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Abstract

ROBERT FARIS: Race, Social Networks, and SchodlyiBiyg
(Under the direction of Kenneth Bollen)

Using data from a longitudinal survey of adolessetttis dissertation develops a social
network-based measure of school bullying. It coes three research questions: 1) what
accounts for racial disparities in bullying perp#itn? 2) Are there racial differences in the
consequences of involvement in bullying? 3) Whatdrs affect the likelihood of interracial
bullying? The first paper yields two divergent ot mutually exclusive views of bullying,
the first based on theories of delinquency, theseéderived from the concept of status
insecurity. Bullies are less attached to schodl@arents, have more conflictive home lives,
are themselves picked on, have aggressive friemdisare more likely to be depressed,
findings consistent with theories of delinquenéyt.the same time, bullies are also
seemingly “normal” kids who participate in extrangoular activities, are relatively popular,
have attractive friends, and may come from highaseconomic backgrounds. None of the

variables mediate the higher perpetration ratesfriadan-Americans and Latinos.

The second paper tests the relationship betwedyirngulnvolvement and five outcomes:
popularity, school attachment, depression, anxaaty, suicide attempts. Bullying others
increases popularity, but also increases anxietyd@pression. Being bullied decreases
popularity and increases depression and the ligetihof suicide attempts. With one

exception, the effect of bullying on mental heatid school attachment does not vary by



race. Minority students who bully others make éairgains in popularity than whites,

suggesting one possible explanation for their higieepetration rates.

The third paper examines the prevalence of bullyatgtionships among dyads. Bullying is
most likely to be intra- rather than inter-racelen after controlling for propinquity and
social distance. Racial diversity of the schoaot@ases the prevalence of bullying, but does
not influence the prevalence of interracial bultyinBullying is also less likely to cross
gender lines, but boys bully girls more often tigas bully boys. Girls bully each other
more often than boys bully each other. Bullyingnisre likely to occur between those who
are socially close and of similar social statusordattractive and physically developed

adolescents are more likely to bully their lessadeped and less attractive peers.
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CHAPTER 1

MEASURING BULLYING FROM A RELATIONAL PERSPECTIVE

Preface

School bullying is both a common and a perniciowblem in the United States,
affecting millions of children with serious consegges. Bullying was a primary factor in
the majority of the highly publicized school shogs of the late 1990’s (US Secret Service,
2000) and has been linked to depression, suicrdeety, low-self esteem, academic failure,

and detachment from school. The websiten.bullying.orghas hundreds of submissions

like the following:

When | was eight | moved to Texas from Michigan amés starting at a new school.
| can still remember the first day of school. | ked in and everyone looked at me as if | was
a horrific monster. From that moment on | was maiwn by my real name, | was known
only as "THE COODIE GIRL!" | had to be three fetay from everyone at all times,
everyday | would get food, spit balls, trash thraatrme. At recess the only place | was
allowed to go was way in the corner where the femget about thirty feet away from
everyone else. If | were to try to go and playttoa playground, they (kids) would either
leave or yell at me to leave. That lasted up untias about twelve years old and in the
seventh grade. | have attemped [sic] suicide miamgst and have runaway twice. Now that
I'm older and no longer picked on or bullied | hawade it my business to put a stop to
bullying and to help those who are victims to buigy Hopefully someday this will not be a
problem. Hopefully!

Another:

| am now 18 and | am only just getting my life badkom the age of 13 | was bullied
because of my size. | would sit in class and peaplo | thought were my friends would
make fun of me, they would call me names and takstoff and brake [sic] it all the time.
At first | tried to cope with it, but after 2 yeaw$trying to cope | just stopped. | would make
myself sick so that | would be able to stay home ot face them but after a bit it stopped



working | was told | had to go to school. One dayas walking to my next class when a so-
called friend came over a spat in my face andvuaked off. That day | thought to myself
that | had it and that | no longer wished to lige,| went home took a load of pills and tried
to end thankful my mum came in and called 999. tftat she try [sic] to talk, but | would
just keep it all in and say a word. | went backd¢bool and it was still going on. Day after
day, | would try and cope try and not let themtgemne, but it was to hard. | went home and
slit my arm 5 stiches [sic] on each arm. That yasthe first time. | have a big scar on my
leg where | burned it with a piece of metal, | haears all over me. | was taken out of school
in year 10 and | have never gone back. | spenb@timin my room not seeing anyone at all
then my sister came and said that she was havadpyand that she wanted me to get better
so that | can be there for the baby. So | didlkieté to people about what happened and | was
put on tablets to help me get better. It has Ieryears since | last cut myself. | have a
lovely niece and nephew. And yes i still think abowtting myself then | think if | did and |
died, | would not be able to see them grown anbappy.

Some stories are even more ominous. After a simdeount of abuse, betrayal, and
attempted suicide, one poster wrote:

In grade 9 the bullying got even worse. | was pdsheery day and teased by everyone
including a teacher. | had no one to turn to. édralmost every day from the time school got
out almost until | went to bed. | started to trykith myself several times, but chickened out
at the last minute. | then seriously began thinldbgut a way out. | thought so many times
about bringing a gun to school and killing all thdlies and myself. If | had been able to get
ahold of a gun | probably would have done it.

While these narratives contain no new insightg;esinhhas already been established
that victimization is related to suicidality andap®n-carrying, they do put a face on the
bullying statistics and the seriousness of theplications. In addition to the shared theme
of abuse leading to violent and self-destructivaitihts and behaviors, these accounts share
another feature, conspicuous in its omission: atteence of any speculation about the
motive for the abuse. These victims, and manyefdathers who posted their stories on this
and other websites, tend not to theorize aboutdlises of the abuse, but take aggression as
a given. Where rationales are offered, they aenadescriptions of the victims

themselves—*| was fat,” or “| read—a lot"—and invel little or no speculation about the

bullies and their personal motives. The hoary gdarof having one’s lunch money forcibly



taken by a bully is almost never encountered, &rrtomplicating rational interpretation of

bullying.

This lack of speculation on the rationale for builtyis understandable—it is difficult,
perhaps impossible, to fully understand anothepsivas, and especially so in the case of
seemingly senseless aggression. It is not theogarpf this or most other sociological
analysis either. While unconcerned with personative, this dissertation will attempt to

understand underlying conditions that make bullyimgye likely to occur.

A quip sometimes heard in sociology circles is s@tiology can be reduced to
RCG—race, class, and gender. While unfair to thdse study, say, organizations or
religion, it is true that these three domains heerhainstays of sociological research. All too
often, however, papers in sociology journals givexrerlip service to these areas, treating
race, SES, and gender as “control” variables, utiwarf further interpretation. In the
literature on school bullying, the situation is Bweorse, as many studies fail to consider
race, even as a control variable. Where raci&ihces are considered, they are rarely

interpreted.

It is the premise of my research that significaffedences among racial groups cannot
be dismissed, but require exploration. The diasiert is comprised of three articles. The
first attempts to explain observed racial differeha bullying behavior by considering a
range of factors, including SES, neighborhood cdantnd peer influence. The second

article examines whether there are racial diffeesrin the outcomes associated with



bullying, and whether those differences are furthedified by the racial diversity of the
school. The final article asks whether bullyingpiedominantly inter- or intraracial, and
whether the racial diversity of the school modifieis possible predilection. Before
presenting these analyses, however, it will be &g to first define bullying and to
introduce an innovative approach to measuring itlvivill be used throughout this

dissertation.

What is Bullying?

Due in large part to the pioneering work of Dan @lw, research on bullying has
tended to define it as “engaging in negative astiagainst a less powerful person repeatedly
and over time” (Olweus, 1999; Kaukiainen et alQ20 However, observing and measuring
the relative power of schoolchildren is complicataad in practice, the definition is circular:
if someone is being repeatedly victimized, theyless powerful. Additionally, if one
student harasses many other students, but onltimmeezach, this may be excluded from this

definition of bullying.

Accordingly, | abandon the relative power aspedhefdefinition, or rather, accept the
circular logic of victimization implying power inegy, and focus instead on victimization
itself. | also relax the requirement of repeatedimization, acknowledging that a student
may pick on her peers regularly, but no single sttidn a frequent basis. Therefore, |
define bullying as a situation, however brief, wharperpetrator harms a victim who is a

peer, using physical (hitting, tripping, etc.),adit verbal (hame-calling, threats of violence),



or indirect (rumor-mongering, ostracism, etc.) &ggron, and in a context of a continued

relationship.

It would appear difficult, then, to distinguishdhdefinition of bullying from run of the
mill aggression, and with more serious forms, sashomicide. The definition is
intentionally broad, and has extensive overlap witindard definitions of aggression.
However, it is important to note that there ararfsrof aggression—such as vigorous
arguments and fistfights—that do not have cleaidgernable perpetrator and victim

relations.

This definition of bullying also distinguishes rom other aggressive relations where
there are clear perpetrators and victims—such asdme or armed robbery—by virtue of
the continued relationship. By and large, mosbesb do not seek or expect to maintain
relations with the owners of the convenience sttreg rob. In contrast, those who bully
others, most often in schools or neighborhoodscanstrained by the expectation of a future
relationship. This does not necessarily imply sargd direct interaction, but the minimal
relations involved in going to the same schoolwang in the same neighborhood. Finally,
by defining bullying as an act among peers, | distinguish it from acts such as child abuse
and most of what is increasingly referred to askplace bullying. These are relations where
there is a structural imbalance of power such asnpachild, boss-employee, which is
legitimized and supported by the legal apparatubefstate, and as such, involves different

dynamics.



It is important to note one element of the condleat is not obvious in the above
definition. In contrast to both common wisdom amdich research, | avoid assuming that
“bully” is a fixed role to be occupied, that kidarcbe categorized as bullies, or victims, or
bystanders. Researchers often assume that bullies are stables, as evidenced by the
phrases “reinforcer bullies” and “bully-victimsFor the purposes of this research, “bully” is
a verb, not a noun, and whether these relationgesoainto stable 1.roles remains an

empirical question beyond the scope of this anslysi

Measuring Bullying

There are several different approaches to meashtiltgng perpetration. Most
studies rely on self-reported bullying behavioteafusing questions designed by Olweus
(1986; 1996). These studies typically define bathyfor respondents and then ask them how
often they were bullied by other students in thet gauple months, and then how often they
bullied other students (e.g., Nansel et al., 2@ljoore et al., 1997; Pellegrini et al., 1999).
Response categories in the Olweus Bullying Queséia are none, “only once or twice,” “2
or 3 times a month,” “about once a week,” and “saviémes a week” (Olweus, 1996).
Solberg and Olweus (2003) argue that a cutoff of 2 times a month is appropriate for
estimating the prevalence of bullying, as it isilgagproduced by other research and

corresponds to sharp changes in outcomes relatadlying.

A second approach to measuring bullying involves p@minations (e.g., Espelage

and Holt, 2001). Students are asked to nominataal number of students who stand out

! However, for the sake of rhetorical convenienaeillloccasionally refer to bullies and victims, @gposed to
bullying behavior, etc.



on certain dimensions like aggression, populadtyictimization. A third, related approach
is to ask students, usually in a small unit such esissroom, to ratdl of their classmates

on a variety of dimensions such as aggressionmidtion, etc. (Salmivalli et al., 1996).

Both of the self-report and the peer-nominationrapphes have advantages. The self-
reported frequency approach advocated by Olweusatul for determining the prevalence
of bullying, which is vital to any intervention efts. However, self-reports of behavior that
is both sanctioned and potentially ambiguous, &t Hullies may not always realize they are
bullying, is hardly ideal. Additionally, imposiragcutoff may be necessary to determine

prevalence, but is ultimately arbitrary and resinta loss of information.

The peer nomination approach is quite useful, akds advantage of multiple sources
of information rather than simply relying on stutmwn admissions of bullying behavior.
However, when only a few nominations are allowadafoy given behavioral dimension, the
aggressive behavior of “minor offenders” is ignarddhe peer rating approach, whereby
each student receives a rating rather than thefblanto stand out, addresses this issue, but
is impractical for units significantly larger tharclassroom and would therefore miss inter-
classroom aggression. Finally, none of these aues fully capture the relational aspect of
bullying. Peer nominations may provide reliablfarmation on who the bullies and victims

are, but it does not tell which bullies pick on avictims, and why.

One approach that has only rarely been appliedeatudy of bullying relationships is

social network analysis. A social network des@iheset of actors and the relationships



between them for virtually any form of interactidrgm the general (friendship) to the
specific (spitting). Social network analysis isystematic way to discover patterns in the
relations among actors, and is frequently apploetthé study of friendship among children
and adolescents. Several studies have used setrabrk analysis to examine the
relationship between popularity or centrality andalvement in bullying (e.g., Farmer et al.,
2003), but to the author’s knowledge, only one gtiigls used social network analysis to
understand patterns of bullying relationships thelaes, and this was a study of Dutch 4-

year olds (Vermande et al., 2000).

Bullying is well-suited to social network analysiBirst, it tends to occur among
children who interact with each other at least sexgularly in the context of relatively
bounded spaces such as classrooms, playgroundsylashel sacs Second, it is inherently
relational, always involving a perpetrator(s) andaim(s). Accordingly, the study on
which this dissertation is based asks studentsnaimate up to five other students who, in
the past three months, “picked on or were meatfieém, and up to five whom they picked
on or were mean to. Students were instructednsider not just physical or direct verbal
abuse, but also acts like rumor-mongering and astra They were also instructed to
disregard playful teasing. For each bully or wctiominated, students reported the
frequency with which the bullying occurred and tiyee of bullying that occurred: physical,

direct verbal, and/or indirect aggression.

2 Chan (2006) collected data that asked victimsominate those who bullied them, but does not appear
analyze them from a social network perspective.



By combining information from both sets of nomiais (victimization and
perpetration) it is possible to incorporate infotima from multiple sources, rather than
solely relying on potentially biased self-repor@bservational results suggest that self-
reports may drastically underestimate involvemeriullying: despite national estimates
showing that less than 10 percent of all reporlyimg others on a weekly basis, one study
used a hidden camera on a playground to obseryghfreomenon, and found an episode of
bullying approximately every eight minutes (Kno@p02). A similar study, using hidden
cameras, found that 85 percent of bullying inciddrad an average of 4 other peers involved
(Craig and Pepler, 1997). While technically thasefalse comparisons, they are suggestive
of an incongruency between self-reports and adteldviors, and data presented below

appear to confirm that self-reports underestimagettue amount of bullying.

Equally importantly, this network-based method aBows us to move beyond
guestions of who bullies and who is victimizediitose about bullyingelationships We
can now answer, for example, questions about whatpair of students of a different race
are more likely to pick on each other than a pastodents of the same race, or whether the

difference in social status between two studergdipts whether one picks on the other.

| use network data to measure bullying in two distways. First, it is important to
note that | consider there to be a bullying tieAssn A and B if either A nominates B as a
victim or B nominates A as a bully. By merging the datanftbe two relations in this way, |
calculate bullyingoutdegreeor the number of othetudentsach student bullied in the past

three months, which is the dependent variable aptdr 2. Similarly, | calculate the bullying



indegreeby summing the number of other students who pickedach student in the past
three months. Both bullying outdegree and indegreeaused in chapter 3as independent

variables in models of a variety of important ouhes.

Second, the social network approach enables tHgsaaf bullying in terms of a
relationship. Accordingly, chapter 4 shifts thetwf analysis from the individual student to
the dyad, and models the likelihood (among all fdssglyads in the network) that student A

bullied student B.

Data Source

The Context of Adolescent Substance Bsely (hereafteiContexj is a longitudinal
survey of all middle and high school students me¢hcounties in North Carolina. The focus
of Contextis on alcohol, tobacco, and drug use, but it ctdlenformation on a wide range of
other topics as well. The three counties werecsatebased on willingness to participate and
proximity to Chapel Hill, North Carolina, where datollection and management occur.
Unlike the Chapel Hill area, however, the partitipg counties are predominantly rural,
with higher proportions of blacks and lower mediaomes than national averages. The
biannual in-school survey began in the spring @&f12@ith wave 1; wave 5 data was
collected in the spring of 2004. After waveChntextcontinued with two additional annual

surveys, which means that the oldest cohort has fadlewed through high schodl.

At wave 1, all public school students in grades,&nd 8 for each county were asked

to participate, resulting in over 5,000 particigadivided among 29 networks. By wave 4

3 Wave 6 was administered in the fall of 2004, waweas administered in the fall of 2005.
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and 5, these 29 networks had been condensed irgoht®| networks, as the students moved
out of elementary and middle schools, and into Bigtools. The response rate has been
maintained at or above 80% for the five waves ¢é aéhich have already been collected. In
addition to the in-school student survey, the Cxistetudy also interviews one parent
annually for a subsample of students, asking questabout substance use, parenting style,
and household composition. Finally, the home astalre of all students are geo-coded,
allowing the study to link to powerful geographitasets which provide important

information about neighborhood setting.

In addition to questions concerning substanceaggressive behaviors, academic
performance, depression, dating violence, schoatlament, suicide attempts, physical
development, family life, and neighborhood chanasties, the survey asks students to
nominate up to five of their best friends. Begimmnin waves 4 and 5, the survey adds
guestions asking students to nominate up to fivdesits whom they “are mean to or pick
on” and up to five students who are mean to or pitkhe respondent. The survey also asks
guestions regarding the manner of bullying anditbguency with which it occurs.

Accordingly, all analyses in this dissertation daga from waves 4 and’s.

Distribution of Bullying Behavior
Table 1.1 shows the distribution of bullying outtessyand indegree, by demographic

characteristics. The mean bullying outdegree,rewssarily, indegréat wave 5 is .60,

* Later waves are not used because data were mmietlat the time of writing, and the largest coutrgpped
out of the study after wave 5.

® The overall means are identical because evergfamrpetration is also registered as an act dirmization.

11



and ranges from 0 to 9 for outdegree, and 0-1infitlegree, suggesting that perpetration is
somewhat more broadly distributed than victimizaticNonetheless, only a minority of
students are implicated in bullying: 35% pickedabheast one other student, and 32% were
picked on by others. There is some overlap otiltecategories, as 12% of all students are
involved both as bullies and victims. These figuaee higher than rates of self-reported
bullying (a 19 percent perpetration rate) repoligdNansel et al. (2001), but this may be due
to sample differences (rural North Carolina vs.tf#) or in the method of measurement, as

self-reports may underestimate the true prevalehbeallying.

Blacks have higher outdegree than Whites, a diffl@ehat is significant at the .05
level (one-tail test), and Whites are more likeybe victims, with significantly higher
indegree than African-American students. Latinalents have significantly higher
outdegree and indegree, compared to both Black¥\dntks. Somewhat surrprisingly, girls
have higher outdegree than boys (again, a stalistisignificant difference at the .05 level),
although slightly fewer girls perpetrate than bogrls also have higher mean indegree. As
has been reported elsewhere (Olweus, 1993), inr@wne in bullying, either as victim or
perpetrator, declines after the transition to teghool, and these data appear to confirm this

trend.
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Table 1.1: Mean Bullying Involvement, by Demograplt Characteristics

Proportion with Proportion with
Bullying Outdegree Bullying Outdegree>0 Bullying Indegree Bullying Indegree>0

White 0.56 0.35 0.62 0.33
African-American 0.63 0.36 0.55 0.31
Latino 0.91 0.48 0.86 0.38
Other minorities 0.52 0.31 0.63 0.31
Boys 0.65 0.36 0.59 0.29
Girls 0.70 0.34 0.82 0.36
8th grade 0.85 0.41 0.89 0.37
9th grade 0.61 0.32 0.67 0.31
10th grade 0.56 0.31 0.54 0.29
All 0.6(C 0.3t 0.6C 0.3z

N=4,567

Table 1.2 shows the distributions of four self-népd types of bullying behavior:
whether the respondent had, in the past three mpfgitked on someone,” “spread a false
rumor about someone,” “excluded another studemt fyour group of friends,” and “hit or
slapped another kid.” Self-reported rates of thesgaviors are generally lower than reported
rates of bullying outdegree, which again may refiewerreporting. The lone exception is
the general “picked on someone” item, which mayehiaigher prevalence because no
qualifications were made to the seriousness obéavior, and it was not limited to peers
(and so could involve younger siblings). Furth@dence of underreporting is found in the
fact that over one-quarter of the students whoradai to havaeverpicked on someone, hit
someone, spread a false rumor, or excluded sonveerenominated as having bullied other
students at least once in the past three ménisllying outdegree is significantly positively

correlated (at the .001 level) with a latent facioore comprised of these self-reported items,

® Of course, it is impossible to eliminate the pb#isy that the difference is due to overreportinghe network
data. Ultimately, it seems more plausible thatithigulse to underreport one’s own bullying behavsor
stronger than the desire to falsely accuse another.
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but the correlation coefficient is only a mode&, .2gain suggesting important differences

between the measures.

Some interesting differences become apparent whieparing demographic groups
on these measures: Whites are less likely thackBl& hit or pick on other students, but
more likely to engage in indirect bullying by spideay rumors or ostracizing other students.
Latinos, in contrast to their higher levels of i outdegree and indegree, generally
exhibit significantly lower rates of self-reportbdllying than African-American students.
Compared to boys, girls report higher rates of iigyicked on or excluded someone
(significant at the .001 and .05 levels, respebtjydut significantly lower rates of hitting or
spreading rumors. With the exception of pickingotimers, which increases with age, these

behaviors also decline as students move througbosch

Table 1.2: Self-Reported Bullying Involvement, byDemographic Characteristic:

Picked on someone Spread Rumors Excluded Someone  Hihdther Kid

White 0.46 0.22 0.29 0.27
African-American 0.50 0.15 0.20 0.38
Latino 0.36 0.20 0.21 0.33
Other minorities 0.49 0.17 0.30 0.39
Boys 0.43 0.22 0.24 0.33
Girls 0.50 0.18 0.28 0.31
8th grade 0.45 0.24 0.27 0.36
9th grade 0.48 0.20 0.26 0.31
10th grade 0.49 0.16 0.25 0.27
All 0.47 0.2C 0.2€ 0.3z

N=4,567

Data on the type of bullying were collected in tiework section of the survey as

well. For each nomination (of either perpetratmrsictims), students reported whether

14



direct verbal, indirect, or physical abuse occurrebable 1.3 shows the proportions of
perpetrators and victims who ever engaged in oeegpced each type of bullying. Direct
verbal abuse was the most common type of bullyimitpwed closely by indirect bullying,
while physical violence was less commonly expemehcinterestingly, perpetrators, when
discussing their abuse of their nominated victirapprted higher rates of verbal abuse than
did victims, though victims reported higher ratésndirect aggression than did perpetrators.
Since these are closed networks, and only withtavoik behavior is considered, the overall
rates should be identical—as is the case with phl/siolence. That there are differences in
the perceptions of perpetrators and victims furti@sters the importance of using

information from both parties.

Table 1.3: Type of Bullying as a Proportion of Allinvolved, by Demographic Characteristic

Verbal Abuse Indirect Aggression Physical Violence

Victim  Perpetrator  Victim  Perpetrator  Victim  Perpetrator
White 0.76 0.79 0.71 0.65 0.49 0.43
African-American 0.59 0.85 0.62 0.48 0.35 0.46
Latino 0.76 0.86 0.61 0.56 0.51 0.50
Other minorities 0.77 0.76 0.72 0.50 0.53 0.51
Boys 0.72 0.82 0.62 0.52 0.55 0.53
Girls 0.71 0.80 0.73 0.62 0.39 0.39
8th grade 0.74 0.82 0.65 0.56 0.48 0.45
9th grade 0.69 0.81 0.70 0.56 0.45 0.46
10th grade 0.70 0.80 0.71 0.61 0.44 0.44
All 0.71 0.81 0.6¢ 0.5¢ 0.4€ 0.4t

N=1,203 involved as perpetrators; 926 involvediasnas

Comparison with table 1.2 is difficult, becausel@ah? reports overall rates of the

behavior, while table 1.3 only includes rates aftetype of bullying for those who were

" The survey asked these as separate questioriss gmssible for one relationship to involve &lige types of
abuse.
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involved. However, we again find that African-Angans are less involved in indirect
aggression than Whites, but more likely to pickoomphysically abuse others. In contrast to
table 1.2, girls are more likely to report involvent in indirect aggression than boys, but are
again less likely to have physically attacked ohtheir peers. Interestingly, while the rates
of bullying involvement (using network nominatioatd in table 1.1) show a decline as
students move through school, there are no cldgterpa of change in the type of bullying

that occurs during this process.

Finally, to highlight the seriousness of the probl¢able 1.4 shows the results of the
guestions asking students to report on how oftex tirere picked on by each perpetrator
they nominated (and vice versa for those they gick®. Table 1.4 considers only those
who were ever involved as victims and perpetraimg, each were given a 1 if they ever
reported someone picked on them weekly (or vicea)eand a 0 otherwise. It is important
to note that this represents a conservative estimaatstudents who report being picked on by
five people, each only once or twice a month, wawdtlbe considered as being victimized
weekly here. The results are disturbing: 60 pedroéthose who report being victimized say
it occurs at least once a week, and similarly, &&@nt of those who bully others admit to
doing it weekly. These rates of weekly bullying aomewhat higher than the 48 percent
who self-reported weekly bullying in national estites (Nansel et al., 2001). Somewhat
surprisingly, given their lower rates of perpewatiWhites have the highest rates of weekly
involvement as either victims or perpetrators. |[<zre also significantly more likely than
boys to be involved on a frequent basis. Agaierghs no clear pattern with respect to

grade.
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Table 1.4: Frequency of Bullying, by Demographic Garacteristics

Victimized Weekly Perpetrates Weekly

White 0.63 0.65
African-American 0.60 0.57
Latino 0.45 0.40
Other minorities 0.48 0.47
Boys 0.50 0.50
Girls 0.67 0.65
8th grade 0.63 0.61
9th grade 0.56 0.55
10th grade 0.59 0.61
All 0.6(C 0.5¢

N=1,203 involved as perpetrators; 926 involvediasnas

The fourth chapter of this dissertation consider$ylng from a dyadic perspective,
using social network analysis techniques. The odslt{described in further detail in that
chapter) are computationally intensive—some neta/tokk over a month to analyze—such
that it was impossible to analyze the five largegh school networks, leaving fourteen for
the dyad analysis. Remarkably, the resulting supsais very similar demographically to
the full sample: the gender distribution is ideakj and only one racial category differs from
the full sample by more than 1 percentage pointifba represent 6 percent of the
subsample, compared to 4 percent of the full sanaph®n-significant difference). Because
the five networks are all from high schools, thare fewer high school students in the
subsample, and bullying rates are somewhat highere@an outdegree of .74 compared to .60
for the full sample). However, multivariate modétschapter 2) find no evidence that

grade, age, or network size have any significaiecebn bullying behavior.
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Table 1.5 shows the distribution of bullying reteis from a dyadic perspective.
Again, we include all possible dyads in each offtheteen networks, and consider a tie
from A to B to be present if either A nominates$Baavictim, or B nominates A as a bully.
Table 1.5 shows the rate, per 1,000 possible dyddghich bullying is present. With the
exception of Black-Other pairs, intra-racial butigiis more common than interracial
bullying. With the exception of the other minoritstegory® African-Americans appear to
be more often the perpetrators rather than thewsodf interracial bullying: blacks bully
whites and Latinos more often than whites and logtioully blacks. Latinos appear to be
somewhere in the middle, picking on Whites and othieorities more often than the
reverse, but also picked on by blacks. Whitesahdr minorities—who bully each other at
nearly identical rates—would appear to be at theobhoof this hierarchy, but again it is

important to emphasize that most bullying appeatsetwithin race.

The pattern for gender is similar to that of ragh higher rates of bullying within sex
than across sex. The highest rates of bullyindateeen pairs of girls, significantly higher
than the rate among pairs of boys. However, wherensider cross-sex bullying girls are

significantly more often the victims of boys thanesversa.

8 In table 5, the “other minority” category is predioantly multiracial and American Indian. In mutiriate
analysis, however, Latinos proved to be of insigfit numbers for separate analysis, so they ahedad in the
other minority category as well.
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Table 1.5: Bullying Rate Per Thousand Dyads, By R& and Gende

Dyad Type (Sender-Receiver) Mean Frequency
Black-Black 3.60 456
Black-Latino 1.57 18
Black-Other 5.86 79
Black-White 2.26 201
Latino-Black 0.87 10
Latino-Latino 22.48 84
Latino-Other 4.64 7
Latino-White 2.34 42
Other-Black 4.30 58
Other-Latino 0.00 0
Other-Other 6.92 23
Other-White 3.95 82
White-Black 1.37 122
White-Latino 2.06 37
White-Other 3.94 76
White-White 477 844
Female-Female 4.60 813
Female-Male 2.00 381
Male-Female 2.75 523
Male-Male 3.48 713
Overal 3.1¢ 243(
N=761,558

The summary statistics presented in this chapise the prospect of a number of
interesting, often counterintuitive relationshiphey suggest that girls are more involved in
bullying than boys, both as victim and as perpetrai hey suggest that most bullying occurs
within racial groups, but also that minorities arere likely to bully kids of other races than
are whites. Whether any of these apparent relstips are “real,” in the sense that they
cannot be explained away by considering, for exapggonomic differences, or how many
activities members of each group engage in togeithéne question to be addressed in

subsequent chapters.
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There are several important findings from the altabées, but whether one group is
more likely to bully than another is not one ofrtheRather, the most important implications
are that the approach of measuring bullying usmggources of information rather than one
is an improvement over standard practice, andntuath can be gained from examining

bullying from a relational perspective, using sbaktwork analysis techniques.

This dissertation proceeds as follows. Chapterdyaes bullying perpetration,
measured by bullying outdegree. It tests cultaral criminological theories in an effort to
explain differential rates of perpetration by ra€hapter 2 also introduces the concept of
status insecurity, and finds that it is positivedlated to bullying perpetration. Chapter 3
tests the effect of bullying involvement, eithenagim or as perpetrator, on a variety of
psychological and social outcomes. It asks whdterelationship between bullying and
these outcomes varies by race, and further, whétbee effects are themselves moderated
by school diversity. Finally, chapter 4 considenlying from a dyadic perspective. Here,
all monadic influences on bullying are controlled, fenabling the analyst to address dyadic
relationships. Chapter 4 therefore considers thesiipns of whether bullying is
predominantly inter- or intra-racial, how structiuiactors like social distance are related to
bullying relations, and how social status and ptglgilifferences matter for bullying.

Chapter 5 considers the importance of these firsdiagprevention efforts.
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CHAPTER 2
RACIAL DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOL BULLYING: THE ROLE OBOCIAL

BONDING, SOCIAL LEARNING, AND STATUS INSECURITY

l. Introduction

Bullying is a common problem in American schoofearly one-fifth of all school-
aged students in the United States bully otherestisdon an annual basis, and 17 percent are
victimized at least once a year (Nansel et al.,120@espite its frequency, and great public
concern over its consequences—stemming, in par) the highly publicized school
shootings of the late 1990’s—the reasons somerehildully others are still not completely
understood. If bullying is instrumental, it is radviously so. The hoary example of the
bigger boy who forcibly extorts lunch money fromadhar victims is a cliché that is almost
never seen in actual accounts of bullying. Indeedsonal accounts, like the one below

(from awww.yahoo.conbullying prevention group) rarely speculate onrthbusers’

motives:

I'm a dad now, but back when | was a kid, | wasrgdt. It was very easy to
make me cry.l.was different from the other kids in a lot of veayWhile my parents
were poor, they were well educatetidressed and talked differently than most of my
peers, and didn't understand most of their idedsrof | got picked on a lot. There was
a lot of violence involved, along with social ismte. Kids amused themselves by
making me cry. | dealt mostly by retreating intmoks, which didn't exactly win me
friends...l1 went through dozens of glasses, as hgah the face a lot. | got kicked in
the balls a lot. | got tripped a lot, spit on g lbreatened even more...



As with many accounts of bullying, the victim abaselains the abuse by referring to
his own characteristics rather than those of thielss—he was smart, dressed and talked
differently, read a lot, and cried easily. Perhemsvincing the victims that their personal

characteristics caused the abuse is the mostausidionsequence of bullying.

In any case, while it is difficult to determine sgie motives for abusing others,
researchers have learned much about factors that malying more likely to occur,
discussed in depth below. While many studies fiamesed on the predictors of bullying
(for a review, see Smith et al., 1999; and EspetageSwearer, 2003), gaps in the literature
remain, including the role of race and the efféctaxial attachments and pressures. While
many studies have focused on the role of one ofdators, few have included a wide range
of variables, from multiple contexts. The purpostthis analysis, therefore, are threefold.
First, this paper introduces a new network-baseasore of bullying which mitigates self-
reporting bias. Second, the paper applies a vadge of variables, drawn from criminology,
psychology, and a new concept of status insecuatgullying behavior. Third, this analysis

attempts to use these theories to explain radi@rdnces in perpetration.

The analysis is guided by three strands of the®&ikst, cultural theories of racial
disparities generate expectations of racial diffees in bullying perpetration. Second,
classic criminological theories provide generalorales for bullying, though they have little
to say about race specifically. Finally, the priwg view of bullying is that it is deviant
behavior, perpetrated by delinquents with psychokdgroblems and bad home lives.

While this may often be true, it does not reflée tomplete picture. In many cases
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otherwise typical adolescents from nice neighbodsaand peaceful, successful families are
cruel to their peers, and new explanations areeteezlunderstand why. Accordingly, in the
third theoretical section | propose a new concégtatus insecurity to understand why

seemingly “normal” kids bully others.

Il. Evidence of Racial Differences in Bullying

There are reasons to expect racial and ethniadiftes in school bullying in the
United States. First, minorities are more likaytive in impoverished, high-crime areas, and
exposure to violence may, according to criminolagtbeories of social learning, increase
aggressiveness at school. Second, competing aiogical theories of structural strain,
beginning with Merton (1938) suggest that, denegitimate means to achieve a middle
class lifestyle, impoverished youth explore illegéte means to attain those ends, resulting
in deviant value systems that glorify toughnessvaakénce (Cohen, 1955). One
manifestation of strain is the “cool pose,” a pregagon of nonchalant toughness adopted by
African-American males as a reaction to centurfediscrimination and oppression (Majors
and Billson, 1992). Additionally, Ogbu’s opposiial culture hypothesis suggests that, again
in reaction to institutional discrimination, soménrity groups reject academic values and

attitudes as “White,” and are disruptive and pobeyraved in school (Ogbu, 1991).

Research examining the role of race in bullyingyéeer, is relatively slim, and offers
mixed results. Among the European studies of mdlyat least three (in three separate
countries) found no significant racial difference®ither bullying or victimization: the

countries include Norway (Junger-Tas, 1999); Bmif@oulton, 1995); and Germany (Losel
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and Bliesener, 1999). However, others, such ak®et al.’s (2001) cross-national study of
Britain and Germany, found that ethnic minorities significantly more likely to be bullied.
Elsewhere, Rigby’'s (2002) large-scale survey oftfglisin school children found that

Aboriginal students were significantly more liketybe harassed on a frequent basis.

In the United States, results are equally mixede 6tudy found that Hispanics were
more likely to bully other students than White driégan-American students (among which
there were no significant differences with respgedhe likelihood of bullying others)
(Nansel et al., 2001). The same study found thatquarter of all those who were bullied
were harassed because of their religion or racktleat African-American students were
more likely to be bullied than either Whites oribats (Nansel et al., 2001). However,
another study found that African-American studewmse significantly more likely than

others to bully their peers (Graham and Juvoned2R0

Complicating the picture, Hanish and Guerra (2000 study of a large Midwestern
state, found no significant differences in pergeiraor victimization between African-
American and white students, but they did find tbatinos tended to be victimized less
frequently than others. Eisenberg et al. (2008doated a large study of victimization in 31
public middle and high schools in the ethnicallg @ocioeconomically diverse
Minneapolis/St. Paul metropolitan area. They cotet that Whites and Native Americans
suffered significantly more harassment than Afridanericans or students of other racial or
ethnic backgrounds. While the evidence is murky much likely depends on the specific

context, it appears that minorities tend to be im®d in bullying more often than whites,
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although there are no clear patterns as to whétlegrare more likely to be victims or

bullies.

lll. Cultural-Historical Explanations of Racial Di fferences

These empirical findings concerning race and bod)yare valuable, but they are not
accompanied by theoretical rationales. Insteam itypically treated as a control variable.
Unfortunately, there are, to the author’'s knowledgespecific theories regarding race and
bullying. Indeed, there are few true theorieswfyjng at all, and most work is either
completely empirical or applies existing psychotagior criminological theories. There are,
however, many theories of race and the cause<iail disparities in a wide range of

outcomes, including socio-economic status, acadanhievement, health, and crime.

Most theories of racial difference can be dividei two categories: those that argue
that racial differences are explained by socio-eauin or so-called structural factors, and
those that argue that there are inherent cultifferences between racial groupsThe key
distinction is that, for the former, analyses aihngooutcome should be able to explain away
racial differences if they include the right indaegent variables. For the latter, however, we
would expect to always find racial differences,matter how many factors are controlled
for. This section is concerned with the latterjlevkhe former is discussed in the next

section.

° There is a third category, which argues that tatisparities are the outcome of genetic differsnceowever,
support for these theories is tenuous and in asg,dhis line of inquiry cannot be addressed here.
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Cultural theories of race are applied to a widgyeaof outcomes, but they have in
common an emphasis on historical and/or contempoaaial oppression. Differences in
behavior are explained by cultural reactions toreggion. Some theories deemphasize
reactions to oppression and focus more attentidhetalirect consequences of discrimination
(e.q., Feagin, 1991, Dreeben and Gamoran, 198f)eXample, Foster (1974) showed how
white teachers would discipline black studentsbkeinaviors they did not understand and
found threatening or disruptive. Other work exagsithe ways in which selection into both
schools and academic tracks within schools bloatonities from entering more nourishing
intellectual environments. The application of disgnation arguments to bullying is
tenuous however, because the discriminators afetadchers and administrators while

bullying occurs among peers, generally out of sajladult authorities.

Other theories focus on cultural reactions to opgigm. Many of these theories are
used to explain differences in the academic perdoica of minorities, but are also applied to
aggression and disruptive behavior. For exampddirS (1986) explains higher rates of
crime among black males as claims of manhood img&nol counteract their oppression by
whites. Majors and Billson (1992) suggest thatklamales maintain a “cool pose” of
aggression, nonchalance, and apathy which is eegaesce of oppression and economic
deprivation and a cause of academic failure andiemad isolation. Helms (1992) argues
that some aspects of African-American culture,udelg greater emphasis on spirituality and
measurement of time in terms of social events @assgd to days and hours, may inhibit
academic achievement. Steele (1997) suggestsattiat stereotypes contribute to the

academic struggles of minorities.
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Perhaps the most prominent and systematic culfoealy of the racial disparity, the
oppositional culture hypothesis (Ogbu, 1991) dgiishes between voluntary (most
immigrants) and involuntary (indigenous people cgeslents of slaves) minorities, and
suggests that African-American students, as a Wagjecting the institutions of the
dominant race, will perform poorly, devalue edumatiand be disruptive in school,
compared to Whites and voluntary minorities. Aosetaspect of this argument is that high-
achieving African American students face sanctioms other African American students

because they are “acting White” (Fordham and Ogb8g)*°

However, the oppositional culture hypothesis—whi@s founded on ethnographic
research—has had mixed support in quantitativeyaisal Researchers have found that found
that African American students were no less attd¢beheir schools than whites, and were
significantly more engaged in school, and may #taidemic success may actually be
rewarded by same-race peers (Johnson et al. 2084wérth-Darnell and Downey 1998;
Kennedy, 1995). Some ethnographic research hagalad scant support for the idea
(Tyson, 2002; Tyson and Darrity, 2005). Howevetff@ (2002), in a study of 130,000
students, found evidence of greater academic deathamong blacks and Latinos. Fryer
and Torelli (2005) find that for blacks and Latinashievement is negatively related to
popularity among peers of the same race. Ainswbemell and Downey found that African

American students were significantly more disrupt@nd poorly behaved in class, as

2\while many scholars who accept arguments likeghmwesented ifool Posesimultaneously vehemently
reject those of the oppositional culture hypothestsich has become controversial (Ainsworth-Daraell
Downey, 1998), the two arguments have in commoenaphasis on an internalized history of slavery,
oppression, and discrimination, which becomes neahifi aggressive, disruptive and apathetic behavio
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measured by both self-reports and teacher ratit@@8). These last findings may be

particularly relevant to bullying.

In any case, cultural theories all have in comm@nediction that racial differences are
an inherent product of culture and a history ofregpion, and they predict an effect of race
that is unmediated by other variables. They caditbeult to test in quantitative settings
because while they can be readily disconfirmed witton-significant race finding, a
significant race effect may simply be the resulsame omitted variable. This analysis will
include a wide range of variables from multiple teoats, and if a race effect persists it would

be consistent with cultural arguments but cannafioo them.

IV. Criminological Theories

This dissertation considers four criminologicaldhes that might predict bullying
behavior, and perhaps explain racial differencesein. They are: strain theory,
neighborhood disorder theory, social learning tiieand social control theory. Theories of
strain focuses on structural disadvantage, plaemghasis on the socioeconomic desperation
of many minorities, and particularly on the congeixt which they live and go to school (e.g.,
Wilson, 1996). Strain is created in that the unless is inculcated with the materialistic
values of the middle class, but denied legitimagans to achieve those ends (Merton,1938).
Lacking legitimate access to economic rewards, wagshed, predominantly minority youth
explore illegitimate means to attain those endsjlteng in deviant value systems that glorify
toughness and violence (Cohen, 1955). Becausddlag on socioeconomic circumstances,

these arguments shift the locus of explanation away raceper se suggesting that if
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socioeconomic status is controlled for the efféatace should disappear. Some research has
found that bullies and victims are more likely #vh lower socioeconomic status, providing
tacit support for strain theories (Wolke et al.02p It is important to note that while strain
theories are general, they originated as explamatd urban pathology, so their application

to rural settings may be imperfect.

The second criminological theory, social disorgatian theory, has its origins in
social ecology (Park and Burgess, 1924). Socsrdanization proposes that population
heterogeneity and population turnover weaken kmahd friendship ties in neighborhoods,
undermining the community’s ability to regulateeifsand ultimately leading to increased
crime (Shaw and McKay, 1969). Other research hppa@ted these propositions, finding
that neighborhoods with higher levels of socialamigation and systems of informal and
formal control have lower crime rates and by extamdower levels of delinquency (e.g.,
Bursik and Grasmick, 1995; Wilson and Kelling, 1982arner, 2003). Bursik (1986) found
evidence of feedback between delinquency ratesaua composition changes in Chicago
neighborhoods. The effect of delinquency ratesagral composition was stronger than the
effect of racial composition change on delinquestyggesting that much of the strong
association between race and delinquency is dbygrocesses through which minorities
become stranded in high-crime neighborhoods ardttecfinancial resources to leave.
When it has been applied to bullying behavior, alodisorganization theory has typically

been supported (e.g., Espelage et al., 2000).
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The third theory, social learning or differentigkaciation theory (Sutherland and
Cressey, 1966; Akers, 1985) proposes that crimer@sot fundamentally different than
noncriminals, but instead learn their behaviors @gsnoncriminals do, through interaction in
informal, small groups. Essentially, social leagtheory suggests that birds that flock
together grow the same feathers, that deviant beh&vspread through peer influence.
Applied to bullying, this would suggest that adckests who are friends with bullies, and
particularly those who are exclusively friends whthilies, will eventually learn that behavior

themselves.

Studies of elementary school children would appeaupport differential association
theory, in that they find that the peer group playsgnificant role in reinforcing bullying. A
study of Finnish elementary students found thalylmg tended to occur in groups
(Salmivalli et al., 1996), and a study of Canadiahoolchildren also found that the vast
majority of bullying episodes involved multiple kiak who appeared to encourage each
other (Craig & Pepler, 1997). Another recent sttalynd that adolescents whose friends
were bullies were significantly more likely to beee bullies themselves (Mouttapa et al.,

2004).

Another aspect of social learning theory conceneshiiome environment, and the
bullying literature has paid close attention to ilgifactors. Watson and Fischer (2002)
found that children whose parents were aggressiwho used corporal punishment were
more likely to become bullies. In a study of Londzhool children, Smith and Myron-

Wilson (1998) found that bullies rated their pasesignificantly lower on scales of warmth
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and significantly higher on scales of neglect. Id@en with conflictive and physically
punitive home lives are more likely to enact simédggression in the peer context (Schwartz

et al., 1997).

The fourth theory, Hirschi’s social control thedi®69) is one of the most important
and influential in all of criminology. It suggedtsat delinquents lack strong bonds to
conventional society and are not socialized in wthgs build self-control. Hirschi specified
four dimensions to social controittachmen{caring about others, particularly conventional
adults);commitmen{personal investment in conventional behavioyplvemen(time and
effort put into conventional activities); abelief (in morality of conventional practices). It
is worth noting that other theories, consciousiyat, overlap with social control theory.
Indeed, some of the mechanisms in the culturalribeof race discussed above, such as
aloof detachment from peers, would qualify as damatrol. Additionally, while social
disorganization theory is sometimes mistakenlyrprited as centered on SES, its core is the

dissolution of the bonds that tie communities tbhgetind allow for self-regulation.

Hirschi’s theory has been tested often, and isliyssapported, with social control
variables typically explaining between 25 and 5fceet of the variance in delinquency in
cross-sectional analyses (Shoemaker, 1984). Huweths also supported in longitudinal
analysis, though it is not always as strong (Loogslet al., 2005; Agnew, 1985). Some
areas of Hirschi's theory are problematic, howeMarpractice, and perhaps conceptually, it
is difficult to make clear distinctions between aaitment and involvement (Foshee and

Bauman, 1992). Additionally, in the face of comiogj evidence from social learning
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theory, Hirschi himself has abandoned the propwsithat mere attachment to peers is
preventative of delinquency (Gottfredson and Hirst890). While much of criminology
has moved past the original social control thetwryhe author’s knowledge, it has never
been systematically applied to school bullying.c&ese of this, it is worth testing its

applicability to bullying before considering subaeqgt modifications of the theory.

V. Status Insecurity

Bullying prevention advocates often lament thatheas, parents and school
administrators so often say, “it's all part of giag/ up,” or “it’s just normal teasing.”
Advocates legitimately dispute that behavior whteln cause so much pain is within
acceptable 2.limits. However, it would also beiatake to view bullying solely as the
province of delinquents and social isolates witth bame lives. As shown in chapter 1, there
is evidence that bullying is fairly common behayioot limited to a small subset of hardened
deviants. If bullying is indeed “normal” (thougbdprehensible), and not deviant behavior,

then this raises questions as to whether crimincédgheories will suffice to explain it.

One alternative is to consider a notion of insagurflnsecurity” is the catch-all
popular explanation for a wide range of repugnatiayior, from cocktail party pomposity to
mass murder. Most often, insecurity explanatioespaychological, referring to some kind
of personal inadequacy, manifested in a deep-seatedl “to prove” something. However,
for the study of bullying, it may prove useful tgpand this commonsense notion of

insecurity into sociological directions by develogithe concept of status insecurity.
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In addition to acne, rebelliousness, and monosigllaplies at the dinner table,
insecurity is a hallmark of adolescence, though itmsecurity is somewhat different from
that of cocktail party boors or overly competitiemnis players. The insecurity of the
teenager is characterized by a sense of beingspiagti of being watched and judged by
everyone. Arguably, it is driven both by a desorde cool and by ambiguity as to their
social status—child or adult, cool kid or nerd.,. ektere, the concept of status insecurity can
be defined as stress concerning one’s social stdtich is caused by either or both: a)

pressure to gain (or maintain) high status; anahibiguity in terms of one’s actual status.

There are two reasons to expect status insecorityctease bullying behavior. First,
bullying is often not a dyadic interaction and thare usually multiple witnesses to bullying
events (Craig and Pepler, 1997). Often the prokohpgective of bullying is to humiliate for
the purposes of entertainment. When the schodliseshoved into his locker, the witnesses
form an audience which may roar its approval. B&og an entertainer in this way might
enhance social status. But there are perhapgystromore direct motives: bullying others
could resolve ambiguities as to the relative stafuke bully and victim, and it could also,
net of any entertainment value, enhance the bulgtsal status while diminishing the
victim’'s. Openly bullying another student makesvtdent to everyone that the bully is of
higher social status than the victim, resolving ambiguities concerning their relative
status. Indirect bullying may not demonstrateustas clearly but may be more effective in

enhancing status, at the expense of the victimanincase, it is commonly assumed that

" The concept is derived in part from Gould’s (208&)ument that conflict is more likely to arisevoeéen
people whose status vis-a-vis each other is ambigu®he main differences are that here, ambigsiity
generalized beyond dyadic comparisons to unceytaimto one’s place in a larger hierarchy; | alspleasize
that people may feel different levels of pressorattain or maintain high status.
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bullies pick on other kids because they are nophapth themselves. It may be that they

are happy with themselves, but not with their placthe social milieu.

The concept of status insecurity echoes Arendver{edecrease in power is an open
invitation to violence—if only because those whadhpower and feel it slipping from their
hands...have always found it difficult to resist temptation to substitute violence for it”
(1969, pp.87). The key difference, however, i¢ tiale the use of lethal violence by
failing, corrupt regimes is never legitimate in #ees of citizenry, bullying behavior may be,
in the eyes of adolescents. So while power magmesme out of the barrel of a gun, it

remains to be seen whether status can be achigv@avbdgies, noogies, or gossip.

VI. Specific Research on School Bullying

The Psychology of Bullying

The bulk of the research on bullying has been diynesychologists, so much attention
has been paid to its relationship with various rakstiates, most commonly self-esteem.
With respect to bullies, the findings are mixedwe@us (1993a), Bjorkqvist et al. (1982),
Pearce and Thompson (1998), and Rigby and Sle)189nd no significant differences in
self-esteem between bullies and bystanders. RaghySlee (1992) even suggested that
bullying enhances self-esteem, and Johnson andsL@®99) found that bullies had positive
self-images and believed themselves to be likeakikiainen et al. (2002) found that

bullying behavior was positively correlated withfssncept scores.
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On the other hand, other researchers have founddfees have significantly lower
self-esteem than bystanders (see, for instancéyRigd Cox, 1996; O’Moore and Hillery,
1991; O’'Moore and Kirkham, 2001; Byrne, 1994).atidition to having lower global self-
esteem, O’Moore and Kirkham (2001) found that legliconsidered themselves to be more
troublesome, have lower intelligence, to be legaupar, and to be more unhappy. However,
they were no different from bystanders with respedeelings about physical appearance or
anxiety. Austin and Joseph (1996) nearly repldaibese findings, showing that bullies had
lower global self worth, scholastic competencejaa@rceptance, and behavioral conduct,
but were not significantly different in feelingsalt athletic competence or physical
appearance. A study of depression also foundoillées were significantly more depressed

than bystanders (Roland, 2002).

Physical Development

Another factor found to be important in predictimgllying is physical development.
Olweus (1993) found that bullies tend to have ettgruberty earlier and to be larger than
their peers, particularly for boys. Olweus (1988) Batsche and Knoff (1994) also found
that male victims of bullying were smaller and wesathan their peers. Pubertal
development could also explain some racial diffeesrobserved in bullying perpetration.
There is some evidence that pubertal developmeatwaries according to race, with
children of African-American descent reaching ptypearlier, on average, than whites (Wu

et al., 2002).

Social Networks
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Only a few studies have been conducted using bwtiptete social network data and
involving middle school students as participantsiol is the period when bullying is most
intense (Elsea and Rees, 2001). Far from beingpsts, the literature has generally found
that bullies are popular among their peers. Ownaystound a high correlation between
teacher’s reports of student aggressiveness addrdtpopularity (Rodkin et al., 2000;
Rodkin et al., 2006). More recently, a study ofryarily Latino or Asian 8 graders found
that students whose friends were bullies were rhikedy to bully others, and that students
who had more friends were less likely to be vicoed (Mouttapa et al., 2004). Similarly,
two studies have found used peer-nomination teck@siqnd have found associations

between bullying and popularity (Espelage and B06Q1; Pelligrini et al., 1999).

Transitivity

Aside from the popular belief that bullies pick kids because they themselves have
been picked on, many researchers have found amiplenee that some bullies are also
frequent victims (e.g., Kaukiainen et al., 2002nv@lis, 1999). Labeled “bully-victims,”
these pupils are often the worst off. While onlsudrset of bullies in school are also victims
of their peers, it remains possible that even the€ bullies” are victims, perhaps at the

hands of older adolescents outside of school.

VII. Hypotheses
Based on cultural theories of race | hypothesiaé th
1) African-American, Latino, and other minority stutkebully more often than

Whites.
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Strain theories, social disorganization theory, ssgarch on the socioeconomic
disadvantages of minorities lead to the hypothtbsis

2) Students from low SES backgrounds will be moréylikebe bullies

3) Students who live in neighborhoods with low orgatitn and low social control
are more likely to bully other students.

One possible explanation for a black-white diffe@m bullying can be found in
social control theory, suggesting the following bieses:

4) Students with less attachment—measured by clostnpasgents and friends and
school attachment—are more likely to bully others.

5) Students with weak beliefs in conventional autlgeritneasured by a conventional
belief scale—are more likely to bully others.

6) Students with lower investment—measured by paatiop in extra-curricular
activities—are more likely to bully others.

7) Students with lower levels of commitment—measwgrbiteived reactions of
parents and friends to the student’s use of mamnig+a-are more likely to bully others

Based on differential association or social leagrilreory, | expect

8) Ego’s bullying behavior will increase with mean lgirg of alters.

Based on existing research concerning parentingsstyelf-esteem, pubertal
development, and social networks, | hypothesize tha

9) Family conflict will be positively related to bulhg.

10)Students with more advanced pubertal developmédinbevmore likely to bully.

11)Depression is positively related to bullying.

12) Students who are picked on themselves will be ikalg to bully others.
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13)Students who experience social insecurity willyomibre often.Specifically, a)
those with ambiguous social status in the middiefschool hierarchy will bully others
more often, as indicated by a positive main efi@cpopularity, but a negative squared
term; andb) those who are under social pressure—who aresuaded by friends who
consider themselves good looking and who place imglortance on being popular—will

bully others more often, net of their own valuedliese measures.

VIIl. Data and Methods: The Contexts of Adolescent Substance Use

The Context of Adolescent Substance Bsely (hereafteiContexj is a longitudinal
survey of all middle and high school students me¢hcounties in North Carolina. The focus
of Contextis on alcohol, tobacco, and drug use, but it ctdlenformation on a wide range of
other topics as well. The three counties werecsatebased on willingness to participate and
proximity to Chapel Hill, North Carolina, where datollection and management occur.
Unlike the Chapel Hill area, however, the partitipg counties are predominantly rural,
with higher proportions of blacks and lower mediaomes than national averages. The
biannual in-school survey began in the spring @f122@ith wave 1; wave 5 data was
collected in the spring of 2004. After waveCgntextcontinued with two additional annual

surveys, which means that the oldest cohort has fsdlewed through high schodt.

At wave 1, all public school students in grades,&nd 8 for each county were asked
to participate, resulting in over 5,000 particigadivided among 29 networks. By wave 4
and 5, these 29 networks had been condensed irgcht®| networks, as the students moved

out of elementary and middle schools, and into Bighools. The home addresses of all

2\wave 6 was administered in the fall of 2004, waweas administered in the fall of 2005.
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students are geo-coded, allowing the study totlinowerful geographic datasets which
provide important information about neighborhootlisg. The response rate has been
maintained at or above 80% for the first five wawédata, and above 75% for the final

waves.

In addition to questions concerning substanceaggressive behaviors, academic
performance, depression, dating violence, schoatlament, suicide attempts, physical
development, family life, and neighborhood chanasties, the survey asks students to
nominate up to five of their best friends. Begimmnin waves 4 and 5, the survey adds
guestions asking students to nominate up to fivdesits whom they “are mean to or pick
on” and up to five students who are mean to or pitkhe respondent. The survey also asks
guestions regarding the manner of bullying anditbguency with which it occurs.

Accordingly, all analyses in this dissertation daga from waves 4 and'8.

Dependent Variable

Research on bullying has tended to define it agdgimng in negative actions against a
less powerful person repeatedly and over time” @isy 1999; Kaukiainen et al., 2002).
However, observing and measuring the relative pakschoolchildren is complicated, and
in practice, the definition is circular—if someoisebeing repeatedly victimized, they are less
powerful. Additionally, if one student harassesather students, but only one time each,
she would not be considered a bully by this deénit Accordingly, | abandon the relative

power aspect of the definition, and focus insteadiotimization. | also relax the

13 Later waves are not used because data were moedeat the time of writing, and the largest coufrgpped
out of the study after wave 5.
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requirement of repeated victimization, acknowledgimat a bully may pick on other students
regularly, but no single student on a frequentda$herefore, | define bullying as a
situation, however brief, where a perpetrator haamigtim who is a peer, using physical
(hitting, tripping, etc.), direct verbal (hame-aadj, threats of violence), or indirect (rumor-

mongering, ostracism, etc.) aggression, and imé&egb of a continued relationship.

The dependent variable used in the analysis corogsthe set of questions asking
students to name up to five other students whompiek on or are mean to, and those who
are mean to or pick on them. Using social netvaaralysis, | measure bullying with

bullying outdegree, or simply the number of othtedsnts ego bullied:

| ndependent variables

Race Contexts asks students to report their racanabthe following categories:
white, black or African-American, Hispanic or LatirAmerican Indian or Native American,
Asian or Pacific Islander, Multiracial, or Othdfor the purposes of this analysis, | use the

categories white, African-American, Latino, andestminority™®

Parental Attachment We calculate parental attachment for mother/stegper and
father/stepfather, using three separate items daslieut both parents): a) how often does
he/she kiss or hug you? [a lot, some, not very maetier]; b) how close do you feel toward

her/him? [very close, somewhat close, not veryelost close at all]; ¢) how close do you

141 attempted to create a weighted outdegree, wsitijmates of the number of bullying events in thstghree
months, but creating reliable estimates out ofgmieal frequency responses and then reconciliagelhwith
the accounts of the other parties introduced tootmaurror into the analysis, so | use outdegree.

15 Other minorities are predominantly American Indiamd multiracial students.
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think she/he feels toward you? [very close, soméwlose, not very close, not close at all].
To address measurement error, | estimated a lateasurement model in MPLUS

(RMSEA=0.039; CFI=0.976; TLI=0.970; SRMR=0.017)ingsthe indicators of attachment
for both mother and father combined (scaled tactbseness to mother item). | then output

factor scores for use in the model.

Closeness to friends For each of up to five friends each studentre@minate, the
respondent is asked how close he or she feelstoddahem: very close (4), somewhat
close (3), not very close (2), not close at all (Ihe closeness to friends measure is an
average of all closeness scores across all friradsnated. A second measure, reciprocated
closeness, was created to reflect the attachmerig,exqy the respondent’s, friends feel
toward ego. This was done by calculating the ayeedoseness ego’s friends felt toward
ego. If a friend did not reciprocate, then theseloess score was counted as 0. The measure

only counts those friends ego nominated.

Belief in conventional authority. This is comprised of the following four-point
agree/disagree items: it is good to be honesplpeshould not cheat on tests; in general
police deserve respect. The outcomes for all three strongly agree, agree somewhat,
neither, disagree somewhat, and strongly disagrestimated a latent measurement model
in MPLUS, using the three indicators (scaled tohltbeesty item). Again, model fit was
good (RMSEA=0.010; CFI=0.998; TLI=0.997; SRMR=0.p1&nd factor scores from the

measurement model are used in the analysis.
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Investment The measure of investment consists of the numibextra-curricular
activities the student participates in. Studendsagked whether they participate in each of
the following types of activities: sports teamervéce clubs, performance groups, school
newspaper or yearbook, honor societies, or ant-dee groups. Because each of these
activities may have different implications for byilg, they are included as individual binary

variables.

Commitment. Commitment is measured using the following goest asked
regarding the mother/stepmother, the father/stepfatind “most of your friends”: how do
you think she/he/your friends would feel about ysing marijuana or other drugs? The
response categories are: like it a lot, like msodislike it some, dislike it a lot. Again, a
latent measurement model was estimated in MPLUSyand fit statistics were obtained
(RMSEA=0.018; CFI=0.977; TLI=0.972; SRMR=0.024)ackor scores from the

measurement model were then included in the mdudddsv.

School attachment. School attachment is based on a scale developBaberts et al.
(1995) and is measured by following three agreafifee items: “students in this school
treat each other with respect,” students at thealcare willing to go out of their way to help
someone,” and “my school is like a family.” Thepense scale for all three items was a
four-point agree/disagree scale. A latent variabdasurement model was estimated in
MPLUS (wave 4: RMSEA=0.018; CFI=0.989; TLI=0.9FRMR=0.013) and factor scores

included in this analysis.
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Influence. The potential influence of friends is measursihg the mean bullying

outdegree of all of ego’s friends. The few studemiho are isolates received a score of 0.

Socioeconomic status Because the sample consists of adolescents algonat be
fully aware of their family’s financial position ES of the family is measured using the
educational attainment of both parents separatetly,the following categories: did not
graduate from high school; high school graduateesoollege; college graduate; graduate

degree. | also include the median income in tmsee tract in which the student resides.

Neighborhood Organization and Social Control | measure neighborhood
organization with the following agree/disagree igertipeople sell illegal drugs in my
neighborhood,” “people are afraid to come into myghborhood,” “people there have
violent arguments,” and “people feel safe thereVérse coded). Neighborhood social
control is measured with the average of the follmyiour-point agree/disagree statements:
“most people there know each other,” “adults keegye on what teens are up to,” “people
socialize together there,” and “adults tell othargmts if their child has done something bad.”
Both neighborhood disorder and social control vestamated separately as latent
measurement models in MPLUS (neighborhood confRMSEA=0.029; CFI=0.982;
TLI=0.978; SRMR=0.045; neighborhood disorder: RM&B.00; CFI=1.00; TLI=1.00;

SRMR=0.001), and factor scores were output forinisiee analysis.

Conflictive home lives Family conflict is measured by the followingeker

agree/disagree items: “we fight a lot in our fafhilfamily members sometimes get so
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angry they throw things,” “family members sometinhéseach other.” Again, a
measurement model was estimated in MPLUS (RMSEAH).GFI=0.992; TLI=0.991;

SRMR=0.036) and factor scores are included in tbdets.

Puberty. Pubertal development is measured with the folgvitems: “which best
describes your body hair growth?”; “which best diggs the changes in your skin, such as
pimples?”; “Which of the following best describgsur growth in height. For all items, the
response categories are (values in parenthesesyemnstarted; barely started; definitely
started; seems complete. Pubertal developmenesiasated as a latent measurement
model in MPLUS (RMSEA=0.018; CFI=0.985; TLI=0.98RMR=0.018) and factor scores

included in models below.

Depression Depression is measured using the following tlagree/disagree items
covering the past three months, all of which averge-coded: “I hated myself”; “l was a
bad person”; “I did everything wrong.” The resperssale for all three items was: “strongly
agree,” “agree somewhat,” “neither,” “disagree soumat,” “strongly disagree.” Once again,
a measurement model was estimated in MPLUS (RMSEXE) CFI=0.999; TLI=0.999;

SRMR=0.020) and factor scores included in the amsly

Popularity. Popularity is measured by first calculating nedbetweenness centrality
in the friendship network, using UCINET (Borgattiat., 2002). A geodesic is the shortest
possible path between any given pair of actors,remched betweenness centrality is the

proportion of all geodesics in the network thatude ego. So, a betweenness centrality of

44



.02 means that ego lies on 2 percent of all pasgjebdesics. However, because the survey
limits the number of friendship nominations to fimeean betweenness centrality declines as
the size of the network increases—it is easieaemormed betweenness of .20 in a
network of 10 than in one of 100, particularly whba larger network is more sparse (due to
the limit on nominations). To address this isgueate a popularity percentile measure,
whereby each students’ betweenness is dividedditihest betweenness in their network,

resulting in a measure that is comparable acrasgonies.

Transitivity . Transitivity is defined as bullying indegree—the number of students

who pick on ego.

Status Insecurity. Status insecurity has two distinct dimensions. flils¢, ambiguity
with respect to social rank, is difficult to measwith the survey items available. However,
| attempt to approximate this idea by includinga®a popularity percentile in the model,
with the expectation that it will have a negativieet—implying that those in the middle of

the popularity spectrum will be most likely to byland those at the extremes the least likely.

The second dimension, social pressure, is measigirg two items: friends’ mean
appearance and friend’s importance of popularlige subjective appearance measure is the
simple average of two four-point agree/disagremste “most of the time | am happy with
the way | look” and “I am proud of my body.” Impance of popularity is based on a single

item, with four responses (ranging from not impott@ very important): “how important is
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being popular to you?” The average appearancéngmoltance of popularity scores are then

calculated for all of ego’s friends.

Control variables. In addition to race, | include sex, network sizge,aand a binary
indicator of whether the child lives in a one-pdreome. | also include wave 4 bullying

outdegree as a control variable.

Analysis Strategy

The Contexts sample includes two levels: the indial student and the school.
Because students in the same school, or in the saigkborhood, may share the same
unobserved characteristics, | estimate a crossifies hierarchical linear model, which
allows for a randomly distributed school and nemiood intercepts. | use multiple
imputation to address missing data, generatingifnmuted datasets. The model estimated is
a residualized gain model, where the effect of wabelllying outdegree is controlled for.
By controlling for wave 4 bullying, we are abletést the effect of other independent
variables on change in the outcome from wave 4aeeb. The model (using parental

attachment as an example) is specified as follows:

Level 1:

Yii = Boi + Bo + B (WavedOutdegree) + 5, (NetworkSize): + 3, (Male);: + S, (Black);: + B (Latino);:
I 0j 0k 1 2 ) 3 1 4 1 5 1
+ B¢ (OtherMinority) i + 5, (Oneparemhome)j + L (Age)ij + B, (ParentAttachmen)ij +rij

Level 2 Intercepts:

,Boj' = Yoot Uoj
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Bok = Vor * Uok

Combined Model:

Yij = Voot Vou* By (Wave40utdegreq) + ,BZ(NetvvorkSize)j + ,83(Male)ij + ,84(Black)ij + ,GS(Latino)ij
+ B, (OtherMinority) i + 5, (Oneparenlhome)j + B (Age)ij + B, (ParemAttachmen)ij *+Uoj +Uok Frij

wherey;j; is wave 5 bullying outdegregr,, and y,,, are random intercepts at the

school and neighborhood levels, respectiv@y, is an individual interceptg, - 8, are
coefficients for independent variables at the irdimal level, y,; anduy, are randomly

distributed error terms at the school and neighbadHevels, andjj is a random individual

error term:®

IX. Results

Descriptive statistics for the dependent and inddpat are presented in table 2.1. Itis
not necessary to discuss all the summary statigtudst is worth noting that bullying appears
to have declined from wave 4, in the fall of 20087 to wave 5 (.63) in the spring of 2004.
It cannot be ascertained exactly why bullying desdi between waves. However, the
beginning of the school year is a time of someditaon and status hierarchies might be more
fluid at that time compared to the end of the yednich may lead to increased bullying in

the fall.

16 Because the distribution of bullying outdegreenimes a large proportion of students with score8, o
might also be legitimately considered count datherathan a truly continuous variable. Accordindly
estimated cross classified mixed models using the glimmix option in SAS with a poisson distributi The
results were substantively identical to those preskbelow, and so | use the linear model for edse
interpretation.
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Table 2.2 displays the results from the cross-ifladsHLM. Model 1 shows the
baseline model, including only controls. Wave 4yg is, not surprisingly, positively
related to wave 5 bullying. Network size appanergtiunrelated to bullying outdegree.
Contrary to expectations, there are no significgmtder differences in bullying behavior,
there is no decline in bullying with age, and cteld living in single-parent households pick
onfewerkids than those with two parents. Model 1 alsgdéy confirms the first
hypothesis, that minorities bully others more ofteompared to Whites, mean bullying
outdegree for Blacks and Latinos is .10 and .2hdnigrespectively. There is no significant
difference between Whites and “other” minoritiespMever. The substance of these control
variables remains unchanged across the other ma@melglo not discuss them again in this

section.
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Table 2.1: Descriptive Statistic

Mean S.E Min Max
Wave 5 bullying outdegree 0.63 1.18 0.00 8.00
Wave 4 bullying outdegree 0.77 1.30 0.00 9.00
Wave 4 bullying indegree 0.79 1.49 0.00 17.00
School size 571.37 304.69 21.00 1564.00
Male 0.49 0.50 0.00 1.00
Black 0.35 0.48 0.00 1.00
Latino 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
Other minority 0.07 0.24 0.00 1.00
One parent household 0.13 0.30 0.00 1.00
Age 14.60 1.04 12.00 18.00
Mother's education 2.22 1.49 0.00 5.00
Father's education 2.00 1.55 0.00 5.00
Median household income in block group 37.28 10.74 582 83.96
Neighborhood disorder -0.02 0.32 -1.19 1.31
Neighborhood control -0.02 0.65 -2.57 2.29
Average closeness alters feel toward ego 1.99 1.52 0 0.0 5.00
Average closeness ego feels toward alters 1.26 1.03 .50-2 6.00
Attachment to parents 0.00 0.25 -1.02 0.91
Attachment to school -1.29 1.23 -5.28 3.08
Friends and family would disapprove of ego's marig use 0.02 0.35 -0.21 2.43
Participates in sports 0.54 0.48 0.00 1.00
Participates in service clubs 0.32 0.44 0.00 1.00
Participates in arts 0.09 0.25 0.00 1.00
Participates in yearbook/newspaper -0.02 0.58 -2.60 219
Participates in honors societies 0.80 0.72 0.00 7.00
Participates in DARE 0.04 1.00 -4.24 4.99
Pubertal development 0.00 0.31 -1.54 1.21
Depression 0.02 1.17 -4.32 4.73
Betweenness centrality (percentile) 12.70 16.75 0.00 O0.a®
Happy with appearance 2.27 0.80 0.00 3.00
Importance of being popul 1.5t 1.07 0.0C 3.0C

N=4,771

Model 2 tests the second hypothesis, that lowapsoonomic status is positively

related to bullying, and might explain the sigrait racial differences. However, none of
the socioeconomic status variables are significaatso estimated models where parents’
educational attainment was entered as a serieslgfitor variables, but none were

significant. Lastly, | tested a number of othewdid group variables, including percent under
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poverty, percent unemployed, percent owning a h@me median home value, but again,

none were significantly related to bullying.

Model 3 tests the third hypothesis, that studerits live in neighborhoods that are
crime-ridden and chaotic bully others more oftehilethose who live in orderly
neighborhoods with high levels of social controlrad. As with SES, however, neither of

these factors is significant.

Models 4 through 6 test hypothesis 4, that kide\wigher levels of attachment—to
their friends, to their parents, and to school—maokother kids less often. While neither
measure of peer attachment is significant, botichthent to parents and to school have a
significant protective effect against bullying. niakes sense that attachment to parents and
school is protective while peer attachment is astparents and schools are presumably
conventional role models and institutions, whileggemay or may not be positive influences

with regard to bullying.

Models 7 through 9 test other aspects of Hirsdosal bonding theory. Model 7 tests
hypothesis 5, that kids who hold conventional lieeill bully less often, and shows that
conventional beliefs do appear to have a proteetftect with respect to bullying.
Participation in extra-curricular activities (modgl however, has mixed results:
yearbook/school newspaper, the arts, and honorstsscdo not significantly affect bullying
behavior, participation in drug awareness sociditesDARE significantly reduces bullying,

but participation in sports and service clubs (&eyp, etc.) argositivelyrelated to
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bullying.*” Finally, there appears to be no relationship betwbullying and Hirschi’s notion
of commitment—here operationalized as the studgarseptions of how parents and friends

would react if they found the student smoking nuama.

Model 10 shifts focus from social bonding theorsteial learning, and confirms
hypothesis 8. Kids whose friends are bullies hegriselves more likely to bully others. Of
course, it is impossible to determine whether igiadicative of influence or selection, but
other research (unpublished) with these data stgjggtsboth are at work. It is also
important not to overstate the effect of friendsllyaing: to generate a predicted change in
bullying of 1 would necessitate that ego’s friepiisked on 10 other kids, on average.
Model 11 tests a second aspect of social learhiegry by examining the effect of having a
conflictive home life, and again finds a signifitgositive effect on bullying. Neither

variable, however, can explain away racial diffeesin bullying.

17 But perhaps this comes at no surprise to thoseoahaecall grade-school PE classes.
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Table 2.2: Cross-Classified HLM Models of BullyingOutdegree

1. Baseline 2. SES 3. Neighborhood 4. Peer Attachment 5. Parent Attachment
B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 0.88 ** 0.30 0.94 ** 0.31 0.98 ** 0.30 0.90 ** 0.30 q ** 0.30
Wave 4 bullying 0.32 *** 0.01 0.32 *** 0.01 0.31** 0.01 03**  0.01 0.31**  0.01
Network size 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0
Male -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03 0.00 0.03
Black 0.10 * 0.04 0.09 * 0.04 0.09 * 0.04 0.10 * 0.04 0.11 * 0.04
Latino 0.27 ** 0.09 0.29 **=* 0.09 0.26 ** 0.09 0.27 ** 0.09 0.26 0.09
Other minority -0.06 0.07 -0.06 0.07 -0.08 0.07 -0.06 0.07 0.06 0.07
One parent home -0.15 ** 0.06 -0.14 * 0.06 -0.16 ** 0.06 D 0.06 -0.15 ** 0.06
Age -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.02
Mother's education 0.03 0.02
Father's education -0.01 0.01
Median income in block group -0.004 0.00
Neighborhood disorder -0.12 0.06
Neighborhood control -0.04 0.03
Reciprocated closeness 0.00 0.01
Average closeness to friends -0.02 0.02
Attachment to parents -0.24 ** 0.0¢
School Random intercept 0.013 0.007 0.013 0.007 0.013 070.0 0.012 0.007 0.012 0.007
Neighborhood random intercept 0.008 0.005 0.008 0.005 0080. 0.005 0.008 0.005 0.009 0.005

N=4,77]

A.<.05, one-tail test; *p<.05; **p<.01; *p<.001
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Table 2.2, Continued:

Cross-Classified HLM Model®f Bullying Outdegree

6. School Attachment 7. Beliefs 8. Activities 9. Disap. Marijuana  10. Friends who Bully
i SE B SE B SE i SE B SE

Intercept 0.84 ** 0.30 0.92 ** 0.30 0.76 * 0.30 0.96 ** 0.31 0.8* 0.30
Wave 4 bullying 0.32 *** 0.01 0.31 = 0.01 0.32 *** 0.01 0B *** 0.01 0.31 *** 0.01
Network size 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0
Male -0.01 0.03 -0.04 0.03 -0.01 0.03 -0.02 0.04 -0.02 0.03
Black 0.10 ** 0.04 0.10 * 0.04 0.11 ** 0.04 0.10 * 0.04 0.10 * 0.04
Latino 0.28 *** 0.09 0.25 *=* 0.09 0.29 *** 0.09 0.24 *=* 0.09 0.27 ** 0.9
Other minority -0.06 0.07 -0.06 0.07 -0.05 0.07 -0.05 0.08 0.06 0.07
One parent home -0.15 ** 0.06 -0.17 ** 0.06 -0.14 * 0.06 X 0.06 -0.15 ** 0.06
Age -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.02 -0.02 0.02 -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.02
School attachment -0.03¢ 0.01
Conventional beliefs -0.11**  0.03
Sports 0.06" 0.04
Service clubs 0.11* 0.04
Arts 0.03 0.05
Yearbook 0.08 0.06
Honors societies -0.04 0.05
DARE -0.1¢ * 0.07
Friends & family disapprove of marijuana 0.08 0.05
Average bullying of friends 0.07 ** 0.0z
School Random interce 0.01: 0.007% 0.01: 0.007% 0.01: 0.007% 0.01: 0.007 0.011 0.00%
Neighborhood random intercept 0.008 0.005 0.009 0.005 0080. 0.005 0.010 0.006 0.008 0.005

N=4,771

A.<.05, one-tail test; *p<.05; **p<.01; **p<.001
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Table 2.2, Continued:

Cross-Classified HLM Model®f Bullying Outdegree

11. Family Conflict 12. Puberty 13. Depression 14. Victimization
B SE B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 0.94 ** 0.30 0.90 ** 0.30 0.93 ** 0.30 0.81 ** 0.30
Wave 4 bullying 0.31 *** 0.01 0.32 ** 0.01 0.31 ** 0.01 0@ *** 0.01
Network size 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Male -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.01 0.03
Black 0.10 * 0.04 0.10 ** 0.04 0.11 ** 0.04 0.11 ** 0.04
Latino 0.27 * 0.09 0.28 ** 0.09 0.27 ** 0.09 0.28 ** 0.09
Other minority -0.06 0.07 -0.06 0.07 -0.06 0.07 -0.05 0.07
One parent home -0.17 ** 0.06 -0.15 ** 0.06 -0.16 ** 0.06 15+ 0.06
Age -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.02
Family conflict 0.04* 0.02
Pubertal development 0.03 0.06
Depression 0.04* 0.02
Bullying indegree 0.06 *** 0.01
School Random intercept 0.012 0.007 0.012 0.007 0.012 070.0 0.012 0.007
Neighborhood random intercept 0.008 0.005 0.008 0.005 0080. 0.005 0.008 0.005

N=4,77]

7.<.05, one-tail test; *p<.05; *p<.01; ***p<.001
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Table 2.2, Continued: Cross-Classified HLM Model®f Bullying Outdegree

15. Popularity 16. Appearance 17. Importance of Popularity
B SE B SE B SE
Intercept 0.70 * 0.30 0.87 ** 0.30 0.71 * 0.30
Wave 4 bullying 0.31 ** 0.01 0.32 ** 0.01 0.31 ** 0.01
Network size 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Male -0.01 0.03 0.00 0.03 -0.03 0.03
Black 0.11 ** 0.04 0.11 ** 0.04 0.09 * 0.04
Latino 0.27 ** 0.09 0.27 ** 0.08 0.28 *** 0.09
Other minority -0.05 0.07 -0.05 0.07 -0.05 0.07
One parent home -0.14 * 0.06 -0.15 * 0.06 -0.14 * 0.06
Age -0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.02
Centrality 0.008*** 0.00
Centrality squared -0.0001** 0.00
Happy with appearance -0.0€ ** 0.0z
Friends happy with their appearance 0.04* 0.02
Importance of being popular 0.02 0.02
Friends' importance of being popular 0.04* 0.02
School Random interce 0.01z 0.00% 0.01: 0.01 0.01z 0.01
Neighborhood random intercept 0.008 0.005 0.007 0.00 07.0 0.00

N=4,77]

7.<.05, one-tail test; *p<.05; *p<.01; ***p<.001



Models 12 through 14 test the effects of factohepbullying research has shown to be
related. Pubertal development (model 12), so afted in the literature, is not significantly
related to bullying here. To test whether thismilge because pubertal development
operates more strongly or exclusively for boygskéd this model with an interaction
between male and pubertal development (not shdwatagain neither were significant.
Depression (model 13), however, is significanthated to bullying in a positive direction.
Lastly, in model 14 we consider transitivity, tloea that those who are picked on are more
likely to pick on others themselves. Bullying igtee is positively related to bullying

outdegree, confirming the presence of at least dmrtg-victims in this sample.

Finally, | consider hypotheses derived from theasg of status insecurity. Model 15
tests—albeit indirectly—the notion of ambiguity itespect to social status. Again, |
anticipate those in the middle of the school’s ablgsierarchy to experience more ambiguity
than those at either extreme. We find that pogyldoes indeed have a curvilinear effect,
with a positive main coefficient and a negativeagd term. This effect can be seen readily
in Figure 1, which shows that the effect of popityaon bullying peaks in the middle
percentiles, with those who are either very popatarery isolated both being unlikely to

bully others.
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Figure 1: Predicted Effect of Popularity on Bullying
Outdegree
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Models 16 and 17 test the other dimension of theistinsecurity concept, that of
social pressure. | operationalize this by inclgdine effect of having good looking friends
and friends who placed high importance on beingufaop® Model 16 shows that, indeed,
while being attractivelecreasesne’s propensity to bully, having attractive fiisndoes the
opposite. Similarly, while the importance a studaaces on being popular is not
significantly related to bullying behavior, havifrgendswho find being popular to be

important increases bullying significantly.

Table 2.3 displays results from a combined modat ithcludes all significant
independent variables from table 2.2. Severabbdes lose significance in the combined

model. School attachment, family conflict, depr@ssfriends’ appearance, respondent’s

18 Of course, the measures of appearance are bashd mspondent’s own perceptions, so it is posstit
actual appearance is not measured. Still, it neymatter for this analysis: more pressure mighgénerated
by friends who think they are attractive when theg not, compared to having attractive friends ttiiok they
are average.
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appearance, and friends’ importance of populatitppse significance. It seems likely that
the effects of school attachment may be mediatgéihby extracurricular activities or
popularity, and it is also probable that the statgecurity variables are also related to
popularity. We continue to find that attachmenp&wents and conventional beliefs prevent
bullying while sports and service clubs encouragéNe also find that bullying indegree and
the mean bullying outdegree of friends are stramgliptors of bullying. Finally, we

continue to find a strong curvilinear popularityeet.

Table 2.3: Full Cross-Classified HLM Model of Bulying Outdegree

B SE
Intercept 0.50 0.302
Wave 4 bullying 0.28 *** 0.013
Network size 0.00 0.000
Male 0.01 0.035
Black 0.13 **=* 0.039
Latino 0.26 ** 0.084
Other minority -0.06 0.070
One parent home -0.16 ** 0.059
Age -0.02 0.021
Parent attachment -0.18 * 0.076
School attachment -0.01 0.014
Sports 0.07 ~ 0.036
Service clubs 0.12 ** 0.041
DARE -0.13 ~ 0.066
Conventional beliefs -0.09 ** 0.033
Mean bullying of friends 0.05 * 0.024
Family conflict 0.01 0.019
Depression 0.01 0.016
Centrality 0.01 ** 0.002
Centrality squared -0.0001 * 0.000
Bullying indegree 0.05 *** 0.011
Happy with appearance -0.03 0.025
Friends happy with their appearance 0.01 0.031
Importance of being popular 0.02 0.016
Friends' importance of being popular 0.02 0.039
School Random intercept 0.010 0.006
Neighborhood random intercept 0.007 0.005

N=4,771
N.<.05, one-tail test; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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Measurement Error
Because factor scores may contain measurement eestrmated models with

adjusted factors. First, the reliability of thenple sum of the indicators was calculated, as

follows:
(XA (@)

=7 k
PR CORIICE
j=1 j=1

R

whereR=the reliability of the simple sumj; is the factor loading for thi¢h indicator,

o’ is the factor variance, aruzljj are the error variances. Reliabilities are regubh table

2.2. To correct for the error variance in the dargum scale, | first need to determine its

error variance, which is
o, =(1R* o7
where g’ is the error variance of the simple summed s&ls the reliability of the

simple summed scale, amtf is the variance of the scale. Finally, a latemtalde is

included in my SEM and scaled to the summed scaldlze error variance of it is set to the

error variance calculated above.

Table 2.4: Scale Reliabilit

Scale Reliability
Conventional beliefs 0.76
Depression 0.92
Disapprove of marijuana use 0.22
Family conflict 0.87
Neighborhood control 0.77
Neighborhood disorder 0.85
Parent attachment 0.81
Pubertal development 0.61
School attachme 0.91
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Results

In general, most findings from tables 2 and 3 araffected by this adjustment. For all
models, no variable that was significant in thgioial tables became significant after
adjusting for measurement error. There were amtyrhinor changes: in table 2.2,
depression and family conflict both dropped frogngicant at the .05 level to significant at
the .10 level; however, because both coefficieresrathe hypothesized direction, they
support a one-tail significance test at the .0®lleHowever, this exercise reveals that there
is some measurement error, and that the effedtsmafy conflict and depression on bullying

should be interpreted with caution.

X. Discussion and Conclusions

This paper has applied five different theoriesdioo®l bullying. FirstAfrican
Americans and Latinos are significantly more aggres toward their peers than are whites,
and that this difference cannot be explained byathe wide range of variables included in
this analysis While a direct test was not possible, theseitigsl are consistent with cultural
theories of racial differences, in that the radeatfcould not be explained away by low SES,
family conflict, or neighborhood disorder. Howeytire race effect also could not be
explained away by low school attachment or coneeati beliefs, mechanisms that are
common to some cultural arguments. Because qfttiese findings cannot be interpreted as
confirming these cultural theories, as there apentany potentially explanatory variables

that could not be included.
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One likely explanation of the racial differencéased on the idea of bullying as
instrumentalbehavior, rather than an emotionally-based culteaction to a history of
oppression. Other analysis of these data (Ch&ptends that, while bullying others
increases the bully’s popularity in general, AfneAmericans and other minorities
experience much greater benefits to bullying. alet,fthe magnitude of difference between
blacks and whites in the popularity benefit to Yauly is much greater than the magnitude of

the race effect found here.

Of the criminological theories, the applicationtleéories of strain and neighborhood
disorder to bullying is not supported by this as@éy Social control theories suggest that
detachment from parents, peers, school, and tteelbra&community will lead to crime, and
by extension, bullying. We find that, while attaoént to peers and collective disapproval of
marijuana are unrelated to bullying and extracutarcactivities offer mixed results,
closeness to family, school attachment, and belgew conventional values all make

bullying less likely

Social learning theory suggests that delinquendgasied from peers and,
occasionally, family. We find thdgaving friends who bully and living in a confliativ
household are both positively related to bullyim@ther, more specific findings cataloged in
the bullying literature are also supporteddapression and being picked on are both
positively related to bullying othersThese results would suggest that bullying can be

understood as just one more facet of delinqueteyties are detached from family and
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school, they have conflicted home lives and me@mdis, they are depressed and themselves

abused. Indeed, much of the bullying literatueng it in this light.

This perspective misses an important aspect oyibgll that it is often perpetrated by
seemingly “normal” students, who are relatively plap, have attractive friends, and are
active in their school. These students may eaad gmades and come from educated,
financially secure families living in nice neighboods. What they appear to have in
common is some degree of status insecurity, whiplsitively related to bullyingThey are
in the middle range of the popularity distributi@o, their status has greater ambiguity that of
either the most popular or the least. They als@ lfiaends who are attractive and who place
great emphasis on being popular, potentially anggtressure to attain or maintain high

social status.

This study makes several key contributions to euteustanding of peer aggression.
First, it introduces a new way to measure bullyimging social network analysis. The
network generator used preserves the general nattbrdlying, including physical violence,
verbal abuse, and indirect forms of aggressiors likely because of this that we do not find
significant gender differences in perpetration, owonly found in studies that focus on
physical bullying. The network approach is alsaraprovement because it mitigates
underreporting bias. Indeed, we find that ratesetffreported aggression are much lower
than those for the network-based measure. Finahye this analysis considers bullying
from a monadic perspective, the network approaebayves the relational nature of bullying,

and allows the researcher to consider bullying festiner a monadic or dyadic perspective.
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Second, this analysis proposes, and finds suppQrttfe concept of status insecurity.
That seemingly normal kids also bully their pesra novel finding within the bullying
literature, which typically reports that deviantylos are bullies, or occasionally, that the
most popular students are the perpetrators (elgeu3, 1993; Espelage and Holt, 2001). In
this analysis, we find that the most popular stislbéave théowestlevels of bullying, on
average. Similarly, while this analysis suppogdier findings of homophily among
bullies!® it extends our understanding of social influertmgsonsidering not just the
aggressive behaviors of friends, but their appesramd the value they place on popularity
as well. Future research should consider otheswawhich ego’s behavior can be

influenced by alters’ behavior in seemingly unrethtiomains.

The third contribution is, in a sense, a failuogie of the stated aims of this paper was
to explain racial differences in bullying perpeiatby considering a wide range of
variables. We are unable to explain higher legélsullying perpetration by African-
Americans and Latinos, despite inclusion of vaealtovering a wide range of theoretical
domains, from SES to the influence of aggressivege@nd a variety of contexts, from the
psychology of the individual to the characterisbéshe neighborhood. There are
undoubtedly a number of explanations that couldoeaiested, and we cannot conclude

definitively that higher rates of bullying amongmarities is not mediated by other factors.

While a persistent race effect is consistent withiucal arguments about race, some of
the common mechanisms of these arguments, redobedlsaattachment and rejection of

conventional beliefs, not only could not explainagwhe race effect, but the failed to reduce

¥ The finding that bullies tend to be friends wither bullies (Espelage et al., 2003).
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its magnitude at all. Additionally, other analyBigds that African-American and other
minority bullies enjoy especially large status ga@s a result of bullying. This suggests a
fairly simple, instrumental reason for the racidfedences, but it also raises the question of

why minorities see greater status increases afiigng others.

There are limitations to this study, chief amongnthits geographic limitations. The
sample comes from three largely rural countiesantiNCarolina, and so it may not be
possible to generalize readily to other areaseftthuntry. Additionally, factors such as
neighborhood disorder may operate differently imaur environments. Also, while the study
spans middle school and high school, it may noeg#ize to earlier ages. However, many
of the above findings are consistent with prioesesh, suggesting that the processes
involved may be similar across contexts. In argecé is hoped that this analysis will lead
to continued exploration of the role of race, fertmvestigation of the idea of status

insecurity, and greater use of social network aialy the study of bullying.
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CHAPTER 3

THE CONSEQUENCES OF BULLYING: VARIATIONS BY RACE WD ETHNICITY

l. Introduction

Bullying is a common problem in the United Stat€@mne nationally-representative
study found that over 19 percent of American sclagad students bully other students
annually, and 17 percent are victimized and ndaalfof the victims were bullied on a
weekly basis (Nansel et al., 2001). A differentioraal study found that annual prevalence of
perpetration was as high as one-third of all sttgl@finkelhor and Dziuba-Leatherman,
1994). Observational results suggest self-reponealvement in bullying may actually
understate the true prevalence: one study usettarncamera on a playground to observe
the phenomenon, and found an episode of bullyipgagmately every eight minutes, and
the majority of these involved multiple bullies (&pp, 2002). A study of high school
students found that the majority perceive bullyiodpe a significant and widespread problem
(Hazler et al., 1991) and nationally, bullying rartkgher than racism, AIDS, or substance

use among students aged 8 to 15 (Acre, 2001).

Bullying is troubling not simply because of itsdreency, but also because of the
severity of its consequences. The spate of highbficized school shootings in the late

1990’s brought the problem of bullying to attentmfreducators, policy makers, and the



general public. The US Secret Service found thllying played a significant role in the
majority of the school shootings of the 1990’s (8&ret Service, 2000). The dangers of
chronic victimization are not media creations, lmited to the US context: a study of
multiple countries consistently found that bothliesland victims? are significantly more

likely to carry weapons (Nansel et al., 2004).

However, by focusing on the rare instances wheregws shoot their tormentors, this
coverage understates the perniciousness of bullglaged violence. As discussed below,
bullying has a wide range of negative consequerioebullies as well as victims. Many of
these outcomes have been well established withpteufitudies in varying contexts.
However, while it is known that bullying often inves racist teasing—fully one-quarter of
bullied students were overtly picked on becausdeif race or religion (Nansel et al.,
2001)—and that there may be racial differencesoth Iperpetration and victimization (e.g.,
Graham and Juvonen, 2002; Nansel et al., 200Hyjvely little is known about the other
ways race and ethnicity shape bullying processeshaw the consequences may vary by

race or ethnicity.

The purpose of this paper, therefore, is to reerarfive established outcomes of
bullying—self esteem, anxiety, school attachmeapyparity, and suicide attempts—and to
test whether the relationships between involvenrehtllying (either as bully or victim) and
these outcomes vary according to the race of ttheidual or the racial context of the

school.

2 victims were significantly more likely to carry wpons than uninvolved students in all but two ef th
countries studied.
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The chapter proceeds as follows: section Il regidve literature on the outcomes of
bullying; section Il reviews the literature on eaand bullying; section IV presents
hypotheses; section V describes the data and nm&tledtion VI presents the results; and

section VIl draws conclusions.

Il. Literature Review: The Consequences of Bullyng

As noted above, chronic bullying has been linketheomajority of the publicized
school shootings of the late 1990’s. However, whietims do become violent, it is most
often directed at themselves, not classmates: éifery adolescent who opened fire at
schools from West Paducah, KY, to Springfield, @Rhe past few years, thousands more
shot themselves, slit their wrists, or gulped dgais in suicides” (Portner, 2000, p.1). A

message board poster on a bullying support webaite

Two of the worst bullies | had to contend with coitted suicide...l have been battling
suicidal tendencies myself since that time (thotid years ago.) Knowing personally what
it's like to want to die, | can only say their toré was well-merited and I'm glad they
suffered. And I'm glad they’re dead.

--posted orwww.bullying.org).

Suicide is the third leading cause of death amergdgers, is significantly
underreported, and is on the rise (Portner, 208@)ng victimized by bullies is significantly
positively related to suicidal ideation (Rigby a8kée, 1999, Kaltiala-Heino et al., 1999;
Carney, 2000; Owens et al., 2000). Additionallging bullied may have an indirect effect
on suicidal thoughts by increasing social isola{idansel et al., 2001) which in turn has also
been found to be significantly related to suiciyalparticularly among girls (Bearman and

Moody, 2004).

67



Aside from such dire consequences, more oftenmgcdf bullying experience feelings
of isolation, anxiety and depression, and thesknfgecan last well into adulthood (Schafer
et al., 2004; Olweus, 1993). To the author’s kremgk, every study of victimization and
depression has supported the link between them (&aflagan and Joseph, 1995; Neary and
Joseph, 1994; Baldry, 2004, Dill et al., 2004)mHarly, every study of victimization and
self-esteem has found that victims of bullying eigrece lower levels of self-esteem than
bullies or other students (e.g., Olweus, 1993; Gikoand Kirkham, 2001; Karatzias et al.,
2002). Victims of bullying, particularly those wieaperience frequent and enduring

bullying, also have elevated levels of stress andedy (Sharp et al., 2000; Baldry, 2004).

In addition to psychological damage, bullying césodead to health problems. A
nationally representative study of US adolescemiales found a relationship between
bullying and a variety of health indicators. Comgghto girls who were not bullied
frequently, girls who were bullied at least onogeek were 40 percent more likely to
experience headaches, 20 percent more likely tereqgce stomachaches, 30 percent more
likely to experience backaches, and 30 percent tilaaly to feel fatigued in the morning
(Ghandour et al., 2004). At least one other stualyfound similar results for these
outcomes, while also finding that victimizatiorrédated to sleep problems and bedwetting

(Rigby, 1999).

Not surprisingly, victimization by bullies is assaied with other social problems.

Victims of bullying can fall into a vicious cycld peer withdrawal followed by victimization

followed by further peer withdrawal (Hay et al.,020 Hodges and Perry, 1999). One study
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found that victimization by peers was significardyated to loneliness one year later
(Boivin et al., 1995, cited in Dill et al., 2004Another longitudinal study that followed up
on victims one year later also found lasting negagiffects on victims’ self-perceptions of
popularity (Khatri et al., 2000). A retrospectsteidy of the adults found that those who had
been victimized by peers during adolescence wegrefgiantly more likely to feel lonely and

have difficulty maintaining friendships (Schaferagt 2004).

These findings are not limited to any particulatioraal context. a recent cross-
national study including 25 countries found thatims had significantly greater problems
with social adjustment than their peers (Nansal.e2004). Another cross-national study
(including data from seven countries) conductedEblga et al. (2003) found that compared
to bullies and uninvolved students, victims enjtgyime less, are more often isolated

during playtime, have fewer friends, and feel hsdl-liked.

Bullying has academic consequences as well. Veofbullying are significantly
more likely to want to stay home from school, atligs that can impede academic
performance (Berthold and Hoover, 2000). Victimeraviess likely to feel that “people at
this school care about me”, and more likely to teat school is difficult and to feel afraid at
school (Bertold and Hoover, 2000). Again, thesdifigs are general: a cross-national study
involving 25 countries found that, for every coyndtudied, victims of bullying have
significantly more problems adjusting to schoolrtli® uninvolved students (Nansel et al.,

2004).
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The academic consequences of bullying are notattitydinal, however, as surveys
by the National Education Association found thairagimately 160,000 children in the U.S.
miss schookach dayout of fear of being attacked or intimidated bgeststudents, and about
7% of eighth-graders in the U.S. stay home at leas¢ a month because of bullies (NEA,
1995). In terms of actual academic performandengitudinal study found that victims of
relational bullying (bullying designed to isolatedaostracize, using behind-the-back tactics
such as rumors) had significantly lower academréopemance than other students after two
years (Woods and Wolke, 2004). A large study afdi@ and high school students in an
ethnically and socioeconomically diverse city ie idwest found that peer harassment was
negatively related to both enjoying school and anad performance (Eisenberg et al.,

2003).

Again, it is not only the victims of bullying thatffer negative consequences from
bullying. Most studies distinguish between bullieistims, and bully-victims (those who
bully but are also victimized). For most of theammes studied, bully-victims are at least as
likely to suffer negative consequences as purémnws;tand are often worse off, as Olweus
found in his pioneering work (Olweus, 1978; Olwel@93a). The aforementioned cross-
national study of friendlessness conducted by E$eh (2002) found that bully-victims had
roughly the same levels of isolation and friendkess as pure victims. Another cross-
national study, including data from 25 countriesjrfd that bully-victims were significantly
worse off than victims with respect to alcohol (&2 countries), school adjustment (16
countries), and health problems (10 countries) @¢bat al., 2004). A study conducted in a

low socioeconomic status urban community found thgly-victims were the most troubled
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group, with high levels of school misconduct, acameproblems, and trouble relating

positively to peers (Juvonen et al., 2003).

Finally, there is evidence, albeit mixed, that imglithemselves experience
maladjustment as a result of their own aggressdl@bior. The large, 25-country cross-
national study mentioned above found that bullieseworse off than uninvolved students
with respect to health problems (25 countries)psthdjustment (24 countries), emotional
problems (21 countries), and relationships witlsstaates (15 countries) (Nansel et al.,
2004). A study of Italian adolescents found tindirect (or relational) bullying was
significantly related to higher levels of stress @epression (Baldry, 2004). These findings
are echoed by other studies of American, Austrahad European adolescents, which
concluded that bullies are significantly more likéb experience symptoms of clinical
depression (Saluja et al., 2004; Austin and JosEp®6; Slee, 1995; Swearer et al. 2001).
Like their victims, bullies are significantly moligely to perform poorly in school (Nansel et

al., 2001).

However, bullying others may not be entirely withbenefit for the bully. Some
studies have found that bullying enhances selfeest@.g., Trautwein et al., 2004). Others
find that bullies enjoy high degrees of populafgyg., Espelage and Holt, 2001; Pelligrini et
al., 1999), or at the very least, are active mesbépeer groups consisting of like-minded

adolescents (e.g., Bagwell et al., 2000; Xie e1899).

71



Ultimately, however, bullies are significantly mdieely than others to have difficulty
maintaining positive relations with others as asl(Rigby, 2001). They also face increased
risk of engaging in more serious criminal activayer in young adulthood (Olweus, 1978,
1999). In the teen years, this predispositioreihaps reflected in higher levels of disruptive
behavior disorders, such as Oppositional DefiasbBier and Conduct Disorder (Kokkinos

and Panayiotou, 2003).

lll. Race and Bullying

The evidence regarding race and bullying is dedydexxed. Of the studies that
consider race or ethnicity, several find no siguaifit racial differences in the prevalence of
bullying (e.g., Junger-Tas, 1999; Boulton, 1995s¢lacand Bliesener, 1999). These results,
however, like much of the work conducted on schmdlying, come from the European
context, where race relations likely differ frono#ie in the United States. In the US, the few
studies that consider race and ethnicity find miaed sometimes contradictory results, but
the majority find that minority students are makely to be involved in bullying than
whites, though it is not completely clear as tocahitiole they tend towards (see Nansel et al.,

2001; Graham and Juvonen, 2002; Hanish and G€08).

Even less clear than the relationship betweenaadebullying is the extent to which
the consequences of bullying differ according teraHere we can only speculate, as to the
author’s knowledge there are no studies on thigtogdowever, there is reason to think that
the consequences may vary, both according to theidual race of the participant, and by

the overall racial context. While it did not megsother outcomes, a study of White and
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Asian children found that, although there were igaiicant differences in the frequency of
being bullied, half of the bullied Asian childrerere called racist names because of their
skin color (Moran et al., 1993). It seems plawsibb say the least, that the consequences of

such bullying may be different than the consequet®ther forms of teasing.

While to the author’s knowledge, no study of bullyiconsiders racial diversity
independent of individual race, there is some iogtion that bullying differs based on the
larger racial and ethnic context as well. Mostlss that have found that African-Americans
are more likely to bully others have also been catell in contexts that are predominantly
Black (e.g., Juvonen et al. 2003, set in a predantlg minority area of Los Angeles).

While the overall prevalence of bullying was simiia national estimates, in contrast to
other research, this analysis found that bulliggeernced significantly less depression,
social anxiety, and loneliness than not just thigitims, but uninvolved students as well
(Juvonen et al., 2002). The study also foundbndiies had significantly higher social status
than both victims and uninvolved students, wheoghsr research consistently shows that

bullies tend to be better off than victims, butsiigantly worse off than bystanders.

This finding is not limited to an urban settingesearch in exclusively African-
American schools in a rural Southern state foutadge group of aggressive youths who
were also highly popular (Farmer et al., 2003)mifirly, a study in seven predominantly
African-American schools in Mississippi estimatbdttAfrican-American students had
higher rates of bullying, and that bullies hadl#ig higher levels of self-esteem than even

the uninvolved students. However, neither diffeeequite reached statistically significance
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because of the very small sample size (Seals and¢(@003). Based on these studies, and
the conceptual arguments presented above, we exglect to find racial differences in the
consequences of bullying, and that these differ®ntay themselves vary according to the

racial diversity of the school.

However, Rowe et al. (1994) provide a compellinguanent for racial similarity in
many important developmental processes. They roaaparisons, by race, of correlation
matrices of a number of important psychologicahdmmic, and environmental variables
drawn from seven different data sources, and fowmsitatistically significant differences in
the correlations. In fact, they found that difi@reacial groups were no more different than
random halves of the same racial group. As singy, nake a strong case that while group
averageof these variables are known to differ widely, timelerlying processes that lead to

the outcomes are the same for all racial groups.

However, this does not imply that all outcomestheesame by race, as their study did
not include outcomes where discrimination is kndahave a direct effect. Had they
included the likelihood of getting a loan or retmghan appliance, they may have found
racial differences. This raises the question oétiver involvement in bullying is more like
academic achievement, where the underlying cadsascoess appear to be the same for

everyone, or like trying to catch a cab late ahhig

However, even in outcomes where explicit raciatuisination is known to be

common, it remains possible that the only trueetidhce is not in the race of the individual,
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but in the racial context. For example, if ratesising causes greater harm than other forms,
we might expect to find racial differences in tkeé&tionship between teasing and, say,
depression. However, if racist teasing is not dasethe race of the individuper se but
rather, on their status as a racial minority irt tentext (a black in a predominantly white
school, or a white in a predominantly black schoiign the underlying relationship between
teasing and depression would be the same for otipg. The real question then becomes

whether racist teasing is actually just about beiiffgrent from the majority.

IV. Hypotheses

This analysis considers five outcomes which otbeearch has linked to bullying, even
if the direction or causal relationship is unclepaopularity, depression, anxiety, school
attachment, and suicide attempts. The specifieared questions are: 1) does the
relationship between bullying and these outcomeg aecording to the race or ethnicity of
the student? 2) does the racial diversity of ttesl further modify the relationship between

race, bullying, and the outcomes considered?

The five outcomes can be unambiguously placedoetir off/worse off spectrum,
with “worse off” meaning lower popularity, lowerlsaol attachment, higher depression,
higher anxiety, and a greater likelihood of suicdempts. This is the case regardless of
whether we consider the perspective of the adateseof concerned adulfs. So for the
sake of brevity, “worse off” here refers to lowerpularity and school attachment, and higher

anxiety, depression, and suicidality. Given tlesearch has tended to find that bullies tend

2L Although adolescents and adults may disagree®relative importance of, say, popularity versusost
attachment, most teens would agree that, ceterilsugait is nicer to be in a school that feelgl& family, and
most parents would agree that, ceterus paribissbétter for their child to be popular versus unydar.

75



to be worse off than bystanders, and that virtuallgtudies have found that victims are
significantly worse off than bystanders on evergamvable outcome, | first hypothesize

that:

1. Those who bully others will be worse off than theke do not.
2. Those who are bullied will be worse off than thet® are not.
3. Those who both bully others and who are pickechemselves will be even

worse off than those who are only bullies or ontyims.

Because they are substantially more likely to faogst bullying, which may have
more severe consequences than other forms, | etyzct

4. Minority victims of bullying will be worse off thavhite victims of bullying.

However, because studies finding that bullies ateeb off than bystanders tend have
larger numbers of minorities, and because mindmtjies, due to oppression and
discrimination in the broader American context, natso take greater enjoyment in the
exercise of power entailed in bullying, | hypotlzesthat:

5. Minority bullies will be better off than white bigs.

There are several reasons to believe that thel differences hypothesized above may
be negated by the racial context of the schoaistfpredominantly minority schools may
provide a buffer of social support and probably eakertly racist bullying less likely,
which then eliminates the hypothesized differenetsvben minority and White victims of

bullying. Second, the additional benefits that onity bullies may experience, such as the
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psychological rewards of domination in a predomilyamwhite school, may also be negated
in predominantly minority schools. Finally, theestgth of Rowe et al.’s (2004) analysis
makes for compelling reasons to expect fundamentalarities between races.
Accordingly, | hypothesize the following:

6. the additional negative consequences of being anywvictim of bullying
will be mitigated in predominantly minority schools

7. the added benefit minority bullies enjoy will bgated in predominantly

minority schools.

V. Data and Methods

The Contexts of Adolescent Substance Use

The Context of Adolescent Substance Bsely (hereafteiContexj is a longitudinal
survey of all middle and high school students me¢hcounties in North Carolina. The focus
of Contextis on alcohol, tobacco, and drug use, but it ctdlenformation on a wide range of
other topics as well. The three counties werecsatebased on willingness to participate and
proximity to Chapel Hill, North Carolina, where datollection and management occur.
Unlike the Chapel Hill area, however, the partitipg counties are predominantly rural,
with higher proportions of blacks and lower mediaomes than national averages. The
biannual in-school survey began in the spring @&f12@ith wave 1; wave 5 data was
collected in the spring of 2004. After waveChntextcontinued with two additional annual

surveys, which means that the oldest cohort has fsdlewed through high schobf.

22\Wave 6 was administered in the fall of 2004, waweas administered in the fall of 2005.

77



At wave 1, all public school students in grades,&nd 8 for each county were asked
to participate, resulting in over 5,000 particigadivided among 29 networks. By wave 4
and 5, these 29 networks had been condensed irgchb®| networks, as the students moved
out of elementary and middle schools, and into Bigtools. The response rate has been
maintained at or above 80% for the first five wagédata, and above 75% for the final

waves.

In addition to questions concerning substanceaggressive behaviors, academic
performance, depression, dating violence, scheatlatent, suicide attempts, physical
development, family life, and neighborhood chanasties, the survey asks students to
nominate up to five of their best friends. Begimmnin waves 4 and 5, the survey adds
guestions asking students to nominate up to fivdesits whom they “are mean to or pick
on” and up to five students who are mean to or pitkhe respondent. The survey also asks
guestions regarding the manner of bullying anditbguency with which it occurs.

Accordingly, all analyses in this dissertation dsga from waves 4 and?8.

Dependent Variables.

Popularity. Popularity is measured by first calculating nodrbetweenness centrality
in the friendship network, using UCINET (Borgattiat., 2002). A geodesic is the shortest
possible path between any given pair of actors,remched betweenness centrality is the
proportion of all geodesics in the network thatude ego. So, a betweenness centrality of

.02 means that ego lies on 2 percent of all pasgjbbdesics. However, because the survey

% Later waves are not used because data were @mietieat the time of writing, and the largest coutrtopped
out of the study after wave 5.
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limits the number of friendship nominations to fimeean betweenness centrality declines as
the size of the network increases. It is easidéiaiee normed betweenness of .20 in a network
of 10 than in one of 100, particularly when they&rnetwork is more sparse due to the limit
on nominations. To address this issue, | cregigpalarity percentile measure, whereby

each students betweenness is divided by the higeésteenness in their network, resulting

in a measure that is comparable across networks.

Depression Depression is measured using the scale develmpaagold et al. (1995)
as part of the Short Mood and Feelings Questioanaird includes of the following three
four-point agree/disagree items, covering the ffase months and ranging from “strongly
agree” to “strongly disagree”: “I hated myself]"Was a bad person,” and “I did everything
wrong.” To address the possibility of measurensgrdr, a latent variable measurement
model was estimated in MPLUS. Model fit for bothwes was excellent (wave 4:
RMSEA=0.008; CFI=0.999; TLI=0.999; SRMR=0.020; w&:eRMSEA=0.00; CFI=1.00;
TLI=1.00; SRMR=0.007) and factor scores were oufputise as the dependent variable

here.

Anxiety. The measure of anxiety is based on the subscatdaped by Reynolds and
Richmond (1979) and includes the following threeea¢disagree items, covering the past
three months: “l worried about what was going apgpen,” “I worried when | went to bed at
night,” and “I often worried about bad things hapiog to me.” The response scale for all 3
items included: 0 = “strongly agree”, 1 = “agreen®what”, 2 = “neither”, 3 = “disagree

somewhat”, and 4 = “strongly disagree.” Againageht measurement model was estimated
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in MPLUS (Wave 4. RMSEA=0.00; CFI=1.00; TLI=1.0b0RMR=1.00; wave 5:
RMSEA=0.014; CFI=0.998; TLI=0.997; SRMR=0.016). cka scores were output and used

here.

School attachment. School attachment is based on a scale developBaberts et al.
(1995) and is measured by following three agreafifee items: “students in this school
treat each other with respect,” students at thhealkcare willing to go out of their way to help
someone,” and “my school is like a family.” Thepense scale for all three items included:
0 = “strongly agree”, 1 = “agree somewhat”, 2 =ither”, 3 = “disagree somewhat”, and 4 =
“strongly disagree.” A latent variable measurenmantlel was estimated in MPLUS (wave
4: RMSEA=0.018; CFI=0.989; TLI=0.975; SRMR=0.0¥&ve 5: RMSEA=0.00;

CFI=1.00; TLI=1.00; SRMR=0.00) and factor scoreduded in this analysis.

Suicide Attempts. Beginning in wave 4, students were asked if theydnger “talked
with a doctor, nurse, teacher, priest, ministeynselor, therapist, or parent because you had
attempted to commit suicide.” For ethical reasoveswere unable to ask students about
current suicidal thoughts or all past suicide afitsn For ease of interpretation, rather than
include wave 4 suicide attempts as an independerable in the model of subsequent
suicide attempts (and therefore model change mdriattempts), | drop the 143 cases where
the student had already attempted suicide by waaadtonly include those who had never

reported attempting suicidé. Because of the scarcity of suicide attemptsclLitied data

2 However, a model including all respondents androding for wave 4 suicide attempts is substariiveo
different.
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from waves 5 through 7 in the binary outcome. Thespondents received a 1 if they ever

reported attempting suicide between wave 5 and waued a O otherwise.

Independent Variables

Race Contexts asks students to report their racanabthe following categories:
White, Black or African-American, Hispanic or LatinpAmerican Indian or Native
American, Asian or Pacific Islander, Multiraciat, ©ther. Because of low frequencies,
however, we use White, African-American, Latinod &ther, with White as the reference

category. At the school level, | measure raceeasgmt minority.

Bullying. Involvement in bullying is measured using the $ejuestions asking
students to name (up to five other students) whg fick on or are mean to, and those who
are mean to or pick on them. These nominationsised to generate a network of bullying,
which has the advantage of relying on both selé peer-reports. To mitigate
underreporting of bullying behavior, | considerd\ully B if either A nominates B as a
victim, or B nominates A as a bully. Based on tieswork, | measure bullying with bullying
outdegree, or simply the number of students theoregdent picks on. Correspondingly, |
measure victimization using bullying indegree,lte humber of students who pick on ego.
Finally, I measure bully-victim status using arenaiction of bullying indegree and

outdegree.
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Control variables. I include the following as control variables: gendmale is the
reference), ag€, academic performance (an average of grades inafahk following
subjects: English, mathematics, history, and s@grfamily composition (an indicator
variable for whether the adolescent lives with bmdhents), parental educational attainment
(the highest degree attained, separate for bodgngrwhere 0=less than high school and
5=graduate school), and extracurricular activi(eeseries of indicators for sports teams,

service clubs, performing arts, school newspapgearbook, and honor societies).

Methods. Because students are nested within both schoolagigborhoods, |
estimated cross-classified hierarchical linear nwfte all four continuous outcomes. |
include only random intercepts at the neighborhaad school levels, as while the overall
level of any given outcome may vary across neightods or schools, | do not anticipate
that the fundamental processes involved will diffeways not already included in the
model, particularly given the relative homogeneityhe sample, which is drawn from rural
North Carolina. | use multiple imputation to adsfenissing data, generating five imputed
datasets. The equations for the four linear oueare:

Level 1:

Yij = Bo; * B+ B, (Outcomeat Wave4)ij + ,Bz(NetworkSize)j + ,83(Male)ij +[34(Black)ij + ,BS(Latino)ij

+ s (OtherMinority) i + 5, (Oneparenlhome)j + L (Age)ij + Bois (Activities)ij + ,s(Mother's Education}j +

B, (Fathers Education}j + B,5(Bullying outdegreel} + B, (Bullying indegreeﬁ +,6’20_32(Interactbns)ij +rij

Level 2 Intercepts:

,Boj' = Voot Uoj

Bok = Vor+ Uok

% | also tried models with grade in school instefidge, with no substantive differences.
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Combined Model:

Yij = Voot Vot By (Outcomeat wave4)ij + 05, (NetworkSize)j + ,Bg(MaIe)ij +ﬂ4(BIack)ij + Bs (Latino)ij
+ s (OtherMinority) i + 5, (Oneparenlhome)j + L (Age)ij + Bois (Activities)ij + [, (Mother's Education)j +
,6’17(FatherSEducation}j + 3,5 (Bullying outdegreel} + B, (Bullying indegreeﬁ +,6’20_32(Interactbns)ij trij trij

wherey;j; is the dependent variable at waveyg, and y,,, are random intercepts at

the school and neighborhood levels, respectivgly,is an individual interceptg, - 5., are
coefficients for independent variables at the irdiial level, y,; andu are randomly

distributed error terms at the school and neighbadHevels, andjj is a random individual

error term. The equation for the model of suicglsubstantively identical, with the
exception that it drops the few cases that haddjrattempted suicide by wave 4 rather than

include wave 4 suicide in the model. It is estiegatising the proc glimmix option in SAS 9.

Results

Table 3.1 displays the summary statistics for #ugables used in the models. The
figures are largely self-explanatory, but a fewnigeare worth noting. First, while depression
and anxiety are relatively constant between wavasd5, school attachment increases
dramatically and popularity becomes less skewexr p&cent of the sample had attempted
suicide prior to wave 4, and an additional 4 peregtempted suicide afterwards. Students
are active in extra-curricular activities: ovetfhgarticipated in sports, one-third in service

clubs, and one-quarter in honors societies.
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Table 3.1: Descriptive Statistic

Mean S.E Min Max
Wave 4 betweeness centrality (percentile) 12.70 16.75 0.00 100.00
Wave 5 betweeness centrality (percentile) 11.06 16.64 0.00 100.00
Wave 4 depression 0.02 1.17 -4.32 4.73
Wave 5 depression 0.03 1.24 -4.36 4.60
Wave 4 anxiety 0.01 1.20 -4.47 4.60
Wave 5 anxiety 0.01 1.26 -4.42 4.65
Wave 4 school attachment -1.29 1.23 -5.28 3.08
Wave 5 school attachment -0.01 1.02 -3.62 3.47
Male 0.49 0.50 0.00 1.00
Black 0.35 0.48 0.00 1.00
Latino 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
Other minority 0.07 0.24 0.00 1.00
One parent household 0.13 0.30 0.00 1.00
Age 14.60 1.04 12.00 18.00
Mother's education 2.22 1.49 0.00 5.00
Father's education 2.00 1.55 0.00 5.00
GPA 1.80 0.87 0.00 4.00
Participates in sports 0.54 0.48 0.00 1.00
Participates in service clubs 0.32 0.44 0.00 1.00
Participates in arts 0.26 0.41 0.00 1.00
Participates in yearbook/newspaper 0.14 0.31 0.00 1.00
Participates in honors societies 0.25 0.41 0.00 1.00
Participates in DARE 0.09 0.25 0.00 1.00
School size 571.37 304.69 21.00 1564.00
Percent minority in school 0.48 0.18 0.11 0.93
Bullying outdegree 0.77 1.30 0.00 9.00
Bullying indegre: 0.7¢ 1.4¢ 0.0C 17.0C

N=5,010

Table 3.2 presents the results for popularity.héiligh | included both random
intercepts, the model found no variation in pogtyyasccurring at the neighborhood level.
The random intercept at the school level, howewas significant. Model A shows that
school size has a negative effect on popularitgpide the fact that popularity is normalized

to a percentile scale. It is more difficult todoéig fish in a big pond.
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Table 3.2: Cross-Classified HLM of Popularity (Pecentile)

Model A Model B Model C

B SE B SE B SE
Intercept 29.09 **  4.88 29.31 =+ 4.89 30.23 =*  4.87
Popularity at wave 4 0.25 ** 0.01 0.25*  0.01 0.25 ®** 01
Network size -0.01 *  0.00 -0.01 ** 0.00 -0.01 ** 0.00
Male -1.89 **  0.48 -1.89 ¥**  0.48 -1.89 ¥**  0.48
One parent -2.03 * 0.79 -2.01 * 0.79 -2.05 ** 0.78
Age -1.02 *  0.32 -1.03 ** 0.32 -1.06 **  0.32
Participates in sports 1.72*  0.53 1.72 *»* 053 1.73 ¥ 8B
Participates in service clubs -0.11 0.60 -0.10 0.60 90.0 0.60
Participates in arts 0.38 0.67 0.38 0.67 0.40 0.67
Participates in yearbook/newspaper -2.14 * 081 -2.10 * 0.82 -2.10 * 0.82
Participates in honors societies 0.45 0.75 0.44 074 803 0.74
Participates in DARE -0.46 1.05 -0.55 1.06 -0.53 1.06
Mother's education 0.13 0.19 0.12 0.19 0.12 0.19
Father's education 0.01 0.22 0.02 0.22 0.03 0.22
GPA 0.00 0.34 0.01 0.34 0.01 0.34
Percent minority -3.56 3.76 -3.46 3.77 -4.71 3.75
Black -0.04 0.56 -0.49 0.66 -0.28 0.66
Latino 0.64 1.24 1.34 1.48 1.59 1.48
Other minority -1.46 1.00 -2.13 7 1.20 -2.10 » 1.20
Bullying outdegree 0.36 * 0.18 0.01 0.26 0.02 0.26
Bullying indegree -0.30 ~ 0.16 -0.17 0.22 -0.16 0.22
Bullying outdegree * Black 0.67 » 0.40 0.03 0.97
Bullying indegree * Black -0.09 0.35 -0.92 0.72
Bullying outdegree * Latino 0.13 0.97 281 2.74
Bullying indegree * Latino -0.99 0.82 -2.69 2.36
Bullying outdegree * Other minority 1.23 7 0.71 -5.44 ** 1.89
Bullying indegree * Other minority -0.43 0.61 0.07 221
Percent minority*Black*Bullying outdegree 1.19 1.57
Percent minority*Black*Bullying indegree 1.96 1.46
Percent minority*Latino*Bullying outdegree -5.48 5.37
Percent minority*Latino*Bullying indegree 3.30 4.32
Percent minority*Other minority*Bullying outdegree 14.93 ***  3.86
Percent minority*Other minority*Bullying indegree -1.49 4.03
School Random intercept 9.14 * 4.34 9.19 * 4.37 8.75 * 4.17

Neighborhood random interct
N=5,01(

A.<.05, one-tail test; *p<.05; *p<.01; **p<.001

Boys were less popularity than girls by an averafgeearly two percentile points.

Somewhat surprisingly, older students were als® pepular. One possible interpretation of

this finding is that older students are more likigljhave failed grades and therefore have

academic and social or emotional problems. As hbgrexpected, athletes were more
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popular, while those who participated in yearbo@tenress so. We find no significant
differences for other extra-curricular activitiesd parental education seems to have no
effect either. Surprisingly, average grades hasffext on popularity in either direction.
Race, either at the individual or the school leatdp has no significant effect on popularity,

which might be interpreted as a sign of social pees.

Finally, bullying other studeniacreasesone’s popularity, contrary to hypothesis 1.
For every three victims, a bully increased her paity by one percentile point between
waves 4 and 5. Conversely, victims lost popularf®n average, a victim with ten bullies
would drop three percentile points, or nearly oifi-bf a standard deviation. | also tested
models (not shown) with an added interaction betwmdlying indegree and bullying
outdegree, but neither the interaction nor the meéfects were significant, so the interaction

is excluded from further models.

In model B, we find that African-American studeatsd those of other (non-Latino)
minority backgrounds enjoy a particular populabtost when they bully others, supporting
hypothesis 5. Figure 2 plots the interactions ketwrace and bullying, showing that
particular benefit enjoyed by African-Americans aitber non-Latino minorities. In fact,
the “other” minorities face a popularity deficit@mparison to whites, unless they engage in
bullying behavior. In model C, which includes iraetions with school diversity, we find
that the interaction between black and bullyingdmees insignificant. Other minorities
maintain their popularity boost from bullying, bartly in schools with high proportions of

minority students, contrary to hypothesis 7.
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Figure 2: Predicted Effect of Bullying Outdegree on
Popularity, by Race

10

—e— White

8 —=— Black
—a— Other minority //

Popularity (Percentile)

Bullying Outdegree

Table 3.3 presents results for depression. Natran in depression was found at the
neighborhood level, and the random school intertsepiso not statistically significant.
Depression was higher for kids in large schools fioa those in smaller schools. We find no
significant gender, age, or family structure diffieces, and parent education is also once

again insignificant.
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Table 3.3: Cross-Classified HLM of Depressic

B SE B SE B SE
Intercept 0.17 0.30 0.17 0.30 0.17 0.30
Depression at Wave 4 0.50 *** 0.02 0.50 *** 0.02 0.50 *** @
Network size 0.00 ~ 0.00 0.00 ~ 0.00 0.00 ~ 0.00
Male -0.07 » 0.04 -0.07 © 0.04 -0.07 0.04
One parent -0.05 0.07 -0.05 0.07 -0.05 0.07
Age 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02
Participates in sports 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.04
Participates in service clubs -0.11 * 0.05 -0.11 * 0.05 .130* 0.05
Participates in arts 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04
Participates in yearbook/newspaper 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.07 .06 0 0.07
Participates in honors societies -0.06 0.06 -0.06 0.06 0.06- 0.05
Participates in DARE -0.04 0.08 -0.04 0.08 -0.04 0.08
Mother's education 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02
Father's education -0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.01
GPA -0.10 =+  0.02 -0.10 *** 0.02 -0.10 *** 0.02
Percent minority -0.15 0.13 -0.15 0.13 -0.15 0.13
Black -0.09 * 0.04 -0.10 * 0.05 -0.10 * 0.05
Latino 0.10 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11
Other minority 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.09
Bullying outdegree 0.02 ~ 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Bullying indegree 0.03 * 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Bullying outdegree * Black -0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.07
Bullying indegree * Black 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.05
Bullying outdegree * Latino 0.01 0.07 0.08 0.19
Bullying indegree * Latino -0.02 0.07 -0.17 0.22
Bullying outdegree * Other minority 0.04 0.05 0.14 0.14
Bullying indegree * Other minority 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.16
Percent minority*Black*Bullying outdegree 0.01 0.11
Percent minority*Black*Bullying indegree 0.00 0.11
Percent minority*Latino*Bullying outdegree -0.14 0.35
Percent minority*Latino*Bullying indegree 0.29 0.37

Percent minority*Other minority*Bullying outdegree -0.22 0.27
Percent minority*Other minority*Bullying indegree 0.00 0.31
School Random intercept 0.001 0.002 0.001 HitH 0.001 20.00

Neighborhood random interct — — — — — —
N=5,01(
N.<.05, one-tall test; *p<.05; **p<.01; **p<.001

Most extra-curricular activities also have no siigaint effect on depression. The lone
exception is participation in service clubs, whagipears to decrease depression, as might be
expected. Students with better grades also expmrikesignificantly reduced depression

between waves.
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While school diversity is not related to depresshldack students experienced
significantly less depression than whites. Coassisivith hypotheses 1 and 2, involvement
in bullying significantly increased depressioraldo tested the interaction of bullying
outdegree and indegree (not shown), but agaimereihe main effects nor the interaction
were significant in any of the depression modaighe interaction was dropped. Model B
includes interactions between bullying and race fibds no evidence that the effects of
bullying involvement on depression differ by ra¢anally, model C adds interactions
between race, bullying involvement, and school i, but none of the interactions have a
significant effect. It would appear, then thataotwement in bullying significantly increases

depression uniformly across racial groups and dctettings.

Table 3.4 presents results for anxiety. Firstntoglel found no variation in anxiety at
the school level, and the neighborhood level randdercept was insignificant. On average,
boys were significantly less anxious than girlg] #mose with low grade point averages were
significantly more anxious. African-American statiewere somewhat less anxious than
whites, which is in keeping with other researchgasging lower levels of depression and
anxiety. Finally, while being victimized is nogsificant, bullying others appears to increase
anxiety, supporting hypothesis 1. Models B an@<I interactions between race, bullying

and diversity, but find no significant variationtime relationships.
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Table 3.4: Cross-Classified HLM of Anxiety

B SE B SE B SE
Intercept -0.16 0.31 -0.16 0.31 -0.17 0.306
Anxiety at wave 4 0.48 ** 0.02 0.48 ***  0.02 0.48 ** 0.019
Network size 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000
Male -0.21 *=* 0.04 -0.21 =+ 0.04 -0.21 *** 0.037
One parent 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.061
Age 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.021
Participates in sports -0.04 0.04 -0.04 0.04 -0.04 0.042
Participates in service clubs -0.04 0.05 -0.04 0.05 40.0 0.050
Participates in arts 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.047
Participates in yearbook/newspaper -0.06 0.06 -0.06 6 0.0 -0.06 0.059
Participates in honors societies -0.02 0.05 -0.02 0.05 0.02- 0.054
Participates in DARE 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.075
Mother's education 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.018
Father's education 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.014
GPA -0.08 *  0.02 -0.08 *  0.02 -0.08 *  0.024
Percent minority 0.04 0.12 0.03 0.12 0.03 0.133
Black -0.08 7  0.04 -0.07 0.05 -0.07 0.051
Latino 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.12 0.08 0.115
Other minority 0.03 0.09 0.06 0.10 0.06 0.097
Bullying outdegree 0.02 » 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.019
Bullying indegree 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.016
Bullying outdegree * Black -0.02 0.03 -0.05 0.078
Bullying indegree * Black 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.056
Bullying outdegree * Latino 0.04 0.08 -0.01 0.213
Bullying indegree * Latino -0.06 0.06 -0.21 0.188
Bullying outdegree * Other minority -0.03 0.06 0.14 BBl
Bullying indegree * Other minority -0.01 0.04 -0.07 0.170
Percent minority*Black*Bullying outdegree 0.06 0.123
Percent minority*Black*Bullying indegree -0.07 0.126
Percent minority*Latino*Bullying outdegree 0.11 0.390
Percent minority*Latino*Bullying indegree 0.31 0.340
Percent minority*Other minority*Bullying outdegree -0.36 0.344
Percent minority*Other minority*Bullying indegree 0.12 0.311
School Random intercept — — — — — —
Neighborhood random interct 0.001 0.00¢ 0.001 0.00¢ 0.001 0.00¢

N=5,01(

A.<.05, one-tail test; *p<.05; **p<.01; **p<.001

Table 3.5 presents the results for school attachmed shows no significant variation

for either the random school or random neighborhatafcepts. The size of the school,

however, is negatively related to school attachmeren after controlling for age, which is

positively related to attachment. Surprisinglynsidering their superior academic

90



achievement, girls are significantly less attacteesichool than boys. Those who participate

in sports are more attached to school, while tdse are involved in the arts are less so.

Finally, the racial diversity of the school is nagaly related to school attachment,

regardless of individual racevhich is not related to school attachment.

Table 3.5: Cross-Classified HLM of School Attachmet

B SE B SE B SE
Intercept 0.33 0.27 0.32 0.27 0.33 0.271
School attachment at wave 4 0.38 *** 0.01 0.38 *x* 0.01 38 0.013
Network size 0.00 *** 0.00 0.00 *** 0.00 0.00 =+ 0.000
Male 0.11 * 0.03 0.11 ** 0.03 0.11 * 0.034
One parent -0.01 0.05 -0.01 0.05 -0.01 0.051
Age 0.03 7 0.02 0.03 » 0.02 0.04 » 0.020
Participates in sports 0.06 » 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.036
Participates in service clubs 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.05 04@®.
Participates in arts -0.07 » 0.03 -0.07 » 0.04 -0.07 » 0.035
Participates in yearbook/newspaper 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 050 0.046
Participates in honors societies -0.02 0.04 -0.02 0.04 0.02- 0.041
Participates in DARE 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.066
Mother's education -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.014
Father's education 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.014
GPA 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.020
Percent minority -0.47 ¥ 0.13 -0.47 *+* 0.13 -0.51 *** 042
Black -0.07 ~ 0.04 -0.07 0.05 -0.06 0.047
Latino 0.11 0.08 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.095
Other minority -0.11 0.08 -0.19 * 0.08 -0.18 * 0.075
Bullying outdegree -0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.017
Bullying indegree 0.00 0.01 -0.02 ~ 0.01 -0.02 0.013
Bullying outdegree * Black -0.04 » 0.03 -0.07 0.058
Bullying indegree * Black 0.03 » 0.02 0.05 0.041
Bullying outdegree * Latino -0.05 0.06 -0.28 » 0.165
Bullying indegree * Latino 0.07 0.05 0.12 0.147
Bullying outdegree * Other minority 0.06 0.05 0.04 m11
Bullying indegree * Other minority 0.03 0.06 -0.04 0313
Percent minority*Black*Bullying outdegree 0.05 0.090
Percent minority*Black*Bullying indegree -0.03 0.082
Percent minority*Latino*Bullying outdegree 0.49 0.316
Percent minority*Latino*Bullying indegree -0.10 0.274
Percent minority*Other minority*Bullying outdegree 0.04 0.229
Percent minority*Other minority*Bullying indegree 0.14 0.277
School Random intercept 0.005 0.003 0.005 0.003 0.005 030.0
Neighborhood random interct 0.00c¢ 0.00z 0.001 0.00z 0.001 0.00z

N=5,01(
N.<.05, one-tail test; *p<.05; **p<.01; **p<.001
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Oddly, grades are unrelated to school attachmaedttteere appears to be no significant
relationship between bullying involvement and sdtadtachment. However, once
interactions between race and bullying are intredugnodel B), we find that the main effect
of bullying indegree becomes significant and negatiThe interactions between race and
bullying are significant only at the .10 level, andhe opposite direction of what |
hypothesized, but are worth considering nonethel®@gs find that the positive interaction
between bullying indegree and Black essentiallycelnout the negative main effect of
being picked on (Figure 3). So, it appears thait&¥ébecome more detached from school

when they are picked on, while Blacks become metaahed when they pick on others.

Figure 3: Effects of Bullying Outdegree and Indegree
on School Attachment, by Race
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Finally, table 3.6 displays the results of suicidempts> Initially, a cross-classified
model was estimated (again with random intercejpit®tn the neighborhood and school
levels) using proc glimmix in SAS 9, but the modeluld not converge. | was able to
estimate the two random effects in separate moldetseither were significant and so |

present an ordinary logistic regression mddel.

We find that school size is positively related sicgle attempts: for every additional
100 students, the likelihood of suicide increases®percent. Girls and those who live in
one parent homes are 1.8 and 1.5 times as likedpectively, to attempt suicide (compared
to boys and those in two-parent homes). Kids wdrti@pate in service clubs are less likely
to attempt suicide, while those who serve on trely@ok or student paper are more likely

than others to do so.

With respect to race, blacks are just 40 percehkely as whites to attempt suicide,
and are also significantly less likely than allatinacial groups. Regardless of race,
attending a high-minority school increases riