multivariate analysis of covariance MANCOV A. No 

interaction between Gender and self-defense experience on victimization was found 

(Wilks').= .99, F[4, 118] = .44,p = .78). No main effect of Self-Defense Experience on 

victimization was found (Wilks').= .97, F[ 4, 120] = 1.04, p = .39). Therefore, no 

statistical difference was detected between the SD group and the NOSD group on 

victimization. Finally, a difference between males and females was found (Wilks').=. 76, 

Fl4, 120] = 9.63,p < .001) on experience with victimization. See Tables 7 and 8. It 

should be noted that the assumption of equal covariance was violated (Box's M = 53.07, 

Fl30, 40702] = 1.66; p < .025). However, the MANCOVA is robust to the assumption of 

homogeneity of covariance matrices when the sizes of the groups are "equal or 
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approximately equal-largest/smallest< 1.5. (Stevens, 2002, p. 257)," and the group sizes 

in this case meet that criterion (largest/smallest= 1.08). .,!' 

Table 7 

Participants' Victimization by Gender and Self-Defense Experience 

Subscale Female Male Total 

Self-Defense M SD M SD M SD 
Experience 

Physical Victimization 

No Self-Defense .94 1.57 1.58 2.03 1.27 1.84 

Self-Defense .84 1.49 1.26 2.34 1.05 1.95 

Total .89 1.52 1.42 2.17 1.16 1.89 

Social Victimization 

No Self-Defense 4.71 2.27 2.33 2.65 3.48 2.73 

Self-Defense 3.74 2.83 2.03 1.92 2.89 2.55 

Total 4.23 2.59 2.19 2.32 3.19 2.65 

Verbal Victimization 

No Self-Defense 4.87 2.59 2.19 2.32 3.19 2.65 

Self-Defense 4.35 2.40 4.32 2.93 4.34 2.66 

Total 4.61 2.60 4.34 2.81 4.48 2.70 
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Table 7 Continued 

Property Victimization 

No Self-Defense 2.42 2.42 1.97 1.91 2.19 2.17 

Self-Defense 2.74 2.31 2.06 2.54 2.40 2.43 

Total 2.58 2.35 2.02 2.22 2.29 2.30 

Note: For all subscales, the possible range is 0- 8. 

Table 8 

MANCOV A Results for Victimization: Self-Defense Experience X Gendera 

Effect Wilks' A F Hypothesis df Errordf p Power 

SDEXP .97 1.04 4 120 .39 .32 

Gender .76 9.63 4 120 .00 1.00 

SDEXP .99 .44 4 118 .78 .15 
X Gender 

a Age is used as a covariate.; Note: SDEXP =Self-Defense Experience. 

Results partially supported the second hypothesis, which stated that girls would 

experience more social manipulation than boys. Females reported experiencing more social 

manipulation (M = 4.23, SD = 2.59) than males (M = 2.19, SD = 2.32; 

.f11, 123] = 21.65,p < .001). No differences between males and females were detected 

when they were asked about physical (F[1, 123] = 2.82,p =.10) and verbal victimization 
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(F11, 123] = .35, p = .56) and attacks on property (F[1, 123] = 1.87, p = .17). See Table 

9. 

Table 9 

ANCOV A Results for Social Manipulation with Gender as Independent Variablea 

Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

ss 

131.27 

745.88 

2160.00 

a Age is used as the covariate. 

df 

1 

123 

126 

MS 

131.27 

6.06 

F 

21.65 

p 

.00 

Hypothesis 3, that length of training in self-defense would correlate negatively with 

experience of victimization was tested. Pearson-r correlation statistics were calculated 

between the four victimization variables (Physical, Social, Verbal, and Property 

Victimization) and four different variables representing the total number of weeks of 

training , total number of hours in the studio taking class, total hours spent practicing at 

home, and total hours of martial arts training altogether. None of the correlations was 

found to be significant. See Table 10. 
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Table 10 

Correlation Matrix for Victimization and Length of Training 

Subscale 

Physical 

Social 

Verbal 

Property 

Weeks Training Studio Hours 

r (p) r (p) 

-.03 (.72) -.09 (.32) 

-.07 (.44) -.09 (.34) 

-.03 (. 79) -.05 (.55) 

.03 (.74) .04 (.69) 

Home Hours 

r (p) 

-.06(.51) 

-.08 (.40) 

-.06 (.54) 

-.02 (.82) 

Total Hours 

r (p) 

-.08 (.41) 

-.08 (.37) 

-.05 (.56) 

.01 (.88) 

Hypothesis 4 stated that participants who have participated in a self-defense course 

or martial arts course would report fewer bullying behaviors (verbal victimization, physical 

victimization, social manipulation, attacks on property) on their part than would those 

who had not had such training. Gender differences were also explored. A 2 X 2 

MANCOVA revealed no interaction between Gender and Self-Defense Experience on 

bullying behavior (Wilks' A= .95, f14, 117] = 1.46, p = .22). The assumption of equal 

covariance was violated (Box'sM= 61.69, F{10, 72287] = 5.95; p < .001). However, the 

MANCO VA is robust to the assumption of homogeneity of covariance matrices because 

the sizes of the groups are approximately equal (largest/smallest= 1.06). 
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Similarly, no difference in bullying behavior was detected between the SD group 

and NOSD group (Wilks' A= .98, F[4, 119] =.53, p = .72); however, males and females 

did differ in bullying.' behavior (Wilks' A= .92, Ff4, 119] = 2. 71, p < .05). In follow-up 

ANCOV As it W~S revealed that Hypothesis 5, that males would report more bullying 

behavior on subscales measuring physical and verbal bullying, as well as attacks on 

property, was partially supported. Males' scores on the Physical Bullying subscale (M = 

1. 65, SD = 2 .. 36) were significantly higher than females' scores (M = . 84, SD = 1. 7 4; F[ 1, 

122] = 4.8J,'p < .05). Although the assumption of equality of covariance was violated . 

(Fl 1, 123] = 7. 89, p < . 0 1 ), the group sizes were nearly equal, and, therefore the test was 

robust. See Tables 11 and 12. 

Table 11 

MANCOV A Results for Bullying Behavior; IV s: Self-Defense Experience X Gendera 

Effect Wilks' A F Hypothesis df Errordj p Power 

SDEXP .98 .53 4 119 .72 .17 

Gender .92 2.71 4 119 .03 .74 

SDEXP .95 1.46 4 117 .22 .44 
X Gender 

a Age is used as a covariate. Note: SDEXP =Self-Defense Experience. 
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Table 12 

ANCOV A Results for Physical Bullying with Gender as Independent Variablea 

Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

ss 

20.86 

527.52 

744.00 

a Age is used as the covariate. 

df 

122 

125 

MS 

20.86 

4.32 

F 

4.83 

p 

.03 

Hypothesis 6, that length of training in self-defense would correlate negatively with 

participants' self-reported bullying behavior was analyzed. Pearson-r correlations were 

computed between four different measures of time spent in self-defense training-hours 

spent in studios, hours spent practicing at home, hours spent practicing altogether, and 

number of weeks spent in self-defense training-and the scores on the four sub scales of 

the Bullying Behaviors Index. No significant correlations were found. See Table 13. 
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Table 13 

Correlation Matrix for Bullying Behavior and Length of Training 

Sub scale 

Physical 

Social 

Verbal 

Property 

Weeks Training Studio Hours 

r (p) 

-.08 (.38) 

-.06 (.51) 

-.05 (.56) 

.05 (.60) 

r (p) 

-.02 (.87) 

.01 (.92) 

-.03 (. 76) 

.14(.11) 

Home Hours 

r (p) 

-.04 (.63) 

-.04 (.68) 

-.04 (.54) 

.03 (.71) 

Total Hours 

r (p) 

-.03 (.76) 

-.01 (.88) 

-.03 (.71) 

.10 (.27) 

Hypothesis 7, that children who have had self-defense would report higher levels 

of physical self-efficacy than those who have not, and Hypothesis 8, that females would 

report less physical self-efficacy than males, were tested with three 2 X 2 ANCOV As. In 

the first ANCOV ~ the overall sum of scores on the Physical Self-Efficacy Scale 

(Ryckman, Robbins, Thornton, & Cantrell, 1982) was used as the dependent variable. The 

independent variables were Gender and Self-Defense Experience, and age was used as a 

covariate. No interactio.n was found (fll, 121] = .69,p = .41). Males had higher Physical 

Self-Efficacy scores (M = 94.30, SD = 14.19) than females (M = 85.94, SD = 13.32; FII, 

123] = 11.42,p = .001). A difference was also found between the SD and NOSD groups 
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(F[1, 123] = 3.94,p <.05). The SD group had higher scores (M= 92.54, SD = 12.76) than 

the NOSD group (M = 87.91, SD = 15.49). See Tables 14 and 15. 

Table 14 

Means and Standard Deviations of Physical Self-Efficacy Scores 

Self-Defense 
Experience 

No Self-Defense 

Self-Defense 

Total 

Female 

M SD 

82.56 15.15 

89.33 10.36 

85.94 13.32 

Male 

M SD 

92.94 14.25 

95.74 14.22 

94.30 14.19 

Note: Possible range on the Physical Self-Efficacy scale is 21-126. 
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Total 

M SD 

87.91 15.49 

92.54 12.76 

. 90.19 14.34 



Table 15 

ANCOVA Results for Physical Self-Efficacy with Self-Defense Experience and Gender as 
Independent Variablesa 

Effect ss MS df Between df Within F p Power 

SDEXP 128.57 128.57 1 121 .69 .41 .13 
X Genderb 

SDEXP 795.13 795.13 1 123 3.94 .05 .50 

Gender 2179.50 2179.50 1 123 11.42 .001 .92 

a Age is used as a covariate. b Interaction. 

Note: SDEXP =Self-Defense Experience 

Perceived Physical Ability (PP A) was tested using an ANCOV A. No interaction 

between Gender and Self-Defense Experience was found (Ff1, 121] = .21,p = .65). 

However, main effects were found for both Gender (Ff1, 123] = 5.85, p < .025) and Self-

Defense Experience (.F11, 123] = 4.08, p < .05). Males had higher scores (M = 45.25, SD 

= 8.57) than females (M= 41.40, SD = 9.35). Participants who had had self-defense 

courses had higher scores (M= 45.07, SD = 8.08) than those who did not (M= 41.70, SD 

= 9.83). These results lend further support to hypotheses 7 and 8. See Tables 16, 17, 18, 

and 19. Although the assumption of equality of error variances was violated for both the 

test of interaction and the test of self-defense's effect on PPA (.F13, 122] = 3.52, p < .02; 

F11, 124] = 7.34, p < .01), the group sizes were very nearly equal (largest/smallest= 

1.06). 
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Table 16 

Means and Standard Deviations of PP A Scores 

Self-Defense 
Experience 

No Self-Defense 

Self-Defense 

Total 

Female 

M SD 

39.32 10.43 

43.49 7.75 

41.40 9.35 

Note: Possible range on PPA scores is 10- 60. 

Table 17 

Male Total 

M SD M SD 

43.94 8.81 41.71 9.83 

46.65 8.22 45.07 8.08 

45.25 8.57 43.36 9.13 

ANCOVA Results for PPA with SelfDefense Experience and Gender as Independent 
Variablesa 

Source ss df MS F p Power 

Between 16.52 16.52 .21 .65 .07 

Within 9571.19 121 79.10 

Total 247289.41 126 

a Age is used as a covariate. b Interaction. 
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Table 18 

ANCOV A Results for PP A with Self Defense Experience as Independent V ariablea 

Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

ss 

333.55 

10067.70 

247289.41 

df 

1 

123 

126 

a Age is used as a covariate. b Interaction. 

Table 19 

MS 

333.55 

81.85 

F 

4.08 

ANCOV A Results for PP A with Gender as Independent Variablea 

Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

ss 

471.88 

9929.36 

247289.41 

df 

1 

123 

126 

a Age is used as a covariate. b Interaction. 

MS 

471.88 

80.73 

F 

5.85 

p Power 

.05 .52 

p Power 

.02 .67 

The ANCOVA for Physical Self-Presentation Confidence (PSPC) revealed no 

interaction between Self-Defense Experience and Gender (Fl1, 121] = .90,p = .35). The 

group sizes were nearly equal (smallest/largest= 1.06); therefore the ANCOVA remains 

robust even though the assumption of equality of covariance was violated (Fl3, 122] = 
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2.88, p < .05). The SD group did not differ from the NOSD group (Fl1, 123] = 1.56, p = 

.22); however, PSPC scores did differ according to Gender (F[1, 123] = 10.53,p < .01). 

Boys had higher average Physical Self-Presentation Confidence (M = 49. 05, SD = 8.15) 

than did girls (M = 44.54, SD = 7.29). These results lend more support to hypotheses 7 

and 8. See Tables 20, 21, 22, and 23. 

Table 20 

Means and Standard Deviations ofPSPC Scores 

Self-Defense 
Experience 

No Self-Defense 

Self-Defense 

Total 

Female 

M SD 

43.24 8.73 

45.84 5.32 

44.54 7.29 

Note: Possible range ofPSPC scores is 11 - 66. 
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Male Total 

M SD M SD 

49.00 7.70 46.21 8.65 

49.10 8.73 47.47 7.36 

49.05 8.15 46.83 8.03 



Table 21 

ANCOV A Results for Self-Defense Experience X Gender Interaction on PSPC Scoresa 

Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

ss 

52.92 

7123.98 

284369.90 

a Age is used as a covariate. 

Table 22 

df 

1 

121 

126 

MS 

52.92 

58.88 

F 

.90 

p Power 

.35 .16 

ANCOVA Results for PSPC with Self-Defense Experience as Independent Variablea 

Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

ss 

98.70 

7805.11 

284369.90 

a Age is used as a covariate. 

df 

1 

123 

126 

MS 

98.70 

63.46 

121 

F 

1.56 

p Power 

.22 .24 



Table 23 

ANCOVA Results for PSPC with Gender as Independent Variablea 

Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

ss 

623.12 

7280.69 

284369.90 

a Age is used as a covariate. 

df 

1 

123 

126 

MS 

623.12 

59.19 

F 

10.53 

p Power 

.002 .90 

Hypothesis 9, that length of training would correlate positively with physical self

efficacy was supported partially. Overall Physical Self-Efficacy scores correlated positively 

with the total number of hours participants practiced at home (r = . 19, p < . 05) and with 

the total number of weeks the participants had spent in martial arts training (r = . 22, p < 

.025). Perceived Physical Ability scores varied directly with total hours spent in class (r = 

.20, p < .05), total hours spent practicing at home (r = .20, p < .05), total hours altogether 

(r = .20, p < .05), and total number of weeks spent in martial arts training (r = .25, p < 

. 0 1). Physical Self-Presentation Confidence scores had no significant correlation with 

length of training. See Table 24. 
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Table 24 

Correlation Matrix for Physical Self-Efficacy Scores and Self-Defense Training 

Subscale 

PSE 

PPA 

PSPC 

Weeks Training Studio Hours 

r (p) 

.22 (.01) 

.25 (.01) 

.12(.19) 

r (p) 

.17 (.06) 

.20 (.03) 

.08 (.39) 

Home Hours 

r (p) 

.19 (.04) 

.20 (.03) 

.11 (.24) 

Exploratory Analyses 

Total Hours 

r (p) 

.18(.05) 

.20 (.03) 

.09 (.33) 

An examination of the intercorrelations of variables yielded some significant 

findings. First, age varied directly with verbal bullying (r = .34, p < .001) and inversely 

with physical victimization (r = -.19, p < .05). Scores on the Perception ofPhysical 

Abilities (PPA) subscale of the Physical Self-Efficacy (PSE) Scale (Ryckman, Robbins, 

Thornton, & Cantrell, 1982) varied inversely with weight (r = -.19, p < .05). Family 

income varied negatively with Social Manipulation bullying (r =- .24, p < .025). The total 

number of siblings the participant had living in the household, the height, and the weight of 

the participants all correlated positively with verbal bullying (r = . 18, p < . 05; r = . 3 1, p < 

.001; r = .34,p < .001). Finally, the total time students spent in physical activities other 
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than self-defense correlated positively with PP A, PSE, and Physical Self-Presentation 

Confidence (r = .27,p < .01; r = .23,p < .01; r = .30,p < .01, respectively). 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

In this sectiol\ a summary of the findings that were significant in the present 

investigation is presented, followed by a discussion of the implications of the results 

obtained. Ways this study could be improved are described, and conclusions are drawn. 

Summary of Findings 

Demographics and self-defense training. The group of children who had self

defense training were similar in many respects to the group who did not, although they 

were not identical. Three related variables were found to differ according to the treatment. 

The non self-defense group was older, heavier, and taller than the self-defense group. 

Because all three of these variables are associated with one another, only one of them, 

age, was chosen to be the covariate for subsequent analyses. 

Self-defense training and bullying/victimization. The participants in this study 

who had martial arts training were bullied at the same rate as the group who had not had 

such training. The two groups were also found to be equal on bullying behaviors. Finally, 

no correlations were found between bullying or victimization and the length of time 

children participate in martial arts or self-defense activities. 

Gender and bullying/victimization. As expected, females reported that they were 

socially bullied at far greater rates than did boys. Contrary to expectations, males reported 
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they were victimized physically and verbally and that their property was purposefully 

damaged, destroyed or stolen at the same rates as females. Males reported physically 

bullying others at higher rates than females. No other categories of bullying differed 

according to gender of participants. 

Self-defense training and physical self-efficacy. Overall physical self-efficacy 

scores were higher among those participants who had had martial arts or self-defense 

training. Perceived Physical Ability was higher among children who had had such training 

as well. This means that children who have had self-defense or martial arts training felt 

confident in their physical abilities to a higher degree than did those children who had not 

been trained to defend themselves. However, no differences in the Physical Self

Presentation Confidence scores appeared between the Self-Defense and No Self-Defense 

groups, which means the participants felt confident in their display of their physiques, 

physical abilities and physical attractiveness at the same level regardless of self-defense 

training. 

Amount of time spent in training for self-defense impacted self-efficacy scores as 

well. The number of weeks in training and the number of hours practicing at home varied 

directly with overall Physical Self-Efficacy. As the number of weeks and hours spent, both 

in class and at home, training in martial arts increased, children reported better opinions of 

their physical abilities. However, no relation was found between children's assessment of 

their physical self-presentation and length of martial arts training. So, it seems that martial 
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arts training has a positive effect on the way children think about their physical abilities, 

while it has no impact on how they believe they present themselves to others. 

Gender and physical self-efficacy. Males reported higher Overall Physical Self

Efficacy than females. Males had a higher opinion of their physical abilities than females. 

Females also had lower scores on Physical Self-Presentation Confidence. Thus, males had 

better confidence in both their physical abilities and how their physical makeup and 

abilities appear to others. 

Exploratory analyses. Children's scores on dependent variables correlated with 

some of the demographic characteristics of the population. For example, the lower the 

family income of a child, the more likely they were to be socially manipulative toward 

others. The older a participant was, the more likely they were to bully others verbally. The 

more children weighed the more likely they were to be verbally victimized and the less 

likely they were to have confidence in their physical abilities. The number of siblings a 

child had, the height of the child, and the weight of the child were all positively associated 

with the verbal abuse they dealt to their peers also. Finally, the number of hours spent per 

week in physical activities, not including martial arts, was positively correlated with 

children's perceptions of their physical abilities. 

Implications 

A number of meaningful results emerged from this study. The following discussion 

has been divided into implications on theory, research and practice. Ways this study 

supports, refutes or expands results of past studies are discussed. Descriptions ofways 
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this topic many be further researched are covered. Finally, possible modifications in 

interventions for bullying that follow from the present study are discussed, as well as 

integrated with the prior literature regarding intervention. 

Theoretical Implications 

Martial arts and physical self-efficacy. One of the theories posed by martial arts 

instructors and researchers is that martial arts increases physical self-efficacy (Smith, 

1999). Smith (1999) reported on the effects of self-defense training on self-efficacy in 

adults and found a significant increase after only six weeks of training; of particular 

interest, gains in physical self-efficacy were made. In contrast, a study by Focht, 

Bouchard, and Murphey (2000) investigated the effects of martial arts training on physical 

self-efficacy in adults. No effects on physical self-efficacy were detected. The current 

investigation supports Smith's (1999) findings while refuting Focht, Bouchard, and 

Murphey's (2000). In fact, the present study demonstrated that the more time spent in 

martial arts training, the higher a child's confidence in his or her physical abilities. 

Martial arts and physical presentation. Harris (2000, p. 26) said that confidence is 

the most important aspect of self-defense because criminals choose victims who look 

"unprepared, unaware, insecure, and easily intimidated" and martial arts training helps 

children to avoid appearing like victims. Olweus (1997) contended that victims appear 

physically weaker than those who bully them. This study asked children about their 

confidence in their physical self-presentation, and it was found that they do not believe 

they appear stronger, attractive, or more capable than others. So, at least in the eyes of the 
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participants, they may be just as likely as any child who has not had training in self-defense 

to appear like a victim to a possible bully. It is possible that children who take martial arts 

learn how to respond to physical provocation without learning how to comport themselves 

in assertive ways on an ongoing basis. Children who are bullied may need self-defense 

training as well as training in how to appear and behave in ways that convey the message 

that they will defend themselves if necessary. 

It was also interesting to note that the children in the self-defense group were both 

younger and physically smaller (both in height and weight) than the children in the non-self 

defense group. Perhaps larger, older children do not feel the need for self-defense, while 

the training may be helpful in at least equalizing the perceptions of younger, smaller 

adolescents to be similar to that of their bigger, more mature peers. Additional 

implications regarding size issues are discussed in a forthcoming section. 

Martial arts and victimization. Martial arts experts and researchers have made the 

argument that children and adult women would benefit from training in the martial arts 

because it lowers the likelihood that they would be victimized by others. Tegner and 

McGrath {1976) asserted that self-defense lessons reverse the pattern of weakness and 

powerlessness that children and women learn from being in a patriarchal society. They 

claimed that children who take self-defense rarely have to use it because they refuse to 

allow themselves to be cast in the victim role. Kauz ( 1977) also made the argument that 

verbally defending oneself may be easier if a child has the ability to defend her- or himself 

in case a verbal altercation escalates. 
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Testing of these theories has occurred mainly with adults. However, Twemlow & 

Sacco (1998) and Twemlow, Fonagy, and Sacco (2001) described an intervention on 

bullying that included martial arts training. The Gentle Warrior program, a component of 

the Creating a Peaceful School Learning Environment (CAPSLE) program, trains children 

in martial arts in a school setting. Evaluation of the CAPSLE program through case 

studies showed it is effective in lowering the incidence of victimization. Twemlow and 

Sacco ( 1998) and Twemlow et al. (200 1) contended that the lowered submissiveness of 

the victims led to a systemic change in the school environment and lowered bullying 

behavior among those who bullied others before the CAPSLE program was begun in the 

school. An analysis of the components of the CAPSLE program revealed that the Gentle 

Warrior Program along with a zero tolerance policy for bullying, victimization, and 

bystanding was beneficial, even without the other components of the CAPSLE program 

(Twemlow, et al., 2001 ). 

The present study does not support Twemlow and Sacco's ( 1998) results and the 

results of Twemlow et al. (200 1 ), because there were similar rates of victimization for 

those children who had taken self-defense classes and those who had not. It is possible 

that the children in this study who were trained in martial arts actually had experienced 

greater levels of victimization before the onset of their training. The training could have 

served to equalize the groups on levels of victimization. However, another possible 

explanation exists. In martial arts classes sparring partners are matched as closely as 

possible according to strength and size. Additionally, the intent of practice is not to harm 
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one's practice partner. When a student says he or she is getting hurt, the partner 

immediately stops, according to the rules of the class. Therefore, it is possible that the 

training the martial arts group received did not reach an adequate level of realism to 

prepare children to defend themselves against larger assailants who truly desire to inflict 

harm. 

Martial arts and bullying. One concern that has been voiced is that training a child 

in martial arts may make children more likely to be violent with other children. Because no 

differences were found between the self-defense group and the non self-defense group, 

this study did not provide support for that concern. Like Weitlauf, Smith, and Cervone 

(2000) found with adult females, self-defense training did not seem to disinhibit 

aggression. 

Another argument that has been made is that children who bully will learn self

discipline and will stop bullying other children as a result of training in the martial arts 

(Twemlow & Sacco, 1998). Twemlow and Sacco (1998) reported the efficacy of martial 

arts training in lowering aberrant behavior among violent adolescents by teaching them to 

control aggressive impulses. The present study did not support that assertion either. The 

group that had self-defense training was found to be equal to the group that did not in 

terms of rates of bullying behaviors. Perhaps this discrepancy is due to the fact that, at 

least for children who bully, the desire to dominate others is a stronger force than the 

desire to abide by rules and training provided in martial arts classes promoting self

discipline. The rewards of bullying may also outweigh the rewards of disciplining oneself 
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Victims are smaller and weaker. Some well-accepted beliefs concerning 

characteristics of children involved in bullying were challenged as well in this investigation. 

Many personal characteristics of children who are bullied have been studied, and only a 

few have consistently been found to be associated with victimization. Olweus ( 1997) 

wrote that the most consistent difference found in children who are victimized is that the 

child who bullies is physically stronger than the victim (Olweus, 1997). Additionally, 

Hodges and Perry ( 1999) concluded that being physically weaker was an antecedent to 

being bullied. Ortega and Lera (2000) concluded that even victims attribute their 

victimization to their own personal weakness. 

In past studies, weight and height have been considered to be indicators of strength 

or dominance. Atlas and Pepler (1998) found bullies are taller and heavier than victims. 

According to the present research, the heavier a child, the more likely he or she was to be 

victimized verbally, and weight correlated with verbal bullying as well. Being heavier also 

made it less likely that a child would feel confident about his or her physical abilities. 

Weight is a very salient cue in the U.S. (Williamson, Thompson, Anda, 2002; Young & 

Avdzej, 1979), and being overweight may be a choice issue that bullies use to verbally 

victimize a child. The heavier a child, the more they bullied others verbally as well. As 

mentioned in the section on limitations, reactive aggression was not measured and could 

not be sorted from proactive aggression, so it cannot be ruled out that heavy children are 

being taunted and are verbally aggressing against others in response. It is also unclear 

from the present study, as well as previous research, if weight reflected obesity and poor 
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fitness or if it reflected a more muscular physique. Results could be interpreted quite 

differently depending on this information. 

Additionally, this research did not completely support that being shorter is 

associated with being victimized. Taller kids were not bullied less than shorter kids in this 

research. However, taller people did bully others verbally more than shorter people. There 

is a five percent chance that this finding was due purely to chance and is an error. Another 

explanation is that in cases of verbal bullying, physical power may be an important cue to 

those children who bully. They may believe that they can verbally bully other children 

without negative consequences. In cases of bullying involving social slights and property 

offenses, the physical makeup of the people involved may not be as important because the 

children are not in direct contact with one another and physical retaliation is not as 

acceptable as it is in the case of physical bullying. Finally, it could be that in cases of 

physical bullying, the possibility that the target will retaliate using a weapon rather than his 

or her physical strength alone serves to diminish power differentials associated with 

height. 

Victims do not defend themselves. Whether they are actually physically weaker or 

not, the fact remains that victims choose not to defend themselves. Olweus (1997) 

contended that children who are victimized are more likely to have a negative attitude 

toward violence in general, and that they will refuse to defend themselves even in the face 

of physical bullying. Voors (2000) wrote that children know when they are unable to 

defend themselves and that is what attracts bullies to them, and Boulton and Smith ( 1994) 
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concluded that victims have less confidence in their physical abilities. Perry, Williard and 

Peny (1990) wrote that victims ofbullying in their study were less likely to retaliate. 

Harris (2000) said that victims communicate their lack of confidence in their ability to 

defend themselves. In this research, even those who believed they were more physically 

capable than other children did not necessarily believe others perceived them to be. This 

may mean that children who are bullied need training on how to present themselves as well 

as how to defend themselves. However, the current study did not address this issue 

directly. 

Age and the progression of bullying. Several sources have offered the conclusion 

that age correlated negatively with physical victimization, and that age correlated 

positively with verbal, indirect victimization, or both. Schuster ( 1996) found that social 

exclusion and age correlated with one another. Salmivalli, Lappalainen, and Lagerspetz 

( 1998) concluded that verbal bullying becomes more likely than physical bullying as 

children age. This may be because the children mature and learn how to victimize others in 

less obvious ways, ways which may be accepted more by the adults who discipline them. 

According to the present study, frequency of physical bullying does not change with age, 

but verbal bullying increases, which provides partial support for the findings of past 

research. Perhaps children who bully adjust their bullying techniques to include 

progressively less physical aggression and more verbal aggression with one particular 

target as time passes. As they gain psychological control over children using less 

detectable means, they may begin to physically bully additional children and this increase 
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in the number of targets causes the level of physical bullying to remain stable across time. 

Another possibility is that rates of physical bullying are more stable in the state, region, or 

country in which this study was conducted; the vast majority of previous studies 

examining age and bullying were conducted outside of the U.S., so firm prevalence rates 

and trends have yet to be established in this country. 

Gender-roles and bullying/victimization. Brownmiller (1975) believed women are 

groomed to be weak and submissive. One theory about bullying is that children are 

behaving according to their gender-roles within bullying interactions and that bullying 

could be a way of enforcing gender-stereotypical behavior. Boys, who are supposed to be 

more strong and agentic, play their role and do not report victim status as much as girls. 

Instead, they report that they are physically aggressive against others at greater rates. 

Girls, who are supposed to see social goals as most important (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; 

Hazier, Hoover, & Oliver, 1991), report being victimized in the social realm more. 

However, girls do not report physically aggressive acts as much as boys, so girls play their 

role as the more docile of the genders, and boys enact their more aggressive role. These 

patterns of sex-stereotypical bullying and victimization are supported by the present 

research; however, it cannot be concluded from this study that children are actually 

bullying each other in response to violations of gender-roles. 

Some researchers have found that North American students may actually have 

more gender equality in bullying and victimization compared to European students 

(Duncan, 1999a; Duncan, 1999b; Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988). Duncan (1999a; 1999b) 
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found that males and females were equally likely to report being bullied in general. 

However, the types of bullying for which children are responsible vary by gender, 

according to most sources (Duncan, 1999b ). Although Perry, Kusel, and Perry (1988) 

found girls' rate of direct victimization-being picked on, pushed, kicked, or called names 

by other students-to be equal to that of boys, the most common finding is that boys 

experience and perpetrate more physical forms of bullying and that girls use more 

psychological forms of bullying. According to Duncan ( 1999b ), males are more likely to 

be the targets of physical aggression than girls. Rigby (1998) found boys were both 

threatened and actually hit or kicked more than girls. Smith and Shu (2000), Pakaslahti 

and Keltikangas-Jarvinen (1998), Crick and Grotpeter (1995), Rys and Bear (1997), and 

Paquette and Underwood (1999) all found boys use physical, or overt, bullying more than 

girls. The present study supported past findings in this area. 

Most studies investigating this subject have shown girls are more likely to engage 

in relational aggression, which includes spreading rumors and gossip, scapegoating, 

excluding victims socially, or ostracizing them (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Ross, 1996). 

Although some investigators have found relational aggression is equal between boys and 

girls (Paquette & Underwood, 1999; Rys & Bear, 1997), they are the exception. 

Relationally aggressive acts are considered to damage girls more than boys and, thus, are 

used as tools ofbullying among females (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). The current study 

supported the findings that girls are more relationally victimized than boys are, but it did 

not support theories that girls use relational aggression more than boys. 

136 



Gender-role training and martial arts. Both males' and females' self-efficacy 

scores were impacted in a positive way by self-defense training. During the course of the 

study, it was difficult to find as many females taking self-defense or martial arts courses. 

This emphasizes that girls are either being overtly encouraged to choose other activities 

that may not be as physically empowering, or they are socialized to choose alternative 

activities on their own. 

Training in self-defense has been found to help women overcome fear and 

helplessness associated with having been assaulted by empowering them and increasing 

self-efficacy. Frost (1991), Weitlauf, Smith, and Cervone (2000), Schuiteman (1991), and 

Gaddis (1990) studied self-defense to empower women. Those who took the course in 

Frost's ( 1991) study developed higher self-efficacy in the areas of self-defense and showed 

lower levels of helplessness. They had theoretically less chance of being re-victimized 

because they felt stronger, more in control, more active, and generally more physically 

competent. Weitlauf, Smith, and Cervone (2000) reported training resulted in increases in 

global and physical self-efficacy beliefs as well as beliefs in self-defense efficacy. 

Assertiveness increased and hostility and aggression decreased. Gaddis {1990) found an 

increase in self-esteem and perceived social behaviors as well as positive self-perceptions. 

Participants experienced increases in self-confidence, self-acceptance, assertiveness in 

communicating and getting their needs met, and greater self-direction and self

responsibility. Schuiteman ( 1991) found that, among sexual assault survivors, self-defense 

classes lowered feelings of fear, anger, and sadness as well as the shame and loss that are 
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sequelae to sexual assault. Self-trust and self-esteem were also boosted. Rowe ( 1993) 

found participants' self-esteem was increased, and the subjective experience of the women 

was that the program was very empowering and positive. 

The present study supported a notion that training in self-defense could be as 

helpful to young girls and adolescents as it is to boys. Girls' physical self-efficacy levels 

were still lower than boys'. This may indicate that girls need to take self defense classes 

more, not less, than boys. 

Implications for Practice 

Whether in the clinic or in the school-setting, the results of this study can be used 

to inform practitioners who are attempting to intervene in childhood and adolescent 

problems. In this section, the ways practitioners may use this information are elucidated. 

Researchers have determined that bystanders or those children not involved in 

bullying interactions have the highest scholastic and athletic competence (Duncan 1999b ). 

Victims and bullies tend to have a host of psychological characteristics that are to their 

disadvantage. Victims have been found to be more anxious, depressed, and suicidal than 

nonvictims. They are more likely to try to avoid school, which leads to school failure 

(Olweus, 1997, Voors, 2000). Bullies also are more depressed than bystanders, and there 

is a high likelihood that severe bullies will to go on to lead a life of crime and incarceration 

(Olweus, 1997; Voors, 2000). Given these trends, intervening in bullying and victimization 

is of vital importance, not only to the children in question but also to society as a whole. 
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Intervene in verbal bullying. Duncan (1999a) found that verbal abuse accounts for 

more variability in psychological distress than physical child abuse or bullying requiring 

medical attention. The present study and others have found that verbal bullying increases 

with age; the present study also found high rates of verbal victimization (90%) and 

bullying (70%) within its sample. Therefore, it is necessary that society change its attitude 

that verbal abuse is not harmful and intervene in this as soon as we notice it is occurring. 

Each intervention discussed in the section above titled "Interventions and Their 

Effectiveness" is aimed at bullying, in general. However, there are some interventions that 

are more applicable to verbal bullying and some that seem less appropriate, according to 

the literature. For example, asking for help from an adult for verbal bullying may not be as 

appropriate as it is for physical bullying (Borg, 1998; Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1997; 

Roecker Phelps, 2001; Sharp & Smith, 1991). It may also not be as appropriate to ask an 

adult for help as children age and become more focused on independence (Roecker 

Phelps, 2001 ). Increased adult supervision, however, may be more acceptable than telling, 

and it may result in lowered verbal aggression (Smith, 1997). Additionally, assertiveness 

skills, social skills training, peer support (Cowie & Olafsson, 2000), and support groups 

(Arora, 1996; Frederickson & Turner, 2003; Madsen, 1997; Taylor, 1997) may all be 

helpful to children who are verbally victimized. Children who verbally bully may be 

persuaded to change their behavior through moral development programs (Reardon, 

1996) or social skills training (Akhtar & Bradley, 1991). 
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Thompson, Grace, and Cohen (200 1) encouraged parents to become involved, tell 

their children when they are being cruel, and refuse to participate in cruel behavior. Oliver 

and Oaks ( 1994) suggested family counseling for chronic victimization or bullying. 

Integrated anti-bullying interventions suggest the inclusion of a zero tolerance policy 

toward bullying (Batsche & Knoff, 1994; Committee for Children, 2003a; Eslea & Smith, 

1998; Olweus, 1994; Olweus, 1997; Ortega & Lera, 2000; Rican, Ondrova, & Svatos, 

1996; Smith, 1997; Stevens et al., 2000; Tattum, 1997). It is imperative that verbal 

bullying be defined to students as bullying and emphasized as just as intolerable as the 

other types included in zero tolerance policies. 

Martial arts training as a treatment. The present research did not find differences 

between martial arts students and non-students in the areas of bullying or victimization at 

school. A theory that has been held by martial arts experts for which Twemlow et al. 

(200 1) found confirmation is that taking martial arts increases self-confidence, which in 

tum makes children appear more likely to stand up for themselves and, thus, less likely to 

be targeted for aggression than those children who do not take martial arts. The present 

study has not upheld these assertions completely. Children who participate in martial arts 

do seem to have higher levels of physical self-efficacy, but they do not have more 

confidence in their self-presentation. Thus, the theory that martial arts should be used as 

an intervention for children who are victimized was not directly supported in the present 

investigation. 
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Another theory is that martial arts training instills self-discipline in students, and it 

has been contended that because of this, martial arts may help lower the likelihood that 

children will bully others (Twemlow & Sacco, 1998). Children who bully lack self

discipline and are consistent rule-breakers (Collins & Bell, 1996; Duncan, 1999b ). It is 

intuitive that a very structured activity that mandates respect for self, elders and others, 

and requires a great deal of practice to master, would instill self-discipline. However, this 

study failed to find a difference between the martial arts group and non-martial arts group 

in bullying behaviors, so the theory the use of martial arts as a treatment to help lower the 

frequency of bullying incidents cannot be supported by the present results. 

Martial arts "side-effects. " Although martial arts cannot be said to directly help 

lower bullying and victimization, it may help these children psychologically. The present 

study found that physical self-efficacy was greater for children who had self-defense 

training than children who did not have that training. Clark (2002) found a negative 

association between physical self-efficacy and depression and that physical self-efficacy 

accounts for almost one-quarter of variability in depression. Ryckman et al. (1982) 

discovered physical self-efficacy had a -.5 correlation with anxiety. Together, these 

findings suggest that martial arts training could be used as a treatment for depression or 

anxiety in children. Not only would it combat the physical aspects of depression that are 

helped by exercise, but it may help to empower children who feel weak and help these 

children re-program their negative self-talk. Victims of bullying have lower self-esteem 

anxiety, fear and depression (Voors, 2000), and although training in martial arts may or 
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may not improve the likelihood that they continue to be bullied, it may improve their mood 

and anxiety state. 

Another side-effect of martial arts training is that it may help participants learn 

how to play in a rough way with other people. Some parts of the martial arts class seemed 

to be more like rough and tumble play in that the participants appeared to be enjoying 

themselves. Durkin ( 1995) asserts that learning to play in this way is psychologically 

beneficial to children. However, (Schwartz, Dodge, & Coie, 1993) found children who are 

bullied engage in rough and tumble play less than other children. Children who are 

victimized could use martial arts training to make up for this lack of experience. 

A third possible side-effect of martial arts involvement is associated with allowing 

children who are usually chosen last in team sports to participate in a sport with a group 

that accepts them. Whether they have been socially excluded or bullied in some other way, 

children who have been bullied, in general, are a highly isolated group (Collins & Bell, 

1996). Even if it does not help with victimization or bullying, a self-defense course may 

help a child feel less isolated. Because of strict rules against bullying in martial arts classes, 

self-defense classes may help children who are victimized to have a social group to which 

they belong and in which they feel safer to be physical with others. 

A fourth possible side-effect of martial arts is weight loss. Training in the martial 

arts is a very strenuous physical activity that causes those who practice to sweat and can 

cause them to lose weight. Because weight was a factor in verbal bullying and 

victimization, physical activities in general may be a way of intervening in this arena. 
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Martial arts training may not only help overweight children by helping them lose weight, 

but it may also help them improve their beliefs in their physical abilities. These 

speculations remain to be tested, however. 

Gender-roles and bullying. Girls comprise a large demographic group that 

participates less in rough and tumble play, experiences social exclusion at higher rates, and 

feels less physically self-efficacious than boys. These phenomena are part of gender-role 

socialization. The results can be devastating for girls. Podolski and Huessman (1996) 

found that childhood aggression is associated with adult depression in females but not in 

males. These authors suggested that girls who bully others are socially isolated and this 

results in later depression. Additionally, girls, who are more likely to internalize their 

angst, may conclude that aggression toward them is their fault, and this internalization 

leads to depression and anxiety. Boys are not as likely to see aggression as a function of 

their own characteristics. They externalize, blaming aggression, whether it is perpetrated 

by them or by someone else, on others. 

Many people do not consider the one type of bullying that was experienced more 

by girls in this study, social manipulation, to be bullying; however, physically harming 

someone, which is what males are more likely to admit, is considered bullying by most 

people who are asked (Boulton, 1997). In this study, social bullying was one of the most 

prevalent forms of bullying, and even though it is not accepted as readily as a form of 

bullying, finding ways of intervening in this is an absolute must. Whole-school approaches 

such as Olweus' ( 1997) have been found to decrease direct bullying, but they have been 
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found to cause indirect bullying to increase (Eslea & Smith, 1998). For this reason, it is 

important that it be made clear that indirect bullying is included in what will be punished as 

part of a no-tolerance policy toward bullying. 

Simmons (2002) suggested that indirect bullying be clearly defined and explained 

as unacceptable and that children be taught from early ages not to harm others, whether in 

direct or indirect ways. She emphasized the role of each elementary school teacher in 

having open discussions with their students about the social dynamics within the 

classroom. According to Simmons, these discussions should include examples of more 

direct, masculine ways of aggressing against someone else as well as less direct, feminine 

methods of bullying, and teachers should make time regularly for conflict resolution. As 

part of the Ophelia Project in Pennsylvania, school personnel are made aware of relational 

aggression, and girls are mentored by older girls to "prevent and confront relational 

aggression" (Simmons, p. 251, 2002). As these are relatively new interventions, their 

effectiveness has not been established. 

Intervention and an intolerant attitude toward all types of bullying are important 

for children of both genders. Girls are experiencing social manipulation at a greater rate 

than boys, and this may lead to lower academic success rates among girls who are bullied 

(Olweus, 1978; Voors, 2000). Alternatively, boys, who admit to physically harming others 

at higher rates than girls, put themselves at higher risk for being in trouble with authorities 

because they choose the most overt and most often punished form of bullying. Gender-
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role stereotypes must receive greater attention in this society in order to remedy the 

bullying epidemic. 

Parental intervention. Parents have a great responsibility and opportunity to 

intervene in bullying behaviors that occur at home. Greater supervision and intervention at 

home is necessary. The present study points to that necessity with the finding that children 

with more siblings at home are victimized more at school. Children may learn their role in 

the bully-victim dyad through practice with siblings at home, and it seems the more 

children are in a home, the more supervision may be necessary to prevent this from 

occurring. 

Recommendation for a whole-school multi modal approach. Olweus ( 1994) 

suggested an integrated approach to bullying intervention. The present study suggests that 

breaking self defense out of a full-school intervention may lower its efficacy. All of the 

participants in this study were in martial arts training programs that were not associated 

with the public school system. In a study of martial arts training within a public school 

setting, Twemlow and Sacco (1998) and Twemlow et al. (2001) found self-defense 

training was effective even when the only other component included in the anti-bullying 

intervention was a no-tolerance policy toward bullying. Because the children who took 

martial arts in this study reported feeling more physically capable without having such 

confidence in their self-presentation, it seems an effective intervention would also include 

assertiveness training as previously suggested by Hazier and his colleagues (1997). 
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Implications for Research 

Many questions have been generated through the course of this study. The novel 

results and results that contrasted with past research make it necessary that the hypotheses 

tested be retested. In this section, the implications of the results for future research are 

discussed. 

Additional questions. The results of the present research make it necessary to do 

further research comparing the physical self-efficacy of each child participant with those 

who bully him or her. It seems that regardless of the level of self-efficacy in actual physical 

abilities, a child's victimization could still be high, or vice versa. Olweus (1997) said that 

the child who bullies is physically stronger than children who are victimized. This assertion 

may not be completely accurate. Research may be conducted that compares the relative 

physical self-efficacy of those who are bullied to that of the child or children who bully 

them. Dodge, Price, Coie, and Christapoulos (1990) found that in 82% of dyads of 

proactive aggression, there is a power differential. The power differential was measured by 

the researcher rather than the children involved. The children's perception of power 

differentials may be more predictive of aggressive interactions than power differentials as 

perceived by adults. 

Aside from power differentials, one very obvious difference between children who 

bully and those who do not is a tendency to do things that hurt others and are against the 

rules. One theory is that children who are bullied are lower on defiance and they have 

higher self-efficacy in the area of being able to comply with authorities and behave in 
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appropriate ways in class (Collins & Bell, 1996; Duncan, 1999b ). Is it a tendency to be 

compliant and submissive even when it could be harmful to them that keeps children in the 

victim role? If so, it may be interesting to study the intercorrelations of levels of bullying 

and victimization, family dynamics (e.g., parenting style, birth order, and type of family 

functioning), and children's levels of compliance to rules. Such a study could provide 

answers regarding how parents and families could adjust their behavior to make life better 

for children who are being victimized and help them extricate themselves from the victim 

role. Whatever the results of this hypothetical study, the rule-making adults need to know 

if the rules we make and enforce are increasing the likelihood of covert bullying or 

bullying outside the presence of rule-enforcers. 

Slee (1995) found that many children are encouraged to fight back when they are 

bullied. This provides a confusing dilemma for many children. Should they defend 

themselves as so many people advise them, or should they follow the rules of the school? 

If no rules about hitting back existed or if children who are repeatedly victimized are told 

if they fight back they will not get in trouble, would that make a difference in their 

victimization level? That is a theoretical intervention that could never be experimentally 

tested in reality, but the question could be posed using hypothetical scenarios to children 

to see what their responses would be. Alternatively, qualitative research methods such as 

interviewing, focus groups, or observations could help to shed light on this dilemma. Such 

methods are often recommended when ethics prohibit experimental designs (Patton, 

2002). 
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During the course of this project, many adults told the researcher that either they 

or their child who was taking martial arts were bullied to the point that they felt they had 

no choice but to "hit them, and hit them hard," or "beat the stuffing out of them." This 

intervention is one that would not be received well as an experimental research project for 

ethical reasons; however, what could be researched is if the actual severity of a bullied 

child's response to physical provocation correlates with the likelihood that the bullying 

will stop. In past research, hitting back was found to increase levels of victimization 

(Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1997). However, that finding was based on children who had not 

specifically been trained in martial arts and may have simply been exhibiting their lack of 

physical skills when they attempted to defend themselves. Whether bullying increases or 

decreases after a child has taken self-defense courses needs to be studied. This information 

could then be used to inform interventions for both children and their parents. 

The suggestion has been made in this paper that children who take martial arts may 

benefit from improved mood and lowered anxiety. Future researchers could measure 

personality and psychopathology to determine if these change in children as a result of 

being trained in martial arts. 

Martial arts as a method of prevention. Not many of the children in this study 

began taking martial arts before the average age of onset of bullying behaviors, which is 

between the ages oftwo and four, according to Olweus (1978). Perhaps if self-defense is 

taught to very young people, they can avoid assuming the role of victim. Self-defense 

training could be a preventive measure in that it could increase physical self-efficacy and 
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cause a cascade of effects including increased self-esteem, lowered likelihood of 

depression and anxiety, and lowered likelihood that a child is victimized the first time. This 

possibility deserves attention in future research projects. 

Using different populations. The differences between the current study and past 

studies conducted in different countries highlights the need to replicate and do similar 

studies in the U.S. The foundation of research on bullying was made by Olweus (1978; 

1991; 1994; 1997), who conducted his studies in Norway, and the majority of other 

studies have been conducted in Europe. More research on bullying, and interventions in 

particular, is necessary in the U.S. People in this country differ from those in other 

countries on important characteristics. We are highly individualistic (Hofstede, 1991, as 

cited in Durkin, 1995), so independence and autonomy are greatly valued. These 

differences could impact whether interventions found to be effective in other countries are 

effective here. Comparing locations within the U.S. and comparing the U.S. to other 

countries are important prospective research activities. It may be that learning self-defense 

has a different impact on self-efficacy, bullying and victimization in countries which self

defense is not as well accepted as it is in the U.S. Additionally, it may be that the results 

obtained in the rural, Southwestern cities used in this study may be different from those 

obtained elsewhere in the United States. 

It would be interesting to use a systemic perspective to study bullying across and 

within different countries. For example, it is possible that the United States culture accepts 

and even glorifies bullying as it does other forms of aggression (Smith & Bond, 1999). 
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Using a systems perspective in research could lead to finding ways to intervene in different 

parts of this bullying-perpetuating system. The onus of responsibility for change could 

thereby be shifted to include not only the usual targets of change (i.e., bullies, victims, and 

those immediately surrounding them) but also people who believe they are not involved or 

who are less impacted by bullying in the schools (i.e., lawmakers and the media). 

Research including different designs. In order to supplement the information 

drawn from the present study, it is necessary to conduct studies that use different designs. 

A study with a longitudinal design could be informative in several ways. For example, the 

investigator could record who is bullied by whom, levels of bullying and victimization, 

physical self-efficacy, and how these variables change over time in martial arts students 

versus non-students. A pure, experimental design that includes random assignment of 

children to strictly controlled self-defense courses taught in a school setting could answer 

questions about whether the treatment has an effect on the dependent variables without 

having selection issues cloud the results. Finally, as noted previously, the use of qualitative 

studies on this subject would also elucidate matters and fill in many of the gaps the present 

study left, as the investigator could feel somewhat less tied to the structure of 

questionnaires and freer to ask participants questions that seem important to ask them at 

the time of the administration. Because the topic of the current investigation was so novel, 

having only been studied through case studies, a formal, in-depth qualitative study could 

be very informative. 
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Limitations 

There are several limitations that must be considered in interpreting the results of 

this study. The measures used, the way questions were asked, the way the sample was 

obtained, and the sample characteristics impact the external and internal validity of this 

study. What one can say about whether the results truly indicate the levels of bullying and 

victimization and physical self-efficacy in the population of children who have not been 

trained in self-defense versus children who have been trained in martial arts may be highly 

impacted by the limitations of this study. 

Instromentation. One of the possible problems in this study was in the 

instrumentation. One specific example is that the Physical Self-Efficacy (PSE) 

questionnaire had not been used with children who were as young as those children who 

participated in the present study. The researcher and her assistants attempted to buffer that 

problem by being present to define terms for children if they needed help understanding. 

This was done often, both with younger and older participants, and the children who asked 

for help seemed to be able to continue answering questions. It is possible that although 

help was available, the children did not all understand every word on the scale and did not 

ask the researcher or assistant for help. This is a threat to the internal validity of the scale. 

The PSE is proposed to measure the level to which children felt effective in changing their 

situation using their physical abilities, and it measured how the children felt about their 

physical makeup and presentation to others. If enough children guessed the meanings of 
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some of the more advanced terms, it could have altered the meaning of the scale. It should 

be noted that when tested with this sample, the internal reliability of the PSE was .56. 

A second instrumentation limitation was associated with the use of the Bullying 

Behavior Index (BBI). The BBI, constructed by the researcher, was simply the 

modification of the Multidimensional Peer Victimization Scale (Mynard & Joseph, 2000), 

and, as such, has not been used in research before this study. When analyzed, the BBI had 

a commendable internal reliability level, with an alpha of. 72, and was comparable to that 

of the Multidimensional Peer Victimization Scale's internal reliability of .75 with the 

current sample. As such, it will be assumed that the scale is reliable. However, such a new 

scale needs to be tested further to ensure its psychometric characteristics are adequate. 

A third instrumentation limitation had to do with the face validity of the 

instruments. All three instruments have such high face validity that it may have been very 

easy to fake good or fake bad, depending on the motivation of the participant. It is very 

possible that the children who participated could have answered the questions in ways they 

thought were socially desirable. This limitation could work both ways; the children who 

tend to be more needy of social acceptance may have been more likely to answer in a way 

that cast them in a very good light, especially on the bullying scale, which would result in 

underreporting in most circumstances. The children or adolescents who felt the need to 

demonstrate their bravado, machismo, or toughness, which is very common among 

adolescents (especially males) trying to gain a powerful position in social strata, may have 

responded that they engaged in bullying behavior more than those who did not. Similarly, 
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children who were in martial arts could have responded to the PSE in a way that indicated 

they felt very confident in their physical abilities simply because they anticipated the 

hypotheses of the investigation and they wanted to please the investigator, their parents, 

and their instructors who would be receiving the results. 

The tendency for a child to respond in a socially desirable direction on the scales 

may have been inflated by the fact that the parents were in communication with the 

investigator who would be seeing the results, even though each child was assured parents 

would not be privy to the specific responses of their children. Furthermore, the fact that 

some of the participants were known personally by the instructor or assistant may have 

enhanced the likelihood of responding in a socially desirable way. None of the instruments 

had a subscale that measured social desirability, so it is impossible to say with any 

certainty how much of a limitation this was. 

Other possible problems with the scales measuring victimization and bullying were 

in the way the questions were asked, the choices of answers, and the number of questions 

on the scales. First, the directions on these scales only asked the participants to indicate 

how frequently acts of aggression were committed, not whether those actions were in 

response to provocation. Children who are victimized misjudge their own actions as non

provocative, and those who bully others are likely to misjudge actions of others as 

attempts to provoke discord (Hodges & Perry, 1999; Kumpulainen et al., 1998; Voors, 

2000). This may make it difficult to interpret the data given by participants if those 

particular instructions are given. However, with the instructions given the way they were, 
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the children could have included in their answers times when aggression was in response 

to provocation, either in self-defense or as an act of reactive bullying. 

Second, the choices of answers for each item did not have a very wide range (0 to 

2), and the subscales did not consist of very many questions (four per subscale). This may 

have contributed to floor or ceiling effects so that the vast majority of participants 

responded on the low or high end of the scale to some of the subscales. This may have 

limited variability in the responses. These problems could have been corrected by including 

more sources of information in the assessment ofbullying and victimization. 

Limited information sources. One notable and related limitation of this study is 

that the information was gathered only through paper-and-pencil questionnaires. The 

likelihood of obtaining more accurate measurements of bullying and victimization could be 

increased by using more methods of gathering those data. For example, asking the 

children's schools for behavioral reports, asking teachers, fellow students, and parents and 

taking behavioral observations of students in various different places in school would 

increase the validity of the results. 

Recn1iting. The recruiting procedure could have impacted the results of this study, 

causing a problem with the internal validity of the study. At the beginning of the study, the 

investigator was using a flyer (See Appendix E) to recruit participants in various different 

areas; however, because the flyer was not attracting enough participants, the investigator 

obtained permission to use personal contact to recruit. This meant the investigator could 

let people she knew spread the word about the study by word of mouth, and she could 

154 



recruit people she knew. Additionally, the investigator obtained permission for two 

·'assistants to use all the approved methods of recruiting and administration in two other 

'.1 

, areas of the same state in the Southwest. 

Although a few of the martial arts participants were recruited in this manner, the 

·: procedure was used mainly for recruiting children who had not had self-defense courses. 

Consequently, the majority of non self-defense children recruited after these changes were 

children of friends and other adults who know the investigator, assistants, or people they 

knew. This probably impacted the demographic characteristics of the sample taken. It may 

have resulted in similarities among participants. For example, people who are victimized 

te~d to associate with people who are also victimized (Hodges & Perry, 1999). It may 

luive also created differences in the treatment versus non-treatment groups. The majority 

of self-defense participants were not previously known by the investigator or assistants, 

while many of the non self-defense group participants were acquaintances or students of 

the scale administrators. 

An additional recruiting limitation was that the sample was drawn primarily from 

two areas in a Southwestern state of the United States. Therefore, it is possible that the 

results are not generalizable to the rest of the United States. It is also possible that the 

conclusions drawn should not be extended further than rural areas, as there were not very 

many participants who were from urban areas. The sample was predominantly White and 

middle class; more diversity would have been desirable. 
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Study design. The study design in this project was quasi-experimental, which poses 

some difficulty with both internal validity and external validity. It is difficult in this study 

to tell if the independent variable truly impacted the dependent variables, an internal 

validity issue. The children who participated chose which experimental group they were in 

before the inception of the study. This made it possible that the two groups differed in 

some way( s) other than experience in self-defense training and that those differences may 

be responsible for the similarities or differences found in the independent variables. 

Demographics of the sample were measured, and variables that were different according 

to experimental group were used as covariates in further analyses. It is possible, though, 

that there were other variables, not measured in this study, that impacted the results of the 

hypothesis testing. 

Some of the parents of the children in the self-defense group said that their 

children entered martial arts training because they were being bullied at school. Experts 

such as Twemlow and Sacco (1998) and Twemlow et al. (2001) have made the suggestion 

in the past that children who are victimized receive such training. It has also been 

suggested that bullies receive training as well (Twemlow & Sacco, 1998). However, 

children who bully oftentimes deny there is a problem or that they have made wrong 

behavioral choices (Voors, 2000). Rules regarding bullying others within martial arts 

classes may make it less likely that children who bully others continue to take the course 

after their status as bully is discovered. For example, some schools have a rule that if a 

student is found to be taking advantage of others' relative smallness or weakness, that 
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student must practice with the instructor as his or her partner. These factors create a 

possible bias in the assignment of children to the experimental conditions which could 

have impacted the results of the study. The children in the martial arts training may have 

been more likely to be victims. If the training the group received actually helped the 

children to escape from their role as victim, their mean score on the Peer Victimization 

Scale (Mynard & Joseph, 2000) may have only been lowered to the point that it was even 

with that of the non self-defense group. 

The martial arts and non martial arts groups differed on physical self-efficacy. It is 

possible that children who are more physically self-efficacious choose to be in self-defense 

classes whereas children low in self-efficacy do not choose this activity. In their study with 

adult women, Weitlauf, Smith, and Cervone (2000) found that those that completed the 

training actually had lower pre-training physical self-efficacy than those who did not 

complete training. This indicates that women who feel they are unable to defend 

themselves, not those who already feel capable, volunteered to take self-defense training 

for the study. Weitlauf, Smith, and Cervone's (2000) study lends support to a notion that 

the children at the martial arts schools had lower pre-training self-efficacy than the non

martial arts group. However, without having physical self-efficacy, bullying, or 

victimization scores of the experimental group before they began the training, it is 

impossible to discern whether the experimental group was always no different than the 

comparison group on bullying and victimization. Doing this pre-testing would improve the 

internal validity of the study. Another addition to the study that would help clarify this 
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issue would be to have a group that had just decided to take self-defense classes fill out 

their questionnaires before they took any classes. 

The external validity of the study was also compromised by the fact that 

participants volunteered and were paid. They were not randomly assigned from the 

population to participate in the study. Whether the results can be generalized to peopie 

who did not volunteer for altruistic reasons or who did not care to receive $5 for their 

time cannot be known. One consideration is that children who engage in high levels of 

bullying behaviors may have been less likely to volunteer in the study. They have been·· 

found to be higher in Machiavellianism (Sutton & Keogh, 2000) and to be more self

centered (Hazier, Hoover, & Oliver, 1991) than those children who bully less, so they may 

not have wanted to devote their time to do something that would help another person and 

had few payoffs. 

On the other hand, it is possible that children who are victimized more frequently 

may have volunteered at a greater rate than those children who are less victimized. 

Children who are targeted by bullies tend to be more compliant, so they want to please 

other people more than do children who bully (Collins & Bell, 1996; Duncan, 1999b ). 

Also, they could have hoped that participating could lead to conclusions that may help 

them in some way. Given these possibilities, it could have been more likely that the 

children who volunteered were different than the general population on some important 

characteristics. Again, a way to control for these problems in the future would be to ask 

more questions in the form of a pretest, or to randomly select participants if possible. 
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Power. The observed power in this study was quite low in some instances. This 

means that if there indeed is a small difference between the self-defense and non-self

defense groups, the likelihood that it could have been detected was very small. This low 

power increases the likelihood that when no statistical differences were detected, the null 

hypothesis that the groups were no different from one another on the dependent variable 

was accepted in error. One way to improve this study's power would be to increase the 

sample size quite a bit. According to Cohen ( 1992), in order to detect a medium-sized 

difference between two groups (self-defense vs. non-self-defense) using an analysis of 

variance, the number of participants needed is 64 per group. However, if the true' ' · 

difference in the population is a small difference, a researcher would need to have·393 

participants per group, a total of 796 participants. 

Lack of control over the treatment. A final issue to be discussed is that the ·self

defense classes were a variety of real-world martial arts instruction available to anyone 

who can afford them and wants to participate in them. Perfect replication of this study is, 

therefore impossible. It is also impossible to say whether participants who received their 

martial arts training at one school had a stronger or weaker treatment than those at 

another school. 

In order to control for this, a researcher would have to get instructors to train the 

children in exactly the same way under similar conditions. Such laboratory conditions may 

be very informative if the end result was to create a martial arts program in schools, 

because the conditions could be replicated somewhat more reliably. However, it would 
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threaten the external validity of the study if the end result was to advise parents to enroll 

their children in one of the wide array of martial arts courses available in the community. 

As can be seen, many times correcting the limitations of this study may simply create 

different limitations in another study. 

Conclusions 

The present study has had some important findings that strengthened or expanded 

the findings of past research. It has also resulted in some novel findings that contrasted 

with past research. Perhaps the most important findings in this study were that children did 

not differ in their victimization or bullying behaviors according to martial arts experience, 

even though their confidence in their physical abilities were higher if they had had such 

experience. However, important gender differences were found in physical self-efficacy, 

bullying behaviors and victimization levels. 

The results of the present study, as well as lessons learned by the investigator in 

the process of the study make a call for further research necessary. There were several 

limitations that could be corrected in future research endeavors. Additionally, there are 

many questions that could be researched to enhance the literature on bullying. 

Recent events involving children who have been victimized by others retaliating 

against their peers in schools in the United States have brought the topic of bullying into 

the spotlight in this country. The solution or solutions to this widespread problem seems 

to elude parents, school personnel, and researchers. However, we must continue to seek 

answers. The plight of the many children who are involved in bullying interactions must be 
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improved so that their futures may be made brighter. Martial arts training may yet prove to 

be one way of intervening so that children feel better about themselves regardless of what 

others do to them or how others think about them. 
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Demographics and Activities Questionnaire 

In order to insure that this study is anonymous, please do not place any marks on 
this page that would identify you as the person who filled out this questionnaire. 

Please indicate your answers in the spaces provided or circle the appropriate 
answer. Answers describe the adolescent participant. 

1. Age: __ 

2. Sex: MIF 

3. Height: __ 

4. Weight: __ 

5. Marital Status of Parents: Never married/Not Cohabiting __ 

Married/Common Law --

Separated __ 

Divorced 

Widowed 

6. Ethnic Background (please circle any that apply): 

African I African American I Black, non-Hispanic 

Asian I Asian American 

Biracial (describe) -------------------------

Caucasian I European I White, non-Hispanic 

Hispanic I Latino I Latina 

Native American I Pacific Islander I Eskimo I Aleutian 

Other (describe): _____ _ 
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If you were not born in America, where were you born? ------
How many years have you been in the U.S.? __ 

7. Approximate Total Family Income: ________ _ 

8. People living in child participant's household: 

Age Relationship to participant 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 
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9. IF YOU TAKE OR HAVE TAKEN SELF-DEFENSE CLASSES, PLEASE 
ANSWER THIS QUESTION. IF NOT, SKIP TO QUESTION 10. 
Please list the types of martial-arts classes or self-defense courses you have taken. For 
each one, please indicate the approximate date you began taking the course, how many 
hours you spent each week, how many hours you practiced per week, the approximate 
date you stopped, and the highest color belt earned, if applicable. 

Course# 1 (Give name of the class)----------------

I Began 
On (Date): 

#Hours 
Per Week 

#Hours Practice 
Per Week 

I stopped 
On (Date): 

Course # 2 (Give name of the class) ---------------------

I Began 
On (Date): 

#Hours 
Per Week 

#Hours Practice 
Per Week 

I stopped 
On (Date): 

Course # 3 (Give name of the class) ---------------------
I Began 

On (Date): 
#Hours 

Per Week 
#Hours Practice 

Per Week 
I stopped 

On (Date): 

Course # 4 (Give name of the class) ---------------------
I Began 

On (Date): 
#Hours 

Per Week 
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#Hours Practice 
Per Week 

I stopped 
On (Date): 



Course# 5 (Give name of the class)------------------

I Began 
On (Date): 

#Hours 
Per Week 

#Hours Practice 
Per Week 

I stopped 
On (Date): 

10. Please list the types of physical activities in which you participate. Examples are: 
volleyball, tennis, gymnastics, ballet, skating, skateboarding, football, basketball, etc. 
For each activity, please indicate how many hours per week, on the average, you 
spend doing it. 

Activity # Hours per Week 

1. ---------------------------------------------

2. -----------------------------------------------

3. ------------------------------------------------
4. ---------------------------------------------------

5. ---------------------------------------------------
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Personal Values Survey 

This questionnaire is a series of attitude statements about you. We are interested in the 

extent to which you agree or disagree with them. 

Please read each statement carefully. Then indicate the extent to which you agree or 

disagree by marking the appropriate number on your answer sheet. The numbers and their 

meaning are indicated below each question. 

If you find that the numbers to be used in answering do not adequately indicate your 

opinion, please use the one which is closest to the way you feel. 

1. I have excellent reflexes. 

( 1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

2. I am not agile and graceful. 

(1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

(5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 
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3. I am rarely embarrassed by my voice. 

(1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

4. My physique is rather strong. 

(1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

5. Sometimes I don't hold up well under stress. 

( 1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

6. I can't run fast. 

(1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

(5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 
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7. I have physical defects that sometimes bother me. 

( 1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

8. I don't feel in control when I take tests involving physical dexterity. 

( 1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

9. People think negative things about me because of my posture. 

( 1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

1 0. I am not hesitant about disagreeing with people bigger than me. 

(1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

196 



11. I have poor muscle tone. 

( 1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

(6) Disagree strongly 

12. I take little pride in my ability in sports. 

(1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

(6) Disagree strongly 

13. Athletic people usually do not receive more attention than me. 

(1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

(6) Disagree strongly 

14. I am sometimes envious of those better looking than myself 

(1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

(5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 
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15. Sometimes my laugh embarrasses me. 

( 1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

16. I am not concerned with the impression my physique makes on others. 

( 1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

(5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

17. Sometimes I feel uncomfortable shaking hands because my hands are clammy. 

( 1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

18. My speed has helped me out of some tight spots. 

(1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

(5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 
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19. I find that I am not accident prone. 

(1) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

20. I have a strong grip. 

(I) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

(5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 

21. Because of my agility, I have been able to do things which many others could not 

do. 

(I) Strongly agree 

(2) Agree somewhat 

(3) Agree slightly 

( 4) Disagree slightly 

( 5) Disagree somewhat 

( 6) Disagree strongly 
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:MPV Scale 

For each of the following things that could happen, please circle how often another 
child at school has done it to you in the last school year. For each item, please include 
only times when the other child was purposefully wanting to hurt you in some way or 
get you to do something they wanted, and they were not joking or playing. 

1. Punched me. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

2. Kicked me. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

3. Hurt me physically in some way. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

4. Beat me up. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

5. Tried to get me into trouble with my friends. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

6. Tried to make my friends tum against me. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

201 



7. Refused to talk to me. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

8. Made other people not talk to me. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

9. Called me names. 

0---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------~·~~---2 
Not at All Once More than Once· 

10. Made fun of me because of my appearance. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------~:~--~2 
Not at All Once More than ·once 

11. Made fun of me for some reason. 

0---------------------------------------------l----------------------------------------·-;.;~_.::. 2 
Not at All Once More than' Once 

12. Swore at me. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

13. Took something of mine without pennission. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
N~~~ 0 nee More than Once 
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14. Tried to break something of mine. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at AJI Orice More than Once 

15. Stole something from me. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at AJI Once More than Once 

16. Deliberately damaged some property of mine. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 
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BBI 

For each of the following things that could happen, please circle how often you have 
done it to another child at school in the last school year. For each item, please include 
only times when you were purposefully wanting to hurt them in some way or get them 
to do something you wanted, and they knew you were not joking or playing. 

I. Punched them. 

0---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

2. Kicked them. 

0---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

3. Hurt them physically in some way. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

4. Beat them up. 

O---------------------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All 0 nee More than Once 

5. Tried to get them into trouble with their friends. 

~~;-~;-~~-----------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Once More than Once 

6. Tried to make their friends turn against them. 

~~;-~;-~-----------------------------------l---------------------------------------------2 
Once More than Once 

205 



7. Refused to talk to them. 

0---------------------------------------------1---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

8. Made other people not talk to them. 

0---------------------------------------------1---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

9. Called them names. 

0---------------------------------------------1---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

10. Made fun of them because of their appearance. 

0---------------------------------------------1---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

11. Made fun of them for some reason. 

0---------------------------------------------1---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

12. Swore at them. 

0-----------------------------------~---------1---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

13. Took something of theirs without permission. 

0---------------------------------------------1---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 
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14. Tried to break something of theirs. 

0---------------------------------------------1--------~------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

15. Stole something from them. 

0---------------------------------------------1---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 

16. Deliberately damaged some property oftheirs. 

0---------------------------------------------1---------------------------------------------2 
Not at All Once More than Once 
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Earn $5 Cash! 

Help a Doctoral Student Complete Her Degree 

I am Dana Harding, and I'm conducting a study on Teens' 

Experiences with Bullying, Being Bullied, Self-Defense/Martial 

Arts, and how you feel about your physical self. 

If you are at least 12 years old, attending school, and would like to 

volunteer, please have your parent contact me at: 

(903) 455-9418 

I NEED KIDS WHO HAVE HAD SELF-DEFENSE CLASSES 

AND KIDS WHO HAVE NOT 

Each teen who completes the study will receive 

$5.00 
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TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

Title: Bullying, Victimization, and Physical Self-Efficacy among Adolescent Martial Arts 
Students and Non-students 

. 903/455-9418 
Investigator: Dana Hardmg ·······································································d~~@~eddlewin.com 

Advisor: Sally Stabb, Ph.D ............................ ·· ... ··········· .... ················ .. ········· .. · 940/898-2149 

Explanation and Purpose of the Research 

You and your child are being asked to participate in the research project ofMs. Dana 
Harding, a doctoral student in the Counseling Psychology Program at Texas W~man's 
University. This study will determine some differences between students ofmarttal arts/ 
self-defense courses and adolescents who have not had these courses. Particularly, Ms. 
Harding is interested in the extent to which these different groups engage in bullying, how; 
much they are bullied, and how they feel about their physical abilities. 

Research Procedures 

You are being asked to authorize Dana Harding to perform the following procedure: She 
will ask for, receive and analyze data you and your child provide regarding your personal 
characteristics, your child's experiences with bullying, self-defense and sports, and her/his 
beliefs about her/his physical abilities. Your child and you will complete four 
questionnaires to provide the information Ms. Harding seeks. In all, this study should take · 
no more than 1 hour to complete. 

Potential Risks 

The procedures previously described involve the following possible risks or discomfort 
and steps the investigator is taking to lower the impact of these risks: 

( 1) You may be reminded of events in or characteristics of your life that 
may upset you. You will be given numbers at the bottom of this 
f~rm to call in case y~u or your child experiences any psychological 
dtstress because ~f.this study. You will also be given a referral list 
for low cost or shdmg-scale counseling services. 

Participant or Parent/ 
Guardian Initials 

Page 1 of3 
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(2) Filling out the forms will require that you spend time that you might 
have spent doing something else, and you rna~ beco.~e b~red. The 
adolescent participants will be paid $5 for thetr parttctpauon, and 
the investigator will conduct the study during a time that _does not 
coincide with the work schedule of either you or your child. 
Additionally, you and your child are encouraged to take a break (or 
breaks) as needed while completing the forms. 

(3) Filling out the forms may produce minor physical discomfort 
associated with sitting and writing. You and your child can feel free 
to get up and move about as you wish in order to reduce 
discomfort. 

(4) Release of confidential information may occur as a result ofthis study. 
Confidentiality will be protected to the extent that is allowed by law. The forms will be 
completed in a private area agreed upon by you and the researcher, and the investigator 
will provide you a cover sheet. You, the parent, will be asked to leave the room/area 
while your child is completing three questionnaires, and all completed forms will be 
placed in a manilli:i envelope in order to protect confidentiality. After the end of the 
study, questionnaires and identifiable computer data will be stored in a locked cabinet 
at the investigator's home. At the end of five years, the questionnaires will be shredded 
and any identifiable computer data will be erased. It is anticipated that the results of 
this study will be published in the investigator's dissertation as well as in other 
research publications. However, no names or other identifying information will be 
included in any publication. 

The researchers will try to prevent any problem that could happen because of this 
re_search. You should let the researchers know at once if there is a problem, and they 
wdl help you. However, TWU does not provide medical services or financial 
assistance for injuries that might happen because you are taking part in this research. 

Participation and Benefits 

This st~dy is volu~tary and you m~y stop taking part in the study at any time without 
penalty, however, m order to recetve the $5 promised for completing the study, you need 
to complete all forms. 

The research b_eing conducted carries some possible benefits: 
(I) You wdl ~e contributing to research and knowledge. 
(2) If you firush all the_ questionnaires, your child will receive $5. 
(3) You may also recetve the results of this study 1-f d . d * , estre . 
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Questions Regarding the Study 

If you have any questions about the research study you may ask the researchers; their 
phone numbers are at the top of this form. If you have questions about your rights as a 
participant in this research or the way this study has been conducted, you may contact the 
Texas Woman's University Office of Research and Grants at 940-898-3375 or via e-mail 
at IRB@twu.edu. You will be given a copy ofthis signed and dated consent form to keep. 

Participant's (Child's) Signature Date 

Because the participant is a minor, the following must also be completed: 

The subject is a minor (age__), or is unable to sign because: 

Signatures (one required) 

Father Date 

Mother Date 

Guardian Date 

The above ~on~ent ~orm was read, discussed, and signed in my presence. In my opinion, 
the person stgrung srud consent form did so freely and wt'th full kn 1 d f · ow e ge o tts contents. 

Investigator Date 

* If you would like to receive a summa f th 1 . 
address to which this summary should be:~: e resu ts of this study, please provide an 
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Counseling Referrals List 

The following is a list of counseling service providers whose services are either free or 
offered on a sliding scale basis. 

Provider Location/Phone Number 

I. Community Counseling Center Texas A&M University, Commerce 
Commerce, TX 75428 

(903) 886-5149 

2. Counseling Center of Greenville Stonewall St. Box 9274 
Greenville, TX 7 5404 

(903) 454-4446 

3. Hunt County MHMR 4200 Stuart Street 
Greenville, TX 7 5401 

(903) 455-3987 

4. Stet~n Melman, M.A., L.P.C., L.M.F.T 1205 Alamo St. 
Commerce, TX 75428 

(903) 886-4722 

5. Texas Christian Counseling Center 2608 Eastland St. #207 
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