
 

 

 

Understanding the Bullying Culture: The Influence of Self-Efficacy on the Relationship 

between Coping Styles and Bullying Involvement 

 

A Thesis  

Submitted to the Faculty 

of the Psychology Department 

of 

Washburn University 

 

in partial fulfillment of  

the requirements for  

 

MASTER OF ARTS 

Psychology Department 

By 

 

Delanie Kathleen Atteberry 

 

Topeka, Kansas 

 

March 20, 2019 

  





 
 

Acknowledgements 

 My sincerest gratitude goes to my thesis chair, Dr. Christina Menager, who was 

willing to help me on my thesis adventure even before she was technically a professor at 

Washburn.  Through countless Skype meetings, face-to-face meetings, emails, and even 

minor freak-outs she was there to guide me.  Her willingness to assist me in a project that 

wasn’t necessarily close to her heart but was to mine made every step of this journey a 

success.  Thank you to Dr. Mike Russell and Dr. Jericho Hockett for allowing me to steal 

you from your busy work to answer the spur-of-the-moment questions this project seemed 

to always present.  All of your support, assistance, and guidance through this process have 

been invaluable to the experience and it wouldn’t be a success without you.  I would like 

to thank all my research assistants (Sami Bailly, Caitlin Nation, Leyli Beims, Craig 

Lawless, Ana Lima, and Zach Hinnergardt) for taking time to help gather and enter data, 

and additionally thank you to the seven schools and their students who volunteered to 

participate.  Logistically, it would not have happened without you.  Finally, thank you to 

my family who has provided unconditional support and encouragement throughout this 

research process.  This thesis was truly a group effort and I thank everyone who supported 

me through it.  



Running Head: SELF-EFFICACY, COPING, AND BULLYING INVOLVEMENT 4 

Abstract 

As many as one in two children are likely to encounter bullying (Beran & Tutty, 2002; 

Hampel et al., 2009; Khamis, 2015; Solberg & Olweus, 2003).  However, there is little replicated 

research indicating what specific factors contribute to bullying involvement.  The present study 

was a partial replication of Kokkinos et al. (2015) addressing to what degree coping style and self-

efficacy influence one’s involvement in the bullying culture.  By administering three self-report 

surveys to 815 sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students from a mid-sized city in the Midwest, the 

study investigated the following hypotheses: a) there is a relationship between one’s bully/victim 

role and one’s general level of approach coping and one’s general level of avoidance coping; b) 

there is a relationship between one’s bully/victim role and one’s general level of self-efficacy; and 

c) coping style is moderated by self-efficacy in relation to bully/victim roles.  Results indicated 

significant group differences among pure bullies, pure victims, bully-victims, and those not 

involved regarding approach coping, avoidance coping, and forms of self-efficacy.  While 

regression analyses did not reveal any moderating effects of self-efficacy, they did provide further 

evidence of the predictive role coping styles and self-efficacy have in bullying involvement.  

Therefore, it is of utmost importance that antibullying interventions consider such factors when 

being developed.  
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Understanding the Bullying Culture: The Influence of Self-Efficacy on the Relationship between 

Coping Styles and Bullying Involvement 

Bullying, according to Farrington (1993) and Olweus (1994), is defined through four key 

components.  First, bullying is any form of physical, psychological, or verbal attack that produces 

intense fear, intimidation, or harm to another.  Second, the two parties (i.e. the aggressor and the 

victim) must exhibit an imbalance in power, such as in status or strength.  The third and fourth 

factors, which are unique to bullying compared to other aggressive acts, are that it requires a lack 

of provocation by the victim and is repeated over a prolonged period of time.  The phenomenon 

of bullying, an ongoing challenge for American society, has been researched for as many as five 

decades, and still very little is known on how to stop it.  Research has demonstrated that as many 

as one in two children are likely to encounter some form of involvement in the bullying culture 

(Beran & Tutty, 2002; Khamis, 2015).  Involvement in bullying has serious detrimental effects on 

a child’s mental health and social functioning (Denny, Fleming, Clark, & Wall, 2004; Duggins, 

Kuperminc, Henrich, Smalls-Glover, & Perilla, 2016; Hampel et al., 2009; Khamis, 2015; 

Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Olweus, 1994; Olweus, 2012; Solberg & Olweus, 2003).  

Therefore, it is of great social importance to understand and intervene in this phenomenon. 

Background of the Bullying Culture 

Forms of Bullying   

There are four common forms of bullying: physical, verbal, social, and cyber.  Physical 

bullying consists of anything that can cause harm to another’s physical body, damage personal 

property, or inflict psychological torment through physical actions (U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services, n.d.).  Hitting, pushing, tripping, obscene gestures, spitting, and stealing one’s 

belongings or damaging them – or threats thereof – are all examples of physical bullying.  Verbal 
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bullying is defined as any behavior that inflicts harm on another through spoken words (U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services, n.d.).  Examples of verbal bullying include derogatory 

comments towards another based on gender, race, religion, as well as those of a sexual nature (e.g., 

calling someone a “slut”).  Physical and verbal bullying are also referred to as “direct” bullying 

given they directly target and impact the person of lesser power. 

Social bullying involves harming others by damaging their social standing and reputation 

(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, n.d.).  This is often done through purposely 

excluding and isolating others from a particular group, manipulating a current relationship (i.e. 

gaining the others’ trust then breaking it), and spreading false rumors.  Social bullying is also 

known as “relational” bullying because harm is inflicted upon the relationship the victim has with 

others.  Compared to verbal and physical bullying, social bullying can be either direct or indirect, 

but most often is observed as an indirect method due to the spreading of rumors and progressive 

damaging of an individual’s reputation and relationships.  These first three forms of bullying are 

commonly referred to as traditional forms of bullying.   

Cyberbullying started being researched over twenty years after bullying was first 

identified.  Patchin and Hinduja (2006) and Olweus (2012) defined cyberbullying as intentional 

harm inflicted upon another through electronic means (i.e., computer or cell phone).  As with 

traditional forms of bullying, cyberbullying still harms, or threatens to harm, another individual 

through malicious tactics and requires repeat offenses.  Power is still a key component to 

cyberbullying just as it is a key component in traditional bullying; however, it is no longer an 

imbalance specified by only status or strength, as an imbalance in power can also pertain to online 

proficiency.  For example, a tech-savvy teen can create a website dedicated to slandering a specific 
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individual (Patchin & Hinduja, 2006).  If that individual is not capable of “taking down” the 

website, then they are in lesser power to the creator.   

The most common forms of bullying involvement are verbal and social bullying, 

specifically calling one derogatory names, spreading false rumors about another person, and social 

rejection (Beran & Tutty, 2002; Khamis, 2015; Wang, Iannotti, & Nansel, 2009).  Research has 

found that 88% of those who are victims and/or perpetrators of cyberbullying are also exposed to 

traditional methods (i.e., physical, verbal, and social bullying).  It should be noted, however, that 

the prevalence of these forms varies drastically across studies with some reporting overall 

prevalence being as low as 10% for social and 12% for verbal (Khamis, 2015) to as high as 54% 

and 51% for social and verbal, respectively (Wang et al., 2009).   

It is likely that these differences in prevalence may be due to different definitions of 

bullying.  For instance, Mishna, Scarcello, Pepler, and Wiener (2005) examined teachers’ 

understanding of bullying.  All teachers spoke of a power imbalance and most teachers depicted 

bullying as intentional.  Most also brought up indirect and direct forms of bullying but had varying 

opinions on what constituted actual bullying.  For example, some teachers did not consider non-

physical behaviors, such as verbal aggression, to be bullying.  Moreover, even fewer teachers 

mentioned repetition as an integral part to identifying bullying (Mishna et al. 2005).  This same 

study suggests that students are not fully aware of what bullying behaviors are.  As one teacher 

put it, the bullying behavior was commonly accepted as “normal.”  To gain clearer information 

about the bullying culture, a consistent bullying definition must be utilized when conducting 

research. 
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Roles within the Bullying Culture   

In addition to the multiple forms bullying can take, researchers have also noted a variety 

of roles one can play in the bullying culture.  These roles include not only perpetrator and victim, 

but also assistant (one who joins in the bullying), reinforcer (someone who encourages negative 

behavior by watching and/or laughing), bystander (someone who does not like what’s happening 

but does not do anything to stop it), and defender (one who stands up for the victim and challenges 

the bully; Smith, 2004).  Here, the focus will be on the perpetrators, the victims, and those who 

are both victims and bullies, or bully-victims, given that these three roles are most directly involved 

with bullying attacks compared to the other roles mentioned. 

Bullies.  The perpetrators of harmful physical or psychological attacks upon another person 

of lesser power are referred to as bullies.  Bullies are characterized by having a significantly more 

positive attitude toward violence than students in general, greater impulsivity, and a strong need 

to dominate others (Olweus, 1994).  At the same time, they experience unusually little anxiety and 

insecurity and nearly no problems with self-esteem compared to non-bullies (Olweus, 1994). 

 “Pure” bullies (that is, those who are not also victims) predominantly engage in direct 

forms of bullying, specifically verbal and physical bullying (Hampel, Manhal, & Hayer, 2009). 

However, when examined more closely, verbal was notably greater in prevalence (37%) compared 

to physical (13%; Wang et al., 2009).  Olweus (2012) and Wang et al. (2009) made it clear that 

cyberbullying alone is the least common form of bullying, being the choice of only 1-3% of 

surveyed bullies.  Bullies also use social bullying, but the prevalence of this occurrence is unclear.  

Of the 20% Hampel and colleagues (2009) sampled, only 2.7% reported perpetrating relational 

bullying; however, Wang and researchers (2009) discovered that among the bullies they surveyed, 

27% reported engaging in such a form.  Finally, Connell, Schell-Busey, Pearce, and Negro (2014) 
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noted that as many as 36% of bullies used relational forms.  One issue that may have caused this 

difference is again in the definition given of bullying.  While Hampel and colleagues (2009) 

emphasized the repetitive nature of bullying, Wang and researchers (2009) reported the percentage 

who “had bullied others at least once,” which may have led to this inconsistency.  Overall, it has 

been found that the presence of bullies within a sample can range from 6.5% to 33% of students 

(Beran & Tutty, 2002; Hampel, et al., 2009; Khamis, 2015; Solberg & Olweus, 2003). 

  While there has been a multitude of studies done regarding prevalence rates, there is still 

a great deal of discrepancy regarding it.  Research agrees that boys are up to four times more likely 

to bully than girls and bully against both boys and girls (Beran & Tutty, 2002; Kokkinos, 

Panagopoulou, Tsolakidou, & Tzeliou, 2015; Olweus, 1994; Solberg & Olweus, 2003).  

Unfortunately, that is where the consistency stops and additional discrepancies appear.  According 

to research by Olweus (1994), Crick and Grotpeter (1995), and Tapper and Boulton (2004), boys 

most commonly use non-physical forms of bullying (e.g., gestures and words) followed by 

physical means (e.g., pushing and hitting); meanwhile girls most often resort to social bullying 

(e.g., rumors and slander).  Other research discovered that boys not only engaged in significantly 

greater levels of physical and cyberbullying compared to girls, but also greater levels of social 

bullying as well (Narayanan & Betts, 2014; Wang et al., 2009).  Finally, another trend was reported 

by Connell and colleagues (2014) such that boys and girls employ social forms of bullying at an 

equal frequency; meanwhile, boys still engaged more frequently in direct bullying than girls and 

girls more frequently engaged in cyberbullying.  Based on the inconsistent patterns revealed by 

past research, it is evident that there are still gaps in the literature that need to be addressed. 

Victims.  In addition to the bully, the “victim” is the other party necessary for actions to 

be defined as bullying.  Victims are individuals who are repeatedly targeted by the bullies.  By 
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definition, they do not provoke the aggression and are not “powerful” enough to stop the assaults.  

Victimization ranges from about 10% of students to as many as 54% of students (Beran & Tutty, 

2002; Hampel et al., 2009; Khamis, 2015; Nansel et al., 2001; Solberg & Olweus, 2003).  Victims 

have been characterized by research as being more anxious, insecure, cautious, sensitive, and quiet 

compared to their non-victim counterparts (Olweus, 1994).  Commonly, they react to being bullied 

and teased by crying and withdrawing from the situation (Olweus, 1994). 

Most commonly victims experience direct forms of bullying followed by indirect forms of 

bullying (Hampel et al., 2009).  However, when the two forms (i.e., direct and indirect) are 

examined more closely as the four separate methods (i.e., physical, verbal, social, and 

cyberbullying), social victimization is most prevalent, closely followed by verbal victimization, 

physical victimization, and finally cyber-victimization (Hampel et al., 2009; Olweus, 2012; Wang 

et al., 2009). 

 Overall, boys experience greater victimization than girls, but there is not nearly as drastic 

of a difference as seen in the perpetration of bullying.  Research illustrates that while 11% of boys 

are victims, so are 9% of girls (Solberg & Olweus, 2003).  To be more specific, boys experience 

significantly more physical and verbal bullying, such as being hit, slapped, pushed or teased 

(Kokkinos et al., 2015; Nansel et al., 2001; Olweus, 1994), while girls are exposed to more social 

bullying (e.g., exclusion, rejection, rumors) and cyberbullying (Nansel et al., 2001; Narayanan & 

Betts, 2014; Olweus, 1994; Wang et al., 2009). 

Bully-Victims.  Within this alleged dyad of bully and victim are those who find themselves 

fitting both categories, illuminating a third role in the bullying culture.  As mentioned, bully-

victims are exactly what the title refers to them as: both bully and victim. Compared to literature 

on bullies and victims, there is a dearth of research regarding the characteristics and prevalence 
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rates of bully-victims.  One study indicated that while 18.7% of students in a given study were 

involved in some way in the bullying culture, only 1.6% of them were considered bully-victims 

(Solberg & Olweus, 2003).  It was also noted that, of those who reported being a victim, nearly 

one in five of them engaged in bully behavior as well (Solberg & Olweus, 2003).  In other studies, 

however, evidence points to one in six children in the general population being bully-victims 

(Khamis, 2015).  Solberg and Olweus (2003) explained that of the bully-victims, boys made up to 

75% of those who identified as bully-victims.  Given the scarcity of information about how these 

individuals differ from non-bully-victims and the unclear prevalence rate of bully-victims, it is 

evident that more research simply needs to be done to investigate this third group of the bullying 

culture. 

Bullying Involvement and Psychological Adjustment 

In contrast to the varying patterns of prevalence rates of the different bullying groups, there 

is a great amount of support in the literature that any type of involvement in the bullying culture 

has a significant association with and a negative impact on psychological functioning (Denny, 

Fleming, Clark, & Wall, 2004; Duggins, Kuperminc, Henrich, Smalls-Glover, & Perilla, 2016; 

Hampel et al., 2009; Khamis, 2015; Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Olweus, 1994; Olweus, 

2012; Solberg & Olweus, 2003).  Based on the multitude of studies, it is evident that a plethora of 

information is known about victims’ psychological functioning, some is known about bullies, but 

extremely little information is available about bully-victims.  

Many victims have been found to experience poorer self-esteem and negative self-

concepts, such that one feels stupid, ashamed, or unattractive (Hampel et al., 2009; Olweus, 1994; 

Olweus, 2012; Solberg & Olweus, 2003), and greater loneliness (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 

2002; Olweus, 1994; Solberg & Olweus, 2003) compared to non-victims.  Victims have also been 
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reported to experience higher rates of depression, anxiety, emotional distress, emotional regulation 

problems, concentration problems, and hyperactivity compared non-victims (Denny et al., 2004; 

Hampel et al., 2009; Huang, Lewis, Cohen, Prewett, & Herman, 2018; Khamis, 2015; 

Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Olweus, 1994; Solberg & Olweus, 2003).  Interestingly as 

other research has pointed out tendencies for victims to be withdrawn and essentially experience 

internalization issues (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Kozasa, Oiji, Kiyota, Sawa, & Kim, 

2017), greater victimization has also been correlated with more anger control problems, 

aggression, and social problems (Duggins et al., 2016; Hampel et al., 2009; Kochenderfer-Ladd & 

Skinner, 2002).  Lastly, victims compared to those not involved in bullying, have also displayed 

higher rates of suicidal ideation (Kozasa et al., 2017). 

Just as victims of bullying experience psychological problems, bullies display greater 

mental health issues as well when compared to those children who are not involved.  Bullies have 

significantly greater aggression and antisocial behaviors than non-bullies (Hampel et al., 2009; 

Solberg & Olweus, 2003) and experience more concentration and emotion regulation problems 

(Huang et al., 2018).  These outcomes have also been found in a study by Kozasa et al. (2017) 

illustrating that preadolescent and adolescent girls and boys who bully display greater aggressive 

and delinquent behaviors along with greater attention problems when compared to those not 

involved at all.  Given the high tendencies to engage in aggressive and delinquent behaviors, then, 

it is not surprising that research has also shown that participating in bullying has a significant 

relationship with criminal consequences.  Olweus (1994) pointed out that nearly two-thirds of 

sixth-through-ninth-grade boys who were classified as bullies ended up being convicted of at least 

one crime by their mid-twenties. 
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 As discussed, bully-victims experience both being physically, verbally, socially, or 

electronically attacked by peers and attacking other peers themselves.  Not suprising, then, bully-

victims display similar behavioral and psychological tendencies consistent with both victims and 

bullies.  For instance, similar to pure victims, bully-victims also experience greater emotional 

symptoms (e.g., anxiety, depression, and suicidal ideation) and emotional regulation problems, 

hyperactivity, and peer problems than pure bullies and those not involved in bullying at all 

(Khamis, 2015; Kozasa et al., 2017).  Similar to pure bullies, though, research found that bully-

victims display greater incidences of conduct disorders, delinquent behavior, and aggressive 

behavior than pure victims and those not involved (Khamis, 2015; Kozasa et al., 2017).  Notably, 

while patterns have emerged from past research, little is still known about the psychological 

outcomes for bully-victims. 

To review, it is clear what bullying is and how it is defined.  It is also clear that it is a major 

issue that impacts the lives of many children and has significant negative effects on the 

psychological wellbeing of bullies and victims.  Nevertheless, there is extremely limited research 

on this third group of children known as “bully-victims” and what kind of impact this culture is 

having on them.  Further, and most importantly, it is clear bullying is an epidemic in American 

society and yet there is very little known on how to stop it.  To intervene and put a stop to a 

problem, one has to understand what is causing and maintaining the problem in the first place.  The 

limited research that has explored the bullying phenomenon suggests that one’s coping style and 

self-efficacy have an influence on involvement in the bullying culture. 

Coping and Bullying Involvement 

 Lazarus and Folkman (1987) established the foundational research on coping theory.  

These researchers explained that coping pertains to the relationship between the environment and 
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a person, such that it is an interaction between the environmental attributes and the psychological 

aspects of the individual.  Simply put, coping is dependent on how one perceives what is happening 

in their environment and how it may impact their personal wellbeing.   

Coping begins with one’s cognitive appraisal, which is an evaluation of the significance of 

an event in relation to one’s self.  It considers the information one knows about how the world 

works and applies it to one’s personal wellbeing.  There are two distinct forms of appraisal that 

lead to coping.  First is the primary appraisal regarding whether something is harmful, threatening 

or challenging, or beneficial.  The primary appraisal specifically refers to the “stakes” in a given 

situation.  For instance, if there is nothing to be lost or gained, the situation is irrelevant to one’s 

wellbeing and therefore there is no emotional reaction or need to act in a specific manner.  

However, if there are stakes relevant to one’s goals that could be lost or threatened, an emotional 

reaction will result, and a secondary appraisal must be considered.  A secondary appraisal is the 

evaluation regarding whether an environmental aspect can be changed to improve the 

environment-person relationship and, if so, what coping methods to use.  In this way, the appraisal 

is the antecedent for coping.  Coping depends on the determination that something can or cannot 

be done to “fix” the situation (Lazarus & Folkman, 1987).  Simply put, cognitive appraisal 

influences the emotional reaction, which affects how one behaves – or copes – in a situation. 

Coping itself is best understood as a process: individuals act to change or reduce aspects in 

their environment that cause stress and other negative emotions.  According to Lazarus and 

Folkman (1987), coping can be categorized as either problem-focused or emotion-focused.  

Problem-focused coping is when one appraises a situation as being able to change and thus 

employs certain steps to either eliminate or alter the adverse situation.  Conversely, emotion-

focused coping is utilized when one considers a stressful situation being unchangeable and 
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therefore copes in a more emotional manner to regulate the emotional distress, such as through 

denial or avoidance (Lazarus & Folkman, 1987). 

 Roth and Cohen (1986) had a similar theory but a slightly different perspective and 

different labels for coping: approach and avoidance.  Approach and avoidance coping are cognitive 

and emotional reactions to threat that involve moving toward or away from the stressors.  Similar 

to problem-focused coping, approach coping is taking action to resolve a certain situation, often 

through problem-solving and/or seeking social support.  The benefits of this form of coping include 

taking action, expressing emotional distress, and possible resolution of the problem.  Costs of 

approach coping, however, may include increased stress and time-consuming and nonproductive 

worry.  Avoidance coping is comparable to emotion-focused coping, where one attempts to escape 

the distressing stimuli to reduce the resulting stress.  Partial use of avoidance in conjunction with 

approach coping may lead to increased hope and courage in an adverse situation (Roth & Cohen, 

1986).  The costs, however, are interference with appropriately trying to solve the situation, 

emotional numbness, intrusion-like experiences, and behavioral avoidance.  There are three forms 

of avoidance coping: internalized coping where one keeps their emotions related to the adverse 

stimuli inside and not disclosing them, externalized coping where one releases their emotions 

through outward anger, and distancing oneself from the stimuli. 

 Research has provided evidence regarding how coping styles are associated with certain 

psychological outcomes.  For example, Causey and Dubow (1992) demonstrated that 

internalization, a form of avoidance or emotion-focused coping, was associated with greater 

anxiety; meanwhile, approach coping (i.e., problem-solving and social support seeking) was 

related to greater self-worth and greater behavioral conduct esteem, or the degree to which 

individuals like the way they behave and feel they do so in a desired manner (Gacek, Pilecka, & 
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Fusinska-Korpik, 2014).  This is consistent with other research that highlights problem-solving 

and help-seeking strategies are related to better mental health, such as lower depressive and anxiety 

symptoms and greater self-esteem (Bavojdan, Towhidi, & Rahmati, 2011; McMahon et al., 2013; 

Zhang, Chang, Zhang, Greenberger, & Chen, 2011).  Conversely, avoidance coping has been 

shown to be related to poorer mental health, such as greater depressive symptoms, greater anxiety, 

and lower self-esteem (Bavojdan, et al., 2011; Brown, Begun, Bender, Ferguson, & Thompson, 

2015; Causey & Dubow, 1992; McMahon et al., 2013; Zhang et al., 2011).  In relation to a history 

of self-harm, McMahon et al. (2013) illustrated that as rates of emotion-focused coping grew and 

problem-solving coping diminished, the severity of one’s self-harm history increased.   

 Coping styles have an influence on one’s psychological functioning in general, especially 

for those involved with bullying (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002; Voellink, Bolman, Dehue, 

& Jacobs, 2013).  For those victimized, evidence shows that avoidance coping (i.e., internalization, 

externalization, and distancing) is significantly associated with loneliness, depression, anxiety, and 

social problems (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002).  Additionally, emotion-focused coping, 

especially depressive coping, was shown to lead to greater depressive tendencies and more 

physical health complaints among bully-victims (Voellink et al., 2013).  Meanwhile, approach 

coping (i.e., problem solving and social support seeking) was related to less social problems and 

may be a possible buffer for psychologically-related problems due to being a victim of bullying 

(Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002).  

 Forms of coping in daily life are also strongly related to how one copes when involved in 

bullying and, further, may predict one’s role in the bully culture.  For instance, avoidance, 

emotional expression, and depressive coping in daily life predicted depressive coping with 

bullying involvement.  On the other hand, utilizing support seeking, palliative coping, and 



SELF-EFFICACY, COPING, AND BULLYING INVOLVEMENT 17 

 
 

optimistic coping in daily life meant a greater likelihood to seek support when bullied (Voellink 

et al., 2013).  Further, Kokkinos and colleagues (2015) found that low passive avoidance predicted 

physical, behavioral, verbal, and indirect relational means of bullying, while low social support 

seeking predicted direct relational bullying.  Physical and verbal victimization were also predicted 

by low levels of social support (Kokkinos et al., 2015) and positively correlated to all three forms 

of avoidance coping (Hampel et al., 2009; Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002).  Finally, a 

combination of bullying and victimization (i.e., bully-victims) was related to greater expression of 

anger and annoyance and less use of distraction when compared to victimization and no 

involvement (Voellink et al., 2013). 

 Coping is a key part of daily functioning.  It is significantly related to psychological 

adjustment and the wellbeing of individuals.  But there is minimal research that shows its influence 

on those in the bullying culture and there is even less that looks at the coping styles of bully-

victims.  It is evident that it is a key factor that plays into whether someone becomes involved or 

not, but the extent to which this occurs is unclear.  Only one study to date has actually examined 

if coping styles can predict involvement and the evidence suggests it can (Kokkinos et al., 2015).  

There is a desperate need to know more about this relationship in order to better inform future 

antibullying interventions. 

Self-Efficacy and Bullying Involvement 

Knowing how to cope in a given situation is only half of managing situations effectively; 

the other is actually engaging in the action.  Self-efficacy, or the belief that one can manage a 

situation effectively, mediates this connection between knowledge and action (Bandura, 1982).  

Bandura (1982) pioneered the concept of self-efficacy to explain how one’s personal beliefs about 

acting effectively are directly related to the interaction of one’s appraisal of the situation, the 
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amount of stress that results from the appraisal, and the specific behavior that follows.  As Lazarus 

and Folkman (1987) stated, the beliefs one has about their competence to handle a given situation 

must be considered before determining how to react.   

Individuals with high self-efficacy believe they can control the situation they are in, which 

allows them to act effectively in a given situation.  Low self-efficacy, on the other hand, involves 

the belief that one cannot control the situation they are in, which leads to an abundance of negative 

thoughts, such as viewing the situation as more formidable than it really is, and results in impaired 

performance.  People with low self-efficacy tend to focus on the possible mishaps and failing 

outcomes rather than the present moment, thus hindering their performance.  This in turn 

perpetuates their beliefs, as they then behave ineffectively in the situation even if they know what 

to do (Bandura, 1982), and they continue to focus on what they are not capable of doing.  In sum, 

self-efficacy involves not successes in and of themselves, but rather how one interprets achieving 

such success.  As Bandura (1982) put it, “Self-efficacy is the cognitive mediator of action” (p. 

126).   

 Suldo and Shaffer (2007) divided “general” self-efficacy into subcategories based on the 

domains in which it is assessed.  For instance, academic self-efficacy refers to the beliefs one has 

toward academic competence.  Social self-efficacy is the accumulation of beliefs one has regarding 

creating and maintaining interpersonal relationships.  Beliefs regarding competence in coping with 

negative emotions and emotion-regulation are categorized as emotional self-efficacy.   

 Research has demonstrated that self-efficacy has direct relationships with psychological 

functioning, such that low self-efficacy predicts greater mental health issues while high self-

efficacy predicts fewer issues (Andersson, Moore, Hensing, Krantz, & Staland-Nyman, 2014; 

Bavojdan et al., 2011; Schoenfeld, Brailovskaia, Bieda, Zhang, & Margraf, 2016).  For instance, 
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lower self-efficacy is related to higher rates of internalized experiences (Muris, 2002; Suldo & 

Shaffer, 2007).  These experiences include anxiety, depression, social withdrawal, and somatic 

complaints.  Further, higher self-efficacy is significantly and positively related to greater overall 

life satisfaction (Suldo & Shaffer, 2007).  Specific types of self-efficacy are also related to mental 

health outcomes.  Suldo and Shaffer (2007) provided evidence showing low academic and 

emotional self-efficacy are significantly related to greater externalized behavior, such as 

aggression and delinquent behavior.  Muris (2002) found that low social self-efficacy is 

significantly related to experiences of social phobia, low academic self-efficacy is significantly 

related to school phobia, and low emotional self-efficacy is significantly related to generalized 

anxiety disorder and panic/somatic symptoms.  In addition, academic self-efficacy is correlated to 

more school, family, and living environment satisfaction (Muris, 2002).  Emotional self-efficacy 

is correlated with greater self, school, and family satisfaction (Muris, 2002).  Finally, social self-

efficacy is positively correlated to self and friend satisfaction (Muris, 2002). 

There also appears to be gender differences with self-efficacy just as there are with bullying 

involvement and coping style.  Overall, girls’ self-efficacy is typically significantly lower than 

boys’ (Muris, 2001).  This is especially true for emotional self-efficacy where it is shown that girls 

experience greater depression than boys (Muris, 2001; Suldo & Shaffer, 2007).  When it comes to 

academic self-efficacy, though, Suldo and Shaffer (2007) reported that it is fairly equal between 

boys and girls. 

 There is emerging research that examines the role of self-efficacy in the context of the 

bullying culture.  For bullies, as self-efficacy decreased, bullying behaviors increased (Narayanan 

& Betts, 2014; Taruna & Yadav, 2016).  Specifically, physical, behavioral, and relational bullying 

was associated with low social self-efficacy (Kokkinos et al., 2015).  For victims, Kokkinos et al. 
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(2015) pointed out that different types of self-efficacy related to different forms of victimization.  

Low academic self-efficacy was significantly related to greater social and verbal victimization, 

while low social self-efficacy was significantly associated with social, verbal, and behavioral 

victimization, and low emotional self-efficacy was found to be significantly correlated to greater 

social victimization.  Unfortunately, there is nothing to be said about bully-victims due to the lack 

of research. 

A few studies have examined how self-efficacy and coping styles are significantly related.  

For instance, self-efficacy is positively correlated to stress-reduction coping styles such as 

approach, or problem-focused, coping (Ebner, Schulte, Soucek, & Kauffeld, 2017).  Self-efficacy 

is also negatively correlated with stress-enhancing styles, such as rumination and avoidance coping 

(Ebner et al., 2017).  However, to date, there has only been one study that has examined how the 

relationship between self-efficacy and coping styles can predict one’s role in bullying involvement.  

Kokkinos and colleagues (2015) studied this relationship and found that high academic self-

efficacy combined with social support seeking predicted reduced verbal bullying.  More 

information is needed, though, to substantiate such findings. 

Because self-efficacy is a key factor in how an individual acts in various situations, it is 

not surprising it has a significant role when it comes to bullying or reacting to it.  What is surprising 

is the amount of research – or lack thereof – that studies this relationship.  Self-efficacy is a key 

component into the likelihood of someone becoming a bully or a victim.  Similar to other areas, 

nothing has been researched regarding bully-victims, though, and even further there is extremely 

limited research that looks into this matter altogether. 
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Present Study 

The research on bullying is vast but shallow.  Few, if any, studies have been replicated and 

there is clearly very limited knowledge on the contributing factors to involvement in bullying.  For 

instance, it is known that coping styles and self-efficacy contribute to such involvement but to the 

extent of which each influences it is unknown.  Additionally, there has been much research looking 

into the lives of victims and some regarding bullies, but nothing in terms of contributing factors 

has been reported regarding bully-victims.  As mentioned, in order to stop this epidemic, it must 

be known what is contributing to its maintenance regarding each of these three roles (pure bully, 

pure victim, and bully-victim).   

The overall purpose of the present study is to assess to what degree coping style and self-

efficacy influence one’s involvement in the bullying culture.  With a sample of 262 Greek 

preadolescent students from six primary schools, Kokkinos et al. (2015) studied the moderating 

effects of self-efficacy on coping styles and bullying involvement.  That is, using self-report 

measures, the authors established that one’s role in the bullying culture is to a degree predicted by 

these two factors.  The authors used the Bullying and Victimisation Scale, assessing different 

forms of bullying but not cyberbullying, the German Coping Questionnaire for Children and 

Adolescents, and the Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Children and analyzed the data using 

MANOVAs, ANOVAs, correlations, and hierarchical regressions (Kokkinos et al., 2015).  The 

design of the present study is partially based on the structure of Kokkinos et al. (2015), such that 

it too will assess the extent to which self-efficacy impacts the predictive role of coping style on 

bullying, victimization, both, and neither.  However, it differs in terms of measures and population.  

Therefore, in order to increase the external validity of this past study and provide further insight, 

the present study addresses the following hypotheses: 



SELF-EFFICACY, COPING, AND BULLYING INVOLVEMENT 22 

 
 

1) It is expected there is a relationship between one’s bully/victim role and one’s general level 

of approach coping and one’s general level of avoidance coping.  It is expected victims 

will have the lowest levels of approach coping, those not involved will have the highest 

general levels of approach coping, and bullies and bully-victims will show moderate levels 

of approach coping.  It is also expected that victims will have the highest levels of 

avoidance coping, those not involved will show the lowest levels of avoidance coping, and 

again, bullies and bully-victims will show moderate levels of avoidance coping.  

Comparisons will be made between the four bully/victim roles in terms of each form of 

approach coping and each form of avoidance coping. 

2) It is expected there is a relationship between one’s bully/victim role and one’s general level 

of self-efficacy.  It is expected victims will have the lowest levels of self-efficacy, those 

not involved will have the highest general levels of self-efficacy, and bullies and bully-

victims will show moderate levels of self-efficacy.  Comparisons will be made between the 

four bully/victim roles in terms of an individual’s social, academic, and emotional self-

efficacy.  

3) It is expected that coping style is moderated by self-efficacy in relation to bully/victim 

roles. 

Method 

Participants 

 Seven local elementary and middle schools were recruited from a mid-sized city in the 

Midwest to participate in the present study.  Of all the students recruited, a total of 815 participated: 

49.3% of the participants identified as boys, 48.8% identified as girls, and 1.5% identified as other.  

Nearly a quarter (22.9%) of the participants were in the sixth grade, 35.3% were in the seventh 
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grade, and 41.2% were in the eighth grade.  Regarding ethnicity, half (49.8%) of the participants 

identified as European American, a quarter (25.2%) of the participants identified as multi-ethnic, 

12.3% reported they did not know their ethnicity, 5% identified as African American, 4% 

identified as Hispanic, and the remaining 3.7% identified as American Indian, Asian or Asian 

American, Latinx, or other. 

Measures 

 Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (OBVQ).  The Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire 

(OBVQ), found in Appendix D, is a 42-item self-report questionnaire that assesses how often 

students feel they bully and/or have been bullied through physical, verbal, social, and cyber means 

over the past two months (Olweus, 1996).  The questionnaire is a 40-item survey with the gender 

and ethnicity questions removed since they were on the demographics form (see Appendix C).  

The questionnaire begins with a clear definition of what is and is not considered bullying, read by 

the researcher to all participants to ensure all are using the same operational definition of bullying 

when responding to items.  The first half of the questions ask about frequency of victimization 

broken down by each form; the second half assesses frequency of perpetrating bullying by each 

form.  The measure uses two global questions used to determine prevalence estimations (Solberg 

& Olweus, 2003).  Following these global questions, the items map onto a specific form of 

bullying, therefore there are no subscales or “total” score to be obtained.  Participants respond in 

terms of frequency on a 5-pont Likert scale with each response specified as the following: (1) 

“hasn’t happened in the past 2 months,” (2) “only once or twice,” (3) “2 or 3 times a month,” (4) 

“about once a week,” and (5) “several times a week.”   Participants are considered a victim or bully 

if they respond to an item with a 3 or higher, demonstrating that the aggressive behaviors occur 

repeatedly, consistent with the definition of bullying. Higher numbers indicate greater frequency 
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of bullying or victimization.  Bully-victims are determined if they respond with a 3 or higher on 

both a victimization question and a bullying question. 

Research demonstrates the survey has exceptional internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha 

is .80 and higher; Olweus, 2012; Olweus, 2007).  Research also showed acceptable convergent 

and discriminant validity: Being bullied was significantly correlated to internalizing subscales 

(.18-.30) and not correlated to externalizing scales (0-.03); meanwhile, those who bullied was 

significantly correlated to externalizing scales (.38-.39) and not correlated to internalizing scales 

(.03-.06; Solberg & Olweus, 2003).  All subscales used to assess convergent and discriminant 

validity were developed by Solberg and Olweus (2003), and each were found to have acceptable 

Cronbach’s alpha (.76-.84). 

 Self-Report Coping Scale (SRCS).  The Self-Report Coping Scale (SRCS), found in 

Appendix E, is a 70-item questionnaire assessing strategies of coping for children (Causey & 

Dubow, 1992).  The questionnaire consists of two scales, avoidance and approach, with subscales 

loaded onto each of them.  Seeking Social Support and Problem-Solving make up the Approach 

Scale, and Distancing, Internalizing, and Externalizing make up the Avoidance Scale.  Children 

respond to various ways to cope using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from never (1) to always (5) 

based on two distinct situations: “When I get a bad grade in school, one worse than I normally get, 

I usually…” and “When I get into an argument or a fight with a friend, I usually…” All items 

under each subscale are added together to determine a total for each type of coping (i.e., problem 

solving, social support seeking, distancing, externalizing, and internalizing).  Once the scores for 

each subscale is obtained, the subscales within the overall coping scale (i.e., Approach Scale or 

Avoidance Scale) are added up for an overall score of Approach coping and Avoidance coping.  

The range of possible scores for the Approach Scale is 16-80 and the range of possible scores for 
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the Avoidance Scale is 18-90.  Higher numbers indicate greater use of that particular coping 

strategy. 

According the Causey and Dubow (1992), the measure is reported to have good reliability 

for each scale.  The internal consistency for items regarding a poor grade are α = .69-.82 and items 

regarding a peer argument are α = .68-.84, and the two-week test-retest reliability are .60-.73 and 

.58-.78 for coping with a poor grade and coping with a peer argument, respectively.  Research also 

illustrates that concurrent validity is acceptable: Social Support Seeking was positively correlated 

with Problem-Solving for both stressors (r = .52 and r = .64), Distancing, Internalizing, and 

Externalizing scales were positively correlated with each other (r = .21 to .30), and the approach 

and avoidance subscales were negatively correlated with each other (r = -.17 to -.34). 

 Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Children (SEQ-C).  The Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for 

Children (SEQ-C), located in Appendix F, is a 21-item questionnaire that assesses the degree of 

self-efficacy individuals possess as a total and in terms of academic self-efficacy, social self-

efficacy, and emotional self-efficacy (Muris, 2001).  Children respond using a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from not at all (1) to very well (5) to items that ask how well they believe they can engage 

in certain behaviors.  For example, items that load onto the Academic Self-Efficacy scale include 

“How well can you study when there are other interesting things to do?” and “How well do you 

succeed in passing all subjects?”; items that load onto Social Self-Efficacy include “How well can 

you become friends with other children?” and “How well can you tell other children that they are 

doing something that you don’t like?”; and items that load onto Emotional Self-Efficacy include 

“How well do you succeed in cheering yourself up when an unpleasant event has happened?” and 

“How well can you control your feelings?”  Each subscale is determined by adding the appropriate 

items together resulting in a score ranging from 7-35.  All scores are then added together to 
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determine Total Self-Efficacy (range of 21-105).  Low scores on each scale are interpreted as low 

self-efficacy, while higher scores mean high self-efficacy.   

 The SEQ-C was first established by Muris (2001) with a Dutch sample.  Due to this, Suldo 

and Shaffer (2007) conducted research to study the psychometrics of the measure with two 

American samples.  Muris (2001) reported that the internal consistency for Total Self-Efficacy 

was .88.  Based on Muris’s (2001) original study, the internal consistency for the subscales are as 

follows: Social Self-Efficacy is α = .85, Academic Self-Efficacy is α = .88, and Emotional Self-

Efficacy is α = .86.  According to Suldo and Shaffer (2007) using American samples, there still 

appeared to be acceptable internal consistency for each subscale.  The Social Self-Efficacy internal 

consistency is α = .73-.74, Academic Self-Efficacy is α = .82-.86, and Emotional Self-Efficacy is 

α = .79-.80. 

Procedures 

 Researchers contacted elementary and middle schools within the local community 

requesting their participation in the present study.  Once the study was approved by the IRB, 

students were recruited by sending parental consent and child assent forms (see Appendices A and 

B) home with each student about a week prior to scheduled data collection and requesting the 

forms to be signed and returned to a designated staff or faculty member.  Researchers coordinated 

with school staff (e.g., principals and counselors) to then collect data at the students’ schools.  One 

researcher met with the participating students in a group setting typically consisting of 

approximately 15-20 students.  Prior to administering the measures, the researcher instructed all 

students participating to space themselves away from each other so that others’ answers could not 

be seen.  Researchers read from a structured protocol the instructions on how to fill out the 

measures, emphasizing there are no right or wrong answers and to answer honestly (see Appendix 
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G).  Students completed the demographics form, followed by the OBVQ since additional reading 

is required by the researcher, then the SRCS and the SEQ-C.  When students finished the 

questionnaire, they were instructed to remain quietly in their seats until all were finished with the 

survey and then were given information about the study and a list of local mental health resources.  

Researchers remained in the room to answer questions and direct students to proper resources if 

any disclosures of current bullying experiences were given.  All results were anonymous.  There 

was no reward given to those who participated to ensure it was purely voluntary. 

Statistical Approach 

Using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), chi square analyses using cross-

tabulations were conducted first to test for group differences for gender, grade, and ethnicity.  

Because there were no main effects, multivariate analyses of variances (MANOVAs) were then 

conducted to assess how bullying involvement differed by general and specific types of coping 

styles and in terms of total self-efficacy as well as each form of self-efficacy.  Finally, to assess 

for the moderating effects of self-efficacy in the prediction of various bully/victim roles, 

hierarchical regressions were conducted.  

Results 

Prevalence of Bullying and Victimization 

Of the 815 students, 70.2% (n = 572) reported not being either a victim or a bully.  From 

this point forward this group of students will be referred to “those not involved” keeping in mind 

this indicates they are neither a bully nor victim, though it is possible they are still involved in the 

bullying culture as a bystander or reinforcer.  Of the remaining participants, 23.1% (n = 188) 

reported experiencing but not perpetrating bullying, placing them in the “pure victim” role, 4.3% 

(n = 35) reported experiencing and perpetrating bullying, placing them in the “bully-victim” role, 
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and 1.5% (n = 12) reported perpetrating but not experiencing bullying, thus placing them in the 

“pure bullying” role.   

Verbal forms of bullying were most commonly experienced among those who were 

victimized at a rate of 60.3% (n = 135), closely followed by 52.7% (n = 118) experiencing social 

bullying, 27.2% (n = 61) experiencing physical bullying, and 15.6% (n = 35) of those victimized 

experienced cyberbullying.  There was a similar pattern found when considering types of bullying 

perpetrated by bullies.  Overall, verbal bullying was most prevalent with 53.2% (n = 25) of the 

bullies utilizing this form, followed by 42.6% (n = 20) engaging in social bullying, 14.9% (n = 7) 

engaged in physical bullying, with cyberbullying being least utilized at 8.5% (n = 4).  These results 

can be seen in Figures 1 and 2. 

Group Differences with Bullying Involvement 

 The percentage of participants who were a pure victim, a pure bully, a bully-victim, or not 

involved did not differ by gender, X2 (6, N = 804) = 2.60, p = .857, grade, X2 (6, N = 803) = 10.87, 

p = .092, or ethnicity, X2 (24, N = 807) = 25.41, p = .384.   

Differences in coping styles.  A One-Way Between-groups MANOVA was used to 

examine the differences in coping styles by each form of bullying involvement (see Table 1).  

Results showed that rates of Approach Coping were significantly different between each role of 

involvement.  Bonferroni post hoc analyses, however, did not indicate significant differences 

between any groups for Approach Coping, though it did for the specific types of approach coping.  

While there were no significant results for Social Support Seeking, there were for Problem 

Solving.  Specifically, pure bullies utilized significantly less problem solving than pure victims, p 

= .016, and those not involved, p = .008.  These patterns are illustrated in Figure 3. 



SELF-EFFICACY, COPING, AND BULLYING INVOLVEMENT 29 

 
 

A One-Way Between-groups MANOVA also showed that rates of Avoidance Coping 

significantly differed by role of bullying involvement.  As can be seen in Figure 4, according to 

the Bonferroni post hoc analyses, pure victims utilized significantly greater amounts of Avoidance 

Coping than those not involved, p < .001, while bully-victims utilized even greater amounts of 

Avoidance Coping than pure victims, p = .001, and those not involved, p < .001.   

While there were no significant differences in Approach or Avoidance Coping for pure 

bullies compared to any other role, comparison of means indicate that those not involved with 

bullying reported the highest rates of Approach Coping with pure victims having the next highest 

followed by bully-victims and finally pure bullies.  In a somewhat inverse fashion, bully-victims 

reported the highest rates of Avoidance Coping with pure victims having the next highest though 

fairly equivalent to pure bullies, and finally those not involved had the lowest rates of Avoidance 

Coping. 

Across the three avoidance coping strategies, there were significant differences between 

the bully/victim roles, also shown in Figure 4.  The One-Way Between-groups MANOVA analysis 

illuminated significant differences in Distancing, specifically that, according to the Bonferroni 

post hoc analyses, bully-victims utilized significantly greater amounts of Distancing when faced 

with difficult situations compared to pure victims, p = .050, and those not involved, p < .001.  Pure 

victims also utilized significantly greater amounts of Distancing than those not involved, p = .005.  

There were also significant group differences regarding Internalizing rates.  Pure victims and 

bully-victims both utilized significantly greater amounts of Internalizing than those not involved, 

p < .001 and p = .001, respectfully.  Finally, when examining the group differences in Externalizing 

rates, bully-victims had significantly greater usage of Externalizing coping styles compared to 

those not involved, p < .001, and pure victims, p < .001.  Similarly, pure bullies used significantly 
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greater amounts of Externalizing compared to pure victims, p = .001, and those not involved, p < 

.001. 

Differences in self-efficacy.  A One-Way Between-groups MANOVA was also used to 

assess the differences in self-efficacy for those identified as pure bullies, pure victims, bully-

victims, and non-involved.  As shown in Table 2 and illustrated in Figure 5, bully/victim roles 

significantly differed in regard to Total Self-Efficacy.  Bonferroni post hoc analyses showed that 

those not involved in bullying had significantly higher rates of Total Self-Efficacy compared to 

pure victims, p = .009, bully-victims, p = .001, and pure bullies, p = .025.  There were no other 

significant differences among the other roles when taking Total Self-Efficacy into account. 

 Total self-efficacy is comprised of three separate forms: Social Self-Efficacy, Academic 

Self-Efficacy, and Emotional Self-Efficacy.  There were no significant differences between the 

four types of bully/victim roles in terms of Social Self-Efficacy.  There were, however, significant 

differences between groups in terms of Academic Self-Efficacy and in terms of Emotional Self-

Efficacy.  Similar to Total Self-Efficacy, Bonferroni post hoc analyses revealed that those not 

involved in bullying had significantly higher rates of Emotional Self-Efficacy than pure victims, 

p < .001, bully-victims, p = .007, and pure bullies, p = .012.  Furthermore, regarding Academic 

Self-Efficacy, those not involved displayed significantly higher rates than bully-victims, p < .001, 

and pure bullies, p = .019.  Additionally, pure victims displayed a significantly higher degree of 

Academic Self-Efficacy than bully-victims, p = .005.  When comparing the means across all roles, 

though not considering significance, those not involved had the highest rates of self-efficacy (i.e., 

Total, Academic, Emotional, and Social), followed by pure victims, then bully-victims, and finally 

pure bullies.   
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The Moderating Effect of Self-Efficacy on Coping Styles and Bullying Involvement 

For the frequency of each form of bullying (i.e., victimization frequency, bullying 

frequency, and bullying-victimization frequency), 2 two-stage hierarchical regression models were 

used to assess the predictive power of total self-efficacy and coping style and to determine the 

moderating effect of self-efficacy on coping style.  In the first model, Approach Coping and Total 

Self-Efficacy were entered at stage one of the regression model, and the interaction variable 

Approach Coping x Total Self-Efficacy was entered at stage two.  The second model was 

structured in the same way with Avoidance Coping replacing Approach Coping in stage one and 

the new interaction term Avoidance Coping x Total Self-Efficacy replacing Approach Coping x 

Total Self-Efficacy.  Due to multicollinearity, all variables were centered before running the 

analyses. 

 Frequency of victimization.  As can be seen in Table 3, the hierarchical multiple 

regression of Model 1 revealed that at stage one, Approach Coping and Total Self-Efficacy were 

significant predictors and accounted for 3.4% of the variance in Victimization Frequency.  By 

introducing the interaction variable, Approach Coping x Total Self-Efficacy, an additional 0.4% 

of the variance was explained and the change in R2 was marginally significant.  The most important 

predictor that contributed uniquely to the model beyond what the other variables offered was Total 

Self-Efficacy. 

 In Model 2, the hierarchical regression showed that Avoidance Coping and Total Self-

Efficacy both significantly contributed to 9.8% of the variance in Victimization Frequency.  The 

interaction variable, Avoidance Coping x Total Self-Efficacy, was not found to be a significant 

predictive factor within the regression models.  Thus, while Avoidance Coping and Total Self-
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Efficacy both uniquely contributed to the regression model, Total Self-Efficacy did not moderate 

the relationship between coping styles and victimization. 

 Frequency of bullying.  Model 1, investigating the predictive roles of Approach Coping 

and Total Self-Efficacy, was found to be significant and accounted for 3.1% of the variance in 

Bullying Frequency.  However, the interaction variable did not explain any more variance than 

already existed in Model 2.  Unlike in the first model for Victimization Frequency, though, both 

Approach Coping and Total Self-Efficacy were each found to be significant predictors to Bullying 

Frequency that were unique to the model. 

 In a similar fashion to Victimization Frequency, Model 2 revealed that Avoidance Coping 

and Total Self-Efficacy comprised 9.7% of the variance of Bullying Frequency, and both were 

significant predictors of bullying.  The interaction variable again was not found to be significant.  

These results can be found in Table 4. 

 Frequency of bullying and victimization combined.  As seen in Table 5, the first model 

revealed that Approach Coping and Total Self-Efficacy were significant predictors of Bullying-

Victimization Frequency.  Yet, the interaction variable, Approach Coping x Total Self-Efficacy, 

was only marginally significant to the regression model.  This pattern was similar to that of 

Victimization Frequency in that Total Self-Efficacy was the only predictor variable of Bullying-

Victimization Frequency that uniquely contributed to the regression model beyond what Approach 

Coping and the interaction variable offered. 

 Furthermore, in Model 2, Avoidance Coping and Total Self-Efficacy accounted for 12.4% 

of the variance in Bullying-Victimization Frequency.  In Stage 2 when Avoidance Coping x Total 

Self-Efficacy was added, the variance did not significantly change indicating that the interaction 

variable was not a significant predictor of Bullying-Victimization Frequency.  The only two 
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variables that were unique contributors to the model remained to be Avoidance Coping and Total 

Self-Efficacy.  Therefore, Total Self-Efficacy did not moderate the relationship between coping 

styles and any form of bullying involvement because it did not significantly predict Victimization 

Frequency, Bullying Frequency, or Bullying-Victimization Frequency above and beyond the main 

effects in any model. 

Discussion 

Despite the vast literature that investigates bullying, little has been replicated and even less 

research clearly illuminates the influence different risk factors have on bullying and victimization.  

First, the prevalence of bullying was examined due to the inconsistencies in the literature.  The 

prevalence of the pure bullies, pure victims, and bully-victims among the present sample was 

notably inconsistent with the literature.  Past research has suggested that bully-victims makeup the 

smallest portion of the bully/victim roles (Khamis, 2015; Perren & Hornung, 2005; Olweus, 1994).  

In the present study, though, while 80% of those involved in some way were pure victims meaning 

they never bullied other students, only 5% were identified as pure bullies.  Bully-victims were 

more prevalent than pure bullies making up nearly 15% of those involved in the bullying culture.  

This finding that bully-victims were more prevalent than pure bullies indicates that likely most of 

the bullying that pure victims – and even bully-victims – experienced was perpetrated by bully-

victims, highlighting the importance of continuing to study this specific group of individuals.   

Group Differences in Coping Styles 

The primary purpose of the present study was to assess to what degree coping style and 

self-efficacy influence one’s involvement in the bullying culture.  The first hypothesis that rates 

of avoidance and approach coping styles would significantly differ among the four roles of 

bullying involvement was supported.  Rates of approach coping and avoidance coping were found 
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to be significantly different among pure bullies, pure victims, bully-victims, and those neither 

classified as a bully or a victim termed “not involved.”  Pure victims utilized significantly more 

avoidance, internalizing, and distancing coping strategies than those not involved, which is 

consistent with past research (Hampel et al., 2009; Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 2002).  

Furthermore, research has indicated that victims have significantly higher rates of depression and 

anxiety than non-victims (Khamis, 2015; Kozasa et al., 2017) which is correlated with high rates 

of internalizing coping.  Pure bullies were significantly higher in externalizing than those not 

involved and pure victims, just as past studies have indicated bullies engage in significantly more 

aggression than non-bullies (Hampel et al., 2009; Khamis, 2015; Kozasa et al., 2017; Solberg & 

Olweus, 2003).  

The pattern by which the pure victims, pure bullies, and bully-victims differed was 

different than what was predicted.  While pure victims were hypothesized to report the highest 

rates of avoidance coping, and although they did in fact utilize significantly more of these methods 

than those not involved, bully-victims actually reported the highest rates of avoidance coping, 

being significantly greater than pure victims and those not involved.  In fact, bully-victims had the 

highest rates in all three forms of avoidance coping – distancing, internalizing, and externalizing 

– compared to those not involved.  They also were significantly higher in distancing and 

externalizing than pure victims, and although the analyses did not indicate significant results, the 

magnitude of the differences between bully-victims and pure bullies on distancing, internalizing, 

and overall avoidance were higher than the differences between bully-victims and pure victims as 

well as the differences bully-victims and those not involved.  What this pattern may mean is that 

bully-victims, as compared to all other groups, attempt to escape the distressing stimuli by 

distancing themselves and keeping their emotions to themselves until they are so “bottled up” they 
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explode through outward anger and aggression towards others.  Not only do they internalize and 

distance themselves as pure victims do, but they also externalize their emotional reactions to 

problems just as pure bullies do.  It may be understood then that bully-victims experience a 

“double-whammy” of avoidance coping which could explain why they utilize the most compared 

to the pure victims and pure bullies.   

These findings are consistent with past research that illustrates that bully-victims do indeed 

possess important characteristics and risk factors different from both pure bullies and pure victims, 

making them their own unique role in the bullying culture.  Bully-victims are significant more 

likely to experience anxiety, depression, and suicidality than pure bullies and those not involved 

(Khamis, 2015; Kozasa et al., 2017), consistent with internalized and distancing coping strategies; 

more delinquent behavior and aggression than pure victims and those not involved (Khamis, 2015; 

Kozasa et al., 2017) consistent with externalized coping; and more anger and annoyance than those 

not involved (Voellink et al., 2013), also consistent with externalized coping.  What is novel about 

the present results, though, is that they explain why some research has found victims engaging in 

externalizing behaviors and aggression significantly more than non-victims (Hampel et al., 2009; 

Khamis, 2015).  In these studies, the authors did not separate bully-victims into their own category 

which possibly skewed the results of their studies, such that the rates of externalizing behaviors 

and aggression among victims may have been partially attributable to bully-victims, specifically.  

It is for this reason further research is needed to understand bully-victims as their own group.  Even 

when researching bullies and victims, researchers must parse out the bully-victim role as it may 

impact results as seen previously.  They are evidently different from the others in their coping.  

Prevention efforts must also consider the unique experiences of these students and cannot assume 

a one-size-fits-all approach will work. 



SELF-EFFICACY, COPING, AND BULLYING INVOLVEMENT 36 

 
 

As expected, there were significant group differences in approach coping overall.  

However, likely due to the conservative nature of Bonferroni post hoc analyses, no specific 

differences between the four roles were revealed.  Still, the pattern of mean scores was inconsistent 

with the hypothesis in that pure victims did not report the lowest amounts of approach coping, but 

rather their use was fairly equivalent to those not involved.  Instead, pure bullies utilized these 

methods substantially less – in fact, the least – compared to pure victims and those not involved.  

Consistent with expectations, though, bully-victims did use moderate levels of approach coping in 

comparison to pure victims, pure bullies, and those not involved. 

Approach coping consisted of the combined rates of social support seeking and problem 

solving.  There was a consistent pattern with both strategies in that those not involved used the 

most of each, closely followed by pure victims, then bully-victims, and finally pure bullies used 

the least amount of social support seeking and problem solving.  Pure bullies were statistically 

significantly lower in problem solving than pure victims and those not involved.  Based on such 

findings, it appears that bullies may not try to solve the problem in front of them by changing their 

situation or considering alternative ways to managing the situation, but rather likely react in a more 

emotional and aggressive manner, such as by yelling, cursing, and taking it out on others.  Because 

of this type of coping style, the problem is less likely to be resolved and thus the externalized 

emotions continue, placing the pure bullies in a vicious cycle of maladaptive coping.  Furthermore, 

research indicates that bullies experience greater attention problems (Kozasa et al., 2017), which 

perhaps leads them to be less able to even focus on the problem at hand and therefore less able to 

solve it.  Regardless of the underlying cause, it is possible that pure bullies have a deficit in problem 

solving compared to the other groups of individuals, which is an important factor to consider when 

creating prevention and intervention plans.   
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When considering the pattern of mean scores for social support seeking, it is interesting 

that pure victims and those not involved were again fairly equivalent.  While this pattern was not 

expected, it could be explained by the notion that people simply feel bad for victims and therefore 

the victims receive more support, whereas bullies do not receive the same kind of sympathy and 

support.  Unfortunately there is mixed evidence on this matter.  For instance, Berkowitz and 

Benbenishty (2012) found that victims perceived greater support from their teachers than bullies, 

but Perren and Hornung (2005) established that victims reported lower peer acceptance than 

bullies.   

The present findings, nevertheless, indicate that those not involved and bullies (pure and 

bully-victim) at the very least are at opposites of the approach and avoidance scales.  Roth and 

Cohen (1986) explained that avoidance coping likely causes interference in solving problematic 

situations appropriately due to intrusion-like symptoms and avoidance.  Those not involved in 

bullying utilize significantly little avoidance coping as compared to any that are involved in 

bullying, which indicates they are likely more capable of solving the problems at hand.  

Interestingly, there is little research that has investigated the role of those “not involved” as 

research will typically just study victims and non-victims (which would include bullies) and bullies 

and non-bullies (which would include victims).  It is important, though, to consider the 

characteristics of those not involved at all.  The basic goal for any bullying prevention program is 

for all students to fit into the “not involved” category.  Therefore, it is critical to understand the 

distinctiveness of these students and determine how others may acquire such skills and 

characteristics. 
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Group Differences in Self-Efficacy 

Results of the present study also supported the second hypothesis such that significant 

differences in self-efficacy exist among pure bullies, pure victims, bully-victims and those not 

involved.  The findings showed that those not involved in bullying reported the highest levels of 

total self-efficacy, emotional self-efficacy, and academic self-efficacy compared to the other roles.  

This information is novel given that there is extremely little in the literature comparing self-

efficacy among the varying roles of bullying.  Suldo and Shaffer (2007) provided evidence that 

low academic and emotional self-efficacy were significantly related to externalized behavior 

which is consistent with bullying behaviors.  However, they did not investigate self-efficacy 

directly with bullying involvement so it is overreaching to say that past research has found 

evidence of the present findings.   

Furthermore, it has been suggested by Kokkinos et al. (2015) that victimhood was 

significantly correlated with lower rates of academic, social, and emotional self-efficacy, but they 

did not compare these rates of self-efficacy to other roles in the bullying culture, including 

compared to bully-victims.  Thus, the fact that the present results showed that pure victims 

experienced significantly higher academic self-efficacy than bully-victims is another novel piece 

of information that contributes to the bullying literature.  This finding is inconsistent with the 

hypothesis that victims would display the lowest levels of self-efficacy; instead, pure bullies 

reported the lowest, closely followed by bully-victims.  To understand why this pattern in rates 

may be, first consider the higher score of pure victims in social self-efficacy compared to the other 

two roles of bullying.  As suggested before, it is likely that victims receive more support or at least 

perceive greater support than bullies and bully-victims.  Therefore, because they perceive this 

support from others, it is possible they believe they can interact with others appropriately leading 
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to a higher social self-efficacy score.  The fact that victims had higher rates of social self-efficacy 

could also be due to the child’s tendency to compartmentalize their experiences.  For instance, if 

a child who is a victim of bullying has one good friend, then they may believe they are better able 

to be friends with and interact with other individuals.   

The higher score for pure victims in academic self-efficacy compared to those categorized 

as bullies and bully-victims can possibly be explained by past findings.  To review, academic self-

efficacy assesses the belief of how well one can problem-solve, as measured by their belief they 

can pass tests, succeed in homework, and pay attention in class.  As mentioned, past research has 

indicated that bullies experience significant attention problems (Kozasa et al., 2017), and the 

present research has illustrated that pure bullies use significantly lower rates of problem solving 

compared to the other roles.  If the concept that bully-victims also possess characteristics of pure 

bullies is taken into account, it makes sense then that they, along with pure bullies, would have 

significantly lower rates of academic self-efficacy.   

Finally, the pattern of scores also indicate that pure bullies and bully-victims experience 

lower rates of emotional self-efficacy than pure victims and those not involved.  Emotional self-

efficacy refers to how well one believes they can manage their emotions effectively.  Given the 

evidence that pure bullies and bully-victims utilize the least amount of approach coping and most 

amounts of avoidance coping, respectively, the findings of low emotional self-efficacy are 

consistent.  Research has established that low self-efficacy is directly related to a variety of mental 

health issues (Andersson et al., 2014; Bavojdan et al., 2011; Schoenfeld et al., 2016), therefore 

prevention efforts should also target increasing student’s self-efficacy to be similar to those not 

involved in bullying. 
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The Moderating Effect of Self-Efficacy 

The third hypothesis assessed if self-efficacy moderated the impact coping styles has on 

bullying involvement.  Regarding all three forms of bullying frequency (i.e., victimization, 

bullying, and bullying-victimization), self-efficacy was not shown to moderate the relationship, 

although results indicated that there were some moderating tendencies between self-efficacy and 

approach coping on victimization frequency and bullying-victimization frequency given that both 

models were marginally significant.  This evidence is not consistent with Kokkinos et al. (2015) 

which demonstrated that self-efficacy did have a slight moderating role in the relationship between 

coping and bullying and victimization.  Therefore, the present study suggests that it is very likely 

that self-efficacy does not play a moderating role in this relationship to the extent that it cannot 

greatly predict the frequency of bullying involvement.  In fact, the variance of frequency was only 

ever significantly predicted by total self-efficacy and avoidance coping across all forms of 

bullying/victimization, and approach coping was only a unique contributor to the regression 

models for bullying frequency.  Still, it is highly encouraged that this moderating relationship be 

investigated further as these are the only studies known to-date that have done so. 

Significant and yet intuitive patterns were revealed across the main effects of approach 

coping, total self-efficacy, and avoidance coping on bullying involvement frequency.  For instance, 

when total self-efficacy increased, victimization frequency decreased; when avoidance coping 

increased, so did victimization frequency.  These factors are predictive of victimization.  These 

patterns were also true for bullying frequency and bullying-victimization frequency.  What is 

intriguing, however, is that when approach coping decreased, bullying increased.  As noted, the 

group differences for approach coping was inconclusive, but the present regression model indicates 
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that while approach coping does not significantly predict victimization or bullying-victimization, 

it does inversely predict bullying. 

Implications 

The present research provides novel findings about bullying.  It demonstrates that bully-

victims are a clear independent category comprised of a mixture of characteristics from pure bullies 

and pure victims, and it also reveals significant patterns for those students neither considered a 

victim nor a bully (in this case referred to as “not involved”) compared to the three bullying roles.  

Effect sizes were examined to determine the practical importance of these findings.  Based on the 

results, it is evident that the differences in coping styles and self-efficacy across those not involved, 

pure bullies, pure victims, and bully-victims are meaningful to the current literature.  Although the 

effects regarding approach coping styles were small, this is not surprising given that Bonferroni 

analyses were not significant except for problem solving.  Furthermore, all styles of avoidance 

coping fell within the small to medium effect size range.  Effect sizes for self-efficacy were also 

small except for the medium-small effect size of emotional self-efficacy.  The magnitude of the 

effect sizes indicates that these differences are conceptually important for understanding these 

students and their role in the bullying culture.   

Moreover, the present study demonstrates that coping styles and self-efficacy are indeed 

two of the many predictive factors of bullying involvement.  Thus, it can most likely be inferred 

that the differences obtained across the four groups are most likely not results of being involved 

in bullying, but rather reasons why certain students were involved in bullying.  Regression analyses 

indicated that when total self-efficacy and approach coping decrease and avoidance coping 

increases, bullying behaviors and victimization increase.  The analyses suggest coping and self-

efficacy account for up to a tenth of the predictive variance for bullying involvement.  This means 
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that, as past literature has shown, there are many factors that contribute to the result of a child 

being involved in bullying; coping styles and self-efficacy are just a piece of that puzzle.  Other 

significant contributing factors for bullying involvement or lack thereof have been supported 

throughout past research.  Khamis (2015) highlighted that while emotion-focused coping is a risk 

factor for bullying involvement, as seen in the present study with the increased avoidance coping 

relating to increased involvement, gender was also considered a risk factor.  Meanwhile, the author 

noted that problem-focused (or approach coping), age, family environment, and school 

environment, were possible protective factors (Khamis, 2015).  Wang et al. (2009) noted that as 

parental support and social support from friends decreased bullying involvement increased.  The 

notion of family connectedness and school belongingness was also supported by Duggins and 

colleagues (2016) and Denny and researchers (2004) who found that the more one felt connected 

to their family and school, the less aggression they engaged in and the less likely they were to be 

involved in bullying. 

Furthermore, personality disposition, parenting styles, and home atmosphere are found to 

be either risk or protective factors regarding bullying depending on the characteristics.  

Specifically, research indicated that while authoritative parenting, maternal and sibling warmth, 

and a positive home atmosphere may serve as protective factors against bullying involvement, 

difficult temperaments, authoritarian and disengaged parenting styles, sibling bullying, and 

aggression in the homes were all significant risk factors to bullying and victimization (Smith, 

2016).  Shetgiri, Lin, Avila, and Flores (2012) found a number of individual, family, and 

community factors associated with bullying.  Particularly, educational attainment in the household, 

family income, and family structure were inversely related to a child’s bullying behaviors as well 

as level of community support, supervision, and safety (Shetgiri et al., 2012).  Surprisingly the 
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authors point out that “children living in poverty had almost twice the odds of being bullies” (p. 

2282, Shetgiri et al., 2012).  Even a parent’s mental health has been found to be a significant 

predictor of a child being involved in bullying (Shetgiri et al., 2012).  It is not surprising then given 

the multitude of other factors that can influence the likelihood of a child becoming a part of the 

bullying culture, that coping styles and self-efficacy only contribute to a portion of the variance in 

bullying/victimization frequency. 

Unfortunately, not all factors – risk or protective – can be addressed through school-based 

intervention programs.  For instance, a school program cannot increase a family’s socioeconomic 

status nor can it provide the proper support and structure within a child’s home.  It can, however, 

address personal characteristics that have been shown to influence the likelihood of bullying and/or 

becoming victimized.  This predictive information regarding coping styles and self-efficacy should 

thus be considered in intervention programs.  Bandura (1982) explained that how one chooses to 

act in a given situation is purely based on personal judgments.  If one does not believe they will 

be successful in a situation, they are less likely to engage in that situation.  Yet, if they feel they 

are capable and may be successful, they will undertake the situation.  Doubts of ability slacken 

efforts, however those with a “strong sense of efficacy exert greater effort to master the challenges” 

(p. 123, Bandura, 1982).  Furthermore, uncertainty in outcomes (not doubt about abilities) 

influence preparation for a situation.  Therefore, to change one’s behavior, in this case bullying 

involvement, is to change their self-efficacy and their beliefs about how the situation will transpire.  

For this to happen, an intervention must both foster an individual’s sense of competency and 

modify their social environment so they may “gain the benefits of the competencies they already 

possess” (p. 140, Bandura, 1982). 
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One of the most common intervention programs used internationally is the Olweus 

Bullying Prevention Program (OBPP).  This intervention program focuses on four key principles: 

warmth and support from adults, firm limits and expectations, non-physical or hostile discipline, 

and authoritative adult-child interactions (Olweus, 1997).  These four principles relate to changing 

the school climate and the support children receive from adults, but they do not target the children 

directly in terms of their own characteristics other than their compliance with expectations.   

Another program that has been studied is the Befriending Peer Support Program (BPSP).  

The rationale for the program stems from evidence that children find it easier to disclose bullying 

to friends rather than adults, and that those without a social support network are more likely to be 

bullied (McElearney, Roosmale-Cocq, Scott, & Stephenson, 2008).  Peer support programs 

promote friendship in a structured manner.  This intervention consists of specific students 

volunteering to be trained by a counselor as “mentors” essentially to be empathetic, actively listen, 

and problem-solve with peers either the same age or younger.  They provide peer support within 

the school and receive debriefing and supervision by counselors.  In the case study by McElearney 

et al. (2008), the researchers documented that the school climate and pastoral care were enhanced, 

social interactions improved and promoted a sense of belongingness, and incidents of bullying 

decreased.  However, there was no actual data reported in the study therefore it is unclear how 

effective the intervention really was.  What is more interesting about this program in relation to 

the results of the present study is that bullies, victims, and those not involved did not differ in terms 

of social support.  Meaning all the students surveyed may be utilizing an equivalent amount of 

social support when faced with stressful situations.  Therefore, this being the only target of 

intervention likely does not reduce the prevalence of bullying as much as it would should other 
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predictive factors be addressed as well.  The researchers even noted that such a program should be 

run complimentary to other interventions (McElearney et al., 2008). 

A third model of intervention documented in the literature is one that, in addition to 

increasing peer support and empathy, enhances a child’s belief that they can stand up to bullying 

in an effective way.  This third program is known as KiVa (Kärnä, Little, Voeten, Little, 

Poskiparta, Koljonen, & Salmivalli, 2011).  Using controlled trials to evaluate the effectiveness of 

this school-based antibullying program, the researchers found a significant decrease of 30% in 

self-reported victimization and 17% decrease in self-reported bullying compared to controls.  In 

addition to a decrease in bullying behaviors, students reported an increase in self-efficacy and 

wellbeing at school after nine months of intervention.  While general self-efficacy was not a direct 

target of the intervention, it was still impacted by the education and support the children received.  

By not only teaching skills to defend against bullying, but also practicing these skills in a controlled 

environment, these students developed a sense of self-assurance that they could effectively manage 

these difficult bullying situations.  The present study’s results regarding self-efficacy supports 

KiVa’s implementation of skill building to foster a child’s belief in their abilities to thereby reduce 

bullying. 

These programs have been found to reduce the prevalence of bullying in schools (Kärnä et 

al., 2011; McElearney et al., 2008; Olweus, 2005).  In fact, it has been found that the OBPP led to 

a reduction of 32-50% in bullying behaviors after eight to twenty months of intervention as well 

as improving the school climate, improving social relationships, and increasing students’ 

satisfaction with school life (Olweus, 2005).  However, these programs rarely address self-efficacy 

and coping styles if at all.  Rather, the majority focus on school climate and peer support – 

important factors but not the only factors that influence bullying involvement.  Considering these 
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added components – addressing a child’s trust in their abilities and coaching them on healthier 

ways to manage their stress – could improve these programs even more.  This is evident through 

KiVa’s program where one of the focuses is to educate the students on defending victims against 

bullying behaviors thereby indirectly increasing self-efficacy and significantly reducing bullying 

incidents (Kärnä et al., 2011).   

OBPP and BPSP are both interventions, however, meaning the most work takes place after 

bullying has already occurred.  Rather, KiVa takes a more preventative approach by educating its 

students on identifying bullying, teaching them skills on how to address it when it comes up, and 

practicing the skills so they feel competent to stop it.  The goal, of course, is for bullying to not 

occur at all; therefore, prevention supplemental to intervention work should take place, such as by 

educating and coaching students on how to manage stress in a healthy manner and empower them 

to believe that they are capable of handling difficult situations well.  In this way, bullying will 

hopefully not only stop when it occurs but also be less likely to occur in the future. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

As with any self-report research, there are underlying limitations that must be considered.  

Although researchers made it known to every participant there were no right or wrong answers 

and no one would know their answers, it cannot be assessed how truthful the participants were, 

and therefore it is possible some participants provided socially-desirable responses and lied.  It is 

also possible there were those who did not understand the questions and answered inappropriately 

despite the researchers’ presence to clarify such questions.  Future studies, therefore, should 

consider collateral information when studying this sensitive information.  For instance, peer and 

teacher nominations could be used to identify bullies, victims, and bully-victims thereby removing 
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the pressure of evaluating one’s self.  Further, parents could be recruited to assess their child’s 

coping strategies and sense of self-efficacy.   

Another limitation is that the power to properly assess pure bullying compared to other 

roles was too small.  Of the 815 participants in this study, only 12 fell into the “pure bully” 

category.  Therefore, significant differences regarding this group were rarely illuminated.  Finally, 

the external validity of this study must be addressed.  While this study improved the external 

validity by somewhat replicating Kokkinos et al.’s (2015) research with a completely different 

demographic group, it still only surveyed 6-8 graders (ages 10-14 years old).  The reality is that 

bullying can start as early as first grade (Smith, 2016).  Because of this limited sample, it would 

not be fair to assume that young grade-school aged children would display the same patterns.  

Furthermore, research has also indicated that bullying continues – though it begins to decline – 

into high school and beyond (Olweus, 1994).  Again, it cannot confidently be said that the present 

results would hold true for this group of students as well.   

There are a lot of factors that go into the bullying culture – risk factors, protective factors, 

predicting factors, and consequences.  The external validity of bullying research simply needs to 

be improved; most studies only look at a handful of demographics within their sample which limits 

the ability to generalize to other populations.  Replication of this study and others is key to properly 

understand the influence these factors have on bullying involvement.  When it can be confidently 

stated that certain factors predict and maintain involvement in the bullying culture, interventions 

are able to be modified to reflect these findings.  Evidence-based practices should be used to 

effectively prevent and manage bullying within our schools and communities, and guidance on 

how to create these interventions can be gleaned through the experimental literature.   
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Finally, it is clear through the present research that bully-victims are in fact a unique group 

within the bullying culture and yet there is little in the literature that investigates them.  Bully-

victims are extremely understudied, but prevalence of bully-victims compared to pure victims and 

pure bullies suggests that they may be the ones primarily perpetrating the bullying behaviors rather 

than the pure bullies, therefore they play a key role in the bullying culture.  As individuals who 

possess a mixture of characteristics, using the highest rates of avoidance coping and possessing 

some of the lowest rates of self-efficacy across all other roles, it is crucial they become better 

understood.  The risk of mental health issues and functional impairment is high given the patterns 

this study illuminated.  Depression, anxiety, self-harm, and suicidality as well as aggression, plus 

the perceived inability to competently deal with stressors all create a perfect storm of problems 

these children likely face. 

In conclusion, the present study offers notable insight into the bullying culture that a 

substantial proportion of students find themselves in.  Inconsistencies in the literature were 

clarified by utilizing a standard definition for bullying established by the literature and explicitly 

reading it to all participants as well as separating the unique group of bully-victims from pure 

victims and pure bullies.  The present study corroborated past research in a variety of areas: 

prevalence rates such that verbal and social were the most common forms of bullying used; and 

group differences in coping styles where pure victims used more internalization and distancing, 

pure bullies used more externalizing, and bully-victims used a combination, while those not 

involved used the most approach coping styles.  Novel findings speak to the broad purpose of 

informing antibullying interventions.  Total self-efficacy, approach coping, and avoidance coping 

were all significant predictors of bullying involvement and therefore should be considered when 

developing and implementing these programs.  Most programs currently focus on climate change 
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and social support.  It is evident from the present study that there are more contributing factors to 

be considered.  The ultimate goal is for students to fit into the “not involved” category, and 

therefore programs must take their characteristics into account.  Programs should additionally 

strive to increase the students’ use of healthy coping strategies, such as problem solving, and 

thereby increase their belief that they can respond to a situation effectively. 
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Table 3        

 

Moderation Effects of Self-Efficacy on the Relationship Between Coping Styles and 

Victimization Frequency 
 Approach Coping 

Step and Variable R2 ΔR2 ΔF Δp b* t p 

Step 1 .034 .034 14.30 <.001    

     Approach  

     Coping 
    .36 0.95 .345 

     Total Self- 

     Efficacy 
    -.20 -5.18 <.001 

Step 2 .039 .004 3.52 0.061    

    Approach  

    Coping 
    .04 0.98 .327 

    Total Self- 

    Efficacy 
    -.22 -5.49 <.001 

    Approach  

    Coping x Total  

    Self-Efficacy 

        -.07 -1.88 .061 

 Avoidance Coping 

Step 1 .098 .098 43.76 <.001    

     Avoidance  

     Coping 
    .26 7.61 <.001 

     Total Self- 

     Efficacy 
    -.13 -3.72 <.001 

Step 2 .100 .002 1.47 0.226    

     Avoidance  

     Coping 
    .27 7.70 <.001 

     Total Self- 

     Efficacy 
    -.12 -3.37 .001 

     Avoidance  

     Coping x Total  

     Self-Efficacy 

        .04 1.21 .226 
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Table 4        

 

Moderation Effects of Self-Efficacy on the Relationship Between Coping Styles and 

Bullying Frequency 
 Approach Coping 

Step and Variable R2 ΔR2 ΔF Δp b* t p 

Step 1 .031 .031 12.67 <.001    

     Approach  

     Coping 
    -.08 -2.00 .046 

     Total Self- 

     Efficacy 
    -.13 -3.38 .001 

Step 2 .031 .001 .50 .479    

    Approach  

    Coping 
    -.08 -1.98 .048 

    Total Self- 

    Efficacy 
    -.14 -3.45 .001 

    Approach  

    Coping x Total  

    Self-Efficacy 

        -.03 -0.71 .479 

 Avoidance Coping 

Step 1 .097 .097 43.32 <.001    

     Avoidance  

     Coping 
    .27 7.98 <.001 

     Total Self- 

     Efficacy 
    -.10 -3.00 .003 

Step 2 .099 .002 1.70 .193    

     Avoidance  

     Coping 
    .28 8.08 <.001 

     Total Self- 

     Efficacy 
    -.09 -2.65 .008 

     Avoidance  

     Coping x Total  

     Self-Efficacy 

        .05 1.30 .193 

 

  



SELF-EFFICACY, COPING, AND BULLYING INVOLVEMENT 61 

 
 

Table 5        

 

Moderation Effects of Self-Efficacy on the Relationship Between Coping Styles and 

Bullying-Victimization Frequency 
 Approach Coping 

Step and Variable R2 ΔR2 ΔF Δp b* t p 

Step 1 .039 .039 16.26 <.001    

     Approach  

     Coping 
    .01 0.15 .880 

     Total Self- 

     Efficacy 
    -.20 -5.25 <.001 

Step 2 .042 .004 2.99 .084    

    Approach  

    Coping 
    .01 0.18 .855 

    Total Self- 

    Efficacy 
    -.22 -5.52 <.001 

    Approach  

    Coping x Total  

    Self-Efficacy 

        -.06 -1.73 .084 

 Avoidance Coping 

Step 1 .124 .124 56.90 <.001    

     Avoidance  

     Coping 
    .30 8.84 <.001 

     Total Self- 

     Efficacy 
    -.13 -3.97 <.001 

Step 2 .126 .002 2.14 .144    

     Avoidance  

     Coping 
    .31 8.96 <.001 

     Total Self- 

     Efficacy 
    -.12 -3.56 <.001 

     Avoidance  

     Coping x Total  

     Self-Efficacy 

        .05 1.46 .144 
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Figure 1. Frequencies of Bullying Involvement Roles 
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Figure 2. Frequencies of Bullying and Victimization Types  
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Figure 3. Comparisons of the rates of approach coping styles among the four roles of bullying 

involvement (*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001). 
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Figure 4. Comparisons of the rates of avoidance coping styles among the four roles of bullying 

involvement (*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001). 
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Figure 5. Comparisons of the rates of self-efficacy (SE) types among the four roles of bullying 

involvement (*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001).  
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Appendix A: Parent Consent Form 

Parent/Guardian Informed Consent Agreement 
Please read this consent agreement carefully before deciding to participate in the study. 

 

 

PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH STUDY 

The purpose of the study is to assess the impact self-efficacy and coping strategies have on 

someone being a bully, victim, or bully-victim.  

 

PROCEDURES 

What Your Child Will Do In The Study 

Your child will complete three different surveys (Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire, Self-

Efficacy Questionnaire for Children, and Self-Report Coping Scale) along with a demographics 

questionnaire. These will be administered at school during one of their class periods.  During the 

surveys, your child is free to skip any question that may make them uncomfortable and they can 

stop the survey at any time.  If they choose not to do the study, they will participate in a quiet 

activity by themselves (e.g., reading) as the others work.  

 

What You Will Do In The Study 

As the child’s parent/guardian, you will not be completing any type of surveys.  All that is 

requested of you in this study is your signature communicating your consent for your child to 

participate in the research.   

 

TIME REQUIRED 

The study will require no more than one hour of your child’s time.  The surveys will be 

administered at the same time in one single session.   

 

RISKS 

There are no anticipated risks in this study; however, if during the survey your child becomes 

uncomfortable for any reason, he/she may discontinue participating in the study.  Given that this 

may be a sensitive subject for your child, resources are attached to this consent form for your 

reference. 

 

BENEFITS 

It is hoped through your child’s participation in the research, we will gain a better understanding 

of how coping and self-efficacy pertain to being victimized or perpetrating bullying.  With this 

information, proper interventions can be targeted to reduce the prevalence of bullying in schools.  

There are no direct benefits to you or your child for participating in this research study.   

 

CONFIDENTIALITY/ANONYMITY 

The information that your child gives in the study will be kept private and handled 

confidentially.  Your child’s data will be anonymous which means that his/her name will not be 

collected or linked to the data.   
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VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 

Your child’s participation in the study is completely voluntary.  Although the survey will be 

conducted at his/her school, it will in no way affect your child’s grades.  The researcher will 

oversee administering and collecting of all questionnaires so that teachers are not aware of their 

information. 

 

RIGHT TO WITHDRAW FROM THE STUDY 

You have the right to withdraw your child from the study at any time without penalty.  Your 

child also can stop participating at any time without penalty. 

 

HOW TO WITHDRAW FROM THE STUDY 

If you and/or your child want to withdraw from the study, tell the researcher.  There is no penalty 

for withdrawing. 

 

COMPENSATION 

Participants will not receive compensation.  

 

If you have questions about the study, contact: 

Delanie Atteberry, B.A. (Principal Investigator) 

Department of Psychology, Washburn University 

1700 SW College Ave., Topeka, KS 66621 

Telephone: (785) 670-2019 

Email: delanie.atteberry@washburn.edu 

Christina Menager, Ph.D. (Faculty Advisor) 

Department of Psychology, Washburn University 

1700 SW College Ave., Topeka, KS 66621 

Telephone: (785) 670-2019 

Email: christina.menager@washburn.edu 

 

If you have questions about your rights in the study, contact: 

Cynthia Nebel, Ph.D. 

Chair, Institutional Review Board  

Department of Psychology, Washburn University 

1700 SW College Ave., Topeka, KS 66621 

Telephone: (785) 670-1763 

Email: irb@washburn.edu 

 

Agreement: 

I agree to allow my child to participate in the research study described above. 

 

Child’s Name (please print): __________________________________________________ 

 

Grade: __________  Homeroom Teacher’s Name: __________________________ 

 

PARENT’S SIGNATURE: _________________________________  Date:  _____________ 

You will receive a copy of this form for your records. 
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Appendix B: Minor Assent Form 

Minor Informed Assent Agreement 
Please read this assent agreement with your parent(s) or guardian(s) before you decide to 

participate in the study.  Your parent or guardian will also give permission to let you participate in 

the study.  

 

PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH STUDY 

We want to learn about how bullying is impacted by coping and how we think we can handle 

difficult situations.  We hope to understand more about the bullying experience so that we can 

attempt to stop it.   

 

PROCEDURES 

We would like you to answer some questions about experiences being a bully and a victim, one about 

your thoughts about yourself, and one about how you choose to cope with difficult situations.  You’ll 

also be asked about your age, grade, gender, and ethnicity.   

 

You’ll answer these questions during one of your classes periods and it will take no more than one 

hour.  If for any reason you feel uncomfortable answering any of the questions, you can skip those 

questions or stop answering the questions completely.   If you don’t want to be part of the study, you 

will work on a quiet activity, like reading, by yourself while the others work.  

 

BENEFITS/RISKS 

If you are in this study, there won’t be any direct benefit to you.  A possible risk in taking the survey 

is that you will have to think about your own bullying experiences. If that causes you any discomfort, 

you do not have to take the survey and you can stop taking the survey at any time. 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY/ANONYMITY 
The information that you give to us will not have your name on it, so we won’t know what answers 

you give us.  Also, we will be collecting your surveys so your teachers will not know your answers, 

either.   

 

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 

You don’t have to be in this study.  Being or not being in the study will NOT affect your grade in any 

way.  You can stop doing the study at any time.  If you want to stop doing the study, tell the 

researcher in your room.  There is no penalty for stopping.   

 

If you have questions about the study, contact: 

Delanie Atteberry, B.A. (Principal Investigator) 

Department of Psychology, Washburn University 

1700 SW College Ave., Topeka, KS 66621 

Telephone: (785) 670-2019 

Email: delanie.atteberry@washburn.edu 

Christina Menager, Ph.D. (Faculty Advisor) 

Department of Psychology, Washburn University 

1700 SW College Ave., Topeka, KS 66621 

Telephone: (785) 670-2019 

Email: christina.menager@washburn.edu 
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 If you have questions about your rights in the study, contact: 

Cynthia Nebel, Ph.D. 

Chair, Institutional Review Board  

Department of Psychology, Washburn University 

1700 SW College Ave., Topeka, KS 66621 

Telephone: (785) 670-1763 

Email: irb@washburn.edu 

 

Agreement: 

I agree to participate in the research study described above. 

 

 

Child’s Name (please print): ___________________________________________________ 

 

 

CHILD’S SIGNATURE: _______________________________________  Date:  _____________ 

You will receive a copy of this form for your records. 
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Appendix C: Demographics Form 

Demographics 

What gender do you identify with? 

o Boy 

o Girl 

o Other (please specify) ___________________ 

 

How old are you? ____________ 

 

What grade are you currently in? ______________ 

 

What is your ethnicity? (select all that apply) 

o White/European American 

o Black/African American 

o American Indian 

o Arab or Arab American 

o Hispanic 

o Latino/Latina 

o Asian or Asian American 

o Other (please specify) ________________________ 

o I don’t know 
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Appendix D: Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire 

Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire 

Definition of Bullying: 

We say a student is being bullied when another student, or several other students: 

 say mean and hurtful things, make fun of him/her, or call him/her mean and hurtful 

names 

 completely ignore or exclude him/her from their group of friends or leave him or her out 

of things on purpose 

 hit, kick, push, shove around, or lock him/her inside a room 

 tell lies or spread false rumors about him/her or send mean notes and try to make other 

students dislike him/her 

 and other hurtful things like that. 

When we talk about bullying, these things may happen repeatedly, and it is difficult for the 

student being bullied to defend himself or herself.  We also call it bullying when a student is 

teased repeatedly in a mean and hurtful way. 

But we also don’t call it bullying when the teasing is done in a friendly and playful way.  Also, it 

is not bullying when two students of about the same strength or power argue or fight. 

 

1. How do you like school? 

o Dislike very much 

o Dislike 

o Neither like nor dislike 

o Like school 

o Like school very much 

 

 

2. How many good friends do you have in your class(es)? 

o None 

o 1 good friend 

o 2-3 good friends 

o 4-5 good friends 

o 6+ good friends 
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3. How often have you been bullied at school in the past couple of months? 

o Haven’t been bullied 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

4. I was called mean names, was made fun of, or teased in a hurtful way. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

5. Other students left me out of things on purpose, excluded me from their group of 

friends, or completely ignored me. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

6. I was hit, kicked, pushed, shoved around, or locked indoors. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 
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7. Other students told lies or spread false rumors about me and tried to make others 

dislike me. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

8. I had money or other things taken away from me or damaged. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

9. I was threatened or forced to do things I did not want to do. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

10. I was bullied with mean names or comments about my race or color. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

11. I was bullied with mean names, comments or gestures with a sexual meaning. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 



SELF-EFFICACY, COPING, AND BULLYING INVOLVEMENT 75 

 
 

12. I was bullied with mean or hurtful messages, calls, or pictures, or in other ways on 

my cell phone or over the Internet (computer). 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

13. If you were bullied on your cell phone or over the internet, how was it done? 

o Only on cell phone 

o Only over the Internet 

o In both ways 

 

14. I was bullied in another way.  Specify: ___________________________________ 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

15. In which class(es) is the student or students who bully you? (select all that apply) 

 In my class 

 Different class, same grade 

 In a higher grade 

 In a lower grade 

 In different grades 

 

16. Have you been bullied by boys or girls? 

o Mainly by 1 girl 

o By several girls 

o Mainly by 1 boy 

o By several boys 

o Both boys and girls 
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17. By how many students have you usually been bullied? 

o Mainly by 1 student 

o By 2-3 students 

o By 4-9 students 

o By more than 9 

o Different students/grades 

 

18. How long has the bullying lasted? 

o 1 or 2 weeks 

o About a month 

o About 6 months 

o About a year 

o Several years 

 

19. Where have you been bullied? (select all that apply) 

 Playground/athletic field Lunchroom 

 Hallways/stairwells Way to and from school 

 Class (teacher in room) Bus stop 

 Class (teacher NOT in room) School bus 

 Bathroom Somewhere else in school 

 Gym class 

 

20. Have you told anyone that you have been bullied in the past couple of months? 

o Been bullied/not told 

o Been bullied/told somebody 

Who have you told? (select all that apply) 

 Your class teacher 

 Another adult at school 

 Your parent(s)/ guardian(s) 

 Your brother(s)/sister(s) 

 Your friend(s) 

 Somebody else 
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21. How often does the teacher or other adults at school try to put a stop to it when a 

student is being bullied at school? 

o Almost never 

o Once in a while 

o Sometimes 

o Often 

o Almost always 
 

22. How often do other students try to put a stop to it when a student is being bullied at 

school? 

o Almost never 

o Once in a while 

o Sometimes 

o Often 

o Almost always 
 

23. How as any adult at home contacted the school to try to stop your being bullied at 

school in the past couple months? 

o Haven’t been bullied 

o No, not contacted school 

o Yes, once 

o Yes, several times 
 

24. When you see a student your age being bullied at school, what do you feel or think? 

o Probably deserves it 

o Don’t feel much 

o Feel a bit sorry 

o Feel sorry and want to help 
 

25. How often have you taken part in bullying another student(s) at school in the past 

couple of months? 

o Not bullied others 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 
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26. I called another student(s) mean names and made fun of or teased him or her in a 

hurtful way. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 
 

27. I kept him or her out of things on purpose, excluded him or her from my group of 

friends, or completely ignored him or her. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 
 

28. I hit, kicked, pushed and shoved him or her around or locked him or her indoors. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 
 

29. I spread false rumors about him or her and tried to make others dislike him or her. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 
 

30. I took money or other things from him or her or damaged his or her belongings. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 
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31. I threatened or forced him or her to do things he or she did not want to do. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

32. I bullied him or her with mean names or comments about his or her race or color. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

33. I bullied him or her with mean names, comments, or gestures with a sexual 

meaning. 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

34. I bullied him or her with mean or hurtful messages, calls, or pictures, or in other 

ways on my cell phone or over the Internet (computer). 

o Hasn’t happened 

o Once or twice 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About once a week 

o Several times per week 

 

35. If you bullied another student(s) on you cell phone or over the Internet (computer), 

how was it done? 

o Only on cell phone 

o Only over the Internet 

o In both ways 
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36. Has any adult at home talked with you about your bullying another student(s) at 

school n the past couple of months? 

o Not bullied others 

o No, haven’t talked with me 

o Yes, they have once 

o Yes, several times 
 

37. Do you think you could join in bullying a student whom you do not like? 

o Yes 

o Yes, maybe 

o I don’t know 

o No, I don’t think so 

o No 

o Definitely no 
 

38. How do you usually react if you see or learn that a student your age is being bullied 

by another student(s)? 

o I have never noticed it 

o I take part in the bullying 

o I don’t do it, but find it OK 

o I just watch what goes on 

o I ought to help 

o I try to help 
 

39. How often are you afraid of being bullied by other students in your school? 

o Never 

o Seldom 

o Sometimes 

o Fairly often 

o Often 

o Very often 
 

40. Overall, how much do you think your class or homeroom teacher has done to cut 

down on bullying in your classroom in the past couple months? 

o Little or nothing A good deal 

o Fairly little Much 

o Somewhat  
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Appendix E: Self-Report Coping Scale 

Self-Report Coping Scale 

Carefully read the following statements and select how often you find yourself engaging in the 

following behaviors with each of the two situations. 

When I get a bad grade in school, one 

worse than I normally get, I usually… 
Never Rarely 

Some-

times 

Most 

of the 

time 

Always 

1. Tell a friend or family member what 

happened.   
1 2 3 4 5 

2. Try to think of different ways to solve it. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Make believe nothing happened.   1 2 3 4 5 

4. Take it out on others because I feel sad 

or angry. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. Talk to somebody about how it made me 

feel. 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. Change something so things will work 

out. 
1 2 3 4 5 

7. Go off by myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Become so upset that I can’t talk to 

anyone. 
1 2 3 4 5 

9. Get help from a friend. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Decide on one way to deal with the 

problem and I do it. 
1 2 3 4 5 

11. Forget the whole thing. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Worry too much about it. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Ask a friend for advice. 1 2 3 4 5 
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14. Do something to make up for it. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Tell myself it doesn’t matter. 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Cry about it. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Ask a family member for advice. 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Know there are things I can do to make 

it better. 
1 2 3 4 5 

19. Just feel sorry for myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Refuse to think about it. 1 2 3 4 5 

21. Yell to let off steam. 1 2 3 4 5 

22. Ask someone who has had this problem 

what he or she would do. 
1 2 3 4 5 

23. Go over in my mind what to do or say. 1 2 3 4 5 

24. Do something to take my mind off of it. 1 2 3 4 5 

25. Worry that others will think badly of 

me. 
1 2 3 4 5 

26. Curse out loud. 1 2 3 4 5 

27. Try to understand why this happened to 

me. 
1 2 3 4 5 

28. Say I don’t care. 1 2 3 4 5 

29. Ignore it when people say something 

about it. 
1 2 3 4 5 

30. Get mad and throw or hit something. 1 2 3 4 5 
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31. Get help from a family member. 1 2 3 4 5 

32. Get mad at myself for doing something 

that I shouldn’t have done. 
1 2 3 4 5 

33. Try extra hard to keep this from 

happening again. 
1 2 3 4 5 

34. Talk to the teacher about it. 1 2 3 4 5 

When you receive a bad grade in school, 

how often do you think you can do 

something to change the situation? 

1 2 3 4 5 

When I have an argument or a fight with a 

friend, I usually… 
Never Rarely 

Some-

times 

Most 

of the 

time 

Always 

1. Tell a friend or family member what 

happened.   
1 2 3 4 5 

2. Try to think of different ways to solve it. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Make believe nothing happened.   1 2 3 4 5 

4. Take it out on others because I feel sad 

or angry. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. Talk to somebody about how it made me 

feel. 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. Change something so things will work 

out. 
1 2 3 4 5 

7. Go off by myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Become so upset that I can’t talk to 

anyone. 
1 2 3 4 5 

9. Get help from a friend. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Decide on one way to deal with the 

problem and I do it. 
1 2 3 4 5 

11. Forget the whole thing. 1 2 3 4 5 
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12. Worry too much about it. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Ask a friend for advice. 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Do something to make up for it. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Tell myself it doesn’t matter. 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Cry about it. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Ask a family member for advice. 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Know there are things I can do to make 

it better. 
1 2 3 4 5 

19. Just feel sorry for myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Refuse to think about it. 1 2 3 4 5 

21. Yell to let off steam. 1 2 3 4 5 

22. Ask someone who has had this problem 

what he or she would do. 
1 2 3 4 5 

23. Go over in my mind what to do or say. 1 2 3 4 5 

24. Do something to take my mind off of it. 1 2 3 4 5 

25. Worry that others will think badly of 

me. 
1 2 3 4 5 

26. Curse out loud. 1 2 3 4 5 

27. Try to understand why this happened to 

me. 
1 2 3 4 5 

28. Say I don’t care. 1 2 3 4 5 
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29. Ignore it when people say something 

about it. 
1 2 3 4 5 

30. Get mad and throw or hit something. 1 2 3 4 5 

31. Get help from a family member. 1 2 3 4 5 

32. Get mad at myself for doing something 

that I shouldn’t have done. 
1 2 3 4 5 

33. Try extra hard to keep this from 

happening again. 
1 2 3 4 5 

34. Talk to the teacher about it. 1 2 3 4 5 

When you have an argument or fight with a 

friend, how often do you think you can do 

something to change the situation? 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix F: Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Children 

Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Children 

Please read each item.  On a scale of 1-5 where 1 is “Not at All” and 5 is “Very Well,” select the 

number that best fits your experience. 

Item 
Not 

at All 
Barely Somewhat 

Fairly 

Well 

Very 

Well 

1. How well can you express your opinions 

when other classmates disagree with you? 1 2 3 4 5 

2. How well do you succeed in cheering 

yourself up when an unpleasant event has 

happened? 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. How well can you study when there are 

other interesting things to do? 1 2 3 4 5 

4. How well do you succeed in becoming 

calm again when you are very scared? 1 2 3 4 5 

5. How well can you become friends with 

other young people? 1 2 3 4 5 

6. How well can you study a chapter for a 

test? 1 2 3 4 5 

7. How well can you have a chat with an 

unfamiliar person? 1 2 3 4 5 

8. How well can you prevent yourself from 

becoming nervous? 1 2 3 4 5 

9. How well do you succeed in finishing all 

your homework every day? 1 2 3 4 5 

10. How well can you get along with your 

classmates while working together? 1 2 3 4 5 

11. How well can you control your feelings? 
1 2 3 4 5 

12. How well can you pay attention during 

every class? 1 2 3 4 5 

13. How well can you tell other young people 

that they are doing something you don’t 

like? 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. How well can you give yourself a pep-talk 

when you feel low? 1 2 3 4 5 
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15. How well do you succeed in passing all 

school subjects? 1 2 3 4 5 

16. How well can you tell a funny event to a 

group of young people? 1 2 3 4 5 

17. How well do you succeed in satisfying 

your parents with your schoolwork? 1 2 3 4 5 

18. How well are you able to remain friends 

with other young people? 1 2 3 4 5 

19. How well do you succeed in holding back 

unpleasant thoughts? 1 2 3 4 5 

20. How well do you succeed in passing a test? 
1 2 3 4 5 

21. How well do you succeed in not worrying 

about things that might happen? 1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix G: Researchers’ Protocol for Data Collection 

Instructions for Set Up:  

 Talk to the teacher about classroom management and reducing commotion (e.g., no 

walking around the room during data collection) 

 Arrange the students as far apart from each other as possible.  It’s critical students feel 

they can answer honestly without others seeing what they say. 

Note – During Administration: 

 Researcher should not walk around the classroom but should be present in order to 

answer any questions that arise.   

 The teacher should remain in the room in case a student has a crisis and needs a break or 

needs to be removed from the room.   

o The students should never be in the room completing the surveys alone 

GENERAL DIRECTIONS to students on how to complete the survey: 

 You will be filling out three different surveys today: one about bullying, one about 

how you handle difficult situations, and one about how well you think you can do 

certain things.  For each one… 

o Make sure you read ALL directions carefully. 

o Then carefully read each question or statement and select the answer that fits 

for you.   

 Make sure to answer each item. 

o If you have any questions, raise your hand. It’s very important to me that 

everything makes sense. 

 As you go through the surveys, do NOT spend too much time on one answer.  Just 

pick the answer that best fits you and move on to the next. 

o Go with that gut instinct. 

 NO ONE will know how you answered any of the questions.   

o Please answer HONESTLY. 

 This is NOT a test and there are NO right or wrong answers.  Again, just answer 

honestly. 

 Are there any questions? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

 Once you have logged in to the survey, go ahead and complete this first page.   

o Type in your school’s name. 

o Select your gender, age, grade, and ethnicity. 

o If you have any questions, just raise your hand. 

o Remember, there are no right or wrong answers.  Just be honest. 

 Once you have finished that page, look up at me. 
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DIRECTIONS FOR SELF-REPORT COPING SCALE AND SELF-EFFICACY 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CHILDREN 

Before moving on, we are going to discuss how to complete the surveys that ask about 

difficult situations and how well you can do different things. 

SELF-REPORT COPING SCALE 

 On the one asking how you handle difficult situations, you will be asked about two 

different problems: first when you get a bad grade and second when you get into an 

argument or fight.   

 First, read the situation. Is it talking about the bad grade or the argument? 

 Then select HOW OFTEN you do the following activities when in that situation.  

For example, the first situation reads: “When I get a bad grade in school, one worse 

than I normally get, I usually…” 

o Then the first row says: “Tell a friend or family member what happened.” 

 If you NEVER tell a friend or family member what happened when 

you get a bad grade, you would click the bubble under the “never” 

column.   

 If you RARELY tell a friend or family member what happened when 

you get a bad grade, you would click the bubble under the “rarely” 

column.   

 If you SOMETIMES tell a friend or family member what happened 

when you get a bad grade, you would click the bubble under the 

“sometimes” column.   

 If you tell a friend or family member what happened MOST OF THE 

TIME when you get a bad grade, you would click the bubble under 

the “most of the time” column.   

 If you ALWAYS tell a friend or family member what happened when 

you get a bad grade, you would click the bubble under the “always” 

column.   

o You will click the bubble under Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Most of the time, 

or Always depending on how often you do each behavior within that specific 

situation.  

 This survey starts on #40.  If you have any questions, remember to just raise your 

hand and I will come help you. 

SELF-EFFICACY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CHILDREN 

 Starting on #46, you will do these questions similarly. 

 First read the instructions. 

 Then read the question and click the bubble that describes HOW WELL you can do 

what the question asks. 

o If you CANNOT do what the question asks AT ALL, click “Not at all” 
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o If you can BARELY do what the question asks, click “Barely” 

o If you can SOMEWHAT do what the question asks, click “Somewhat” 

o If you can do what the question asks FAIRLY WELL, click “Fairly Well” 

o If you can do what the question asks VERY WELL, click “Very Well” 

 Remember, if you have any questions when you get here, just raise your hand. 

Are there any questions right now?  Remember to raise your hand if you have any come 

up.  There are a lot of directions and I don’t expect you to memorize it all right now.  It’s 

normal to have questions about this. 

If there are no questions, say: Now you may click NEXT. 

OBVQ 

 The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather information from you students about 

bullying and some other conditions at the school in order to make the school 

environment as good and as safe as possible. 

 I will now read instructions and I would like you to follow along carefully: 

You will find questions in this survey about your life in school.  There are several answers 

next to each question.  Each answer has a bubble in front of it.  Fill in the bubble that 

describes how you feel about school.  If you dislike school very much, fill in the bubble in 

front of “I dislike school very much”, that is, the first bubble. If you like school very much, 

fill in the bubble in front of “I like school very much”, that is, the fifth bubble, and so on.  

You answer by filling in only one of the bubbles.  Click OK and then click the bubble that 

best describes how you feel about going to school. 

1. How do you like school?   

o I dislike school very much 

o I dislike school 

o I neither like nor dislike school 

o I like school 

o I like school very much 

 

Your name will not be on these surveys so no one will know how you have answered these 

questions.  But it is important that you answer carefully and how you really feel.  

Sometimes it is hard to decide what to answer.  Then just answer how you think it is.  If 

you have questions, raise your hand. 

Most of the questions are about your life in school in the past couple of months, that is the 

period from start of school after Summer vacation until now.  So when you answer, you 
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should think of how it has been during the past 2 or 3 months (that is since the beginning of 

this school year) and not only how it is just now. 

Now you can answer the next question:  Click OK. 

2. How many good friends do you have in your class(es)? 

o None 

o 1 good friend 

o 2-3 good friends 

o 4-5 good friends 

o 6+ good friends 

After a couple moments, say: Raise your hand if have not answered number 2.   

Remember, raise your hand if you have questions on what to do.   

[Administrator must be certain students understand how to complete the questionnaire before 

continuing.] 

If everyone has finished #2, say: Click NEXT. 

Read the following: 

ABOUT BEING BULLIED BY OTHER STUDENTS: 

Here are some questions about being bullied by other students.  First, we define or explain 

the word bullying.  We say a student is being bullied when another student, or several 

other students: 

 say mean and hurtful things, make fun of him/her, or call him/her mean and hurtful 

names 

 completely ignore or exclude him/her from their group of friends or leave him/her 

out of things on purpose 

 hit, kick, push, shove around, or lock him/her inside a room 

 tell lies or spread false rumors about him/her or send mean notes and try to make 

other students dislike him/her 

 and other hurtful things like that. 

When we talk about bullying, these things happen repeatedly, and it is difficult for the 

student being bullied to defend himself or herself.  We also call it bullying when a student is 

teased repeatedly in a mean and hurtful way. 

But we also don’t call it bullying when the teasing is done in a friendly and playful way.  

Also, it is not bullying when two students of about equal strength or power argue or fight. 

Does everyone understand what we mean by the word “bullying”? 
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If there are questions about the meaning of “bullying” the Administrator can elaborate on 

criteria and/or provide examples: 

 Criteria for bullying behavior: 

o negative, mean behavior that 

o occurs repeatedly (usually over a certain period of time) 

o in a relationship characterized by an imbalance of power or strength (person 

being bullied has a hard time defending self) 

 Physical bullying example:  

o John and Jimmy have the same class.  John is a tall, loud kid and Jimmy is a 

smaller shy kid.  Every day, as John and Jimmy find their seats for class, John 

pushes Jimmy out of his way. Because Jimmy is shy and scared, he has difficulty 

standing up for himself and John continues to push him around multiple times a 

week. 

 Social bullying example: 

o Sarah and Lizzy got into an argument and now are no longer friends.  Sarah 

makes up a rumor about Lizzy and tells everyone to ignore her.  Every week, 

Sarah makes up a new rumor and Lizzy begins to no longer have anyone to hang 

out with. 

Once everyone is clear on the meaning of bullying, say: 

“In just a moment you may finish filling out the rest of the survey.  When filling out the 

survey, you will see ‘N/A’ on some questions.  Use this option when whatever is being asked 

doesn’t apply to you.  When you finish this bullying survey, go on to the others.  Remember to 

be honest and if you have any questions raise your hand.  You may Click OK and continue.” 

The Administrator does NOT need to read subsequent questions aloud to students unless students 

have difficulty reading or staying on task. 

Notes for OBVQ: 

 If students have difficulty understanding the expression “words, comments, or gestures of 

a sexual meaning”, Administrator may give examples (e.g., “whore,” “homo,” “lesbian,” 

etc.) 

 There may be a need to explain what’s meant by homeroom teacher (Q19, 34, & 39) 

After about 10 minutes of doing the survey on their own, remind the students: 

 As you move on to the other surveys, please remember to answer every question 

HONESTLY.   

 Do not spend too much time on one answer.  Just pick the answer that best fits you 

and move on to the next. 

 Raise your hand if you have any questions. 
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As students finish the surveys,  

 When you finish your survey, you may put away your iPad and get something out to 

quietly work on. 

With about 10 minutes left: 

 There are about 10 minutes left to complete the surveys.  Please start finishing up if 

you haven’t already. 

At End of data collection:  

Once everyone is done with the survey, read the following aloud: 

As we wrap up, there’s one more thing for you to hear regarding the survey you just did: 

 The goal of this study is to see how someone’s belief in how well they do things 

impacts how handling certain situations relates to being a bully and/or a victim.  

Using the information you and other students have provided, we hope to put a stop 

to bullying in better ways. 

 Being involved with bullying, whether it’s happening to you or someone you know, 

can be a difficult thing to cope with.  While it was not the intention, this study may 

have brought up strong emotions leaving you upset. Remember, you always have 

your teachers and principal that you can talk to, but there are other people in our 

community that can help too.  The first step is to talk about it. 

 Thank you all for participating today. It is a huge help. 
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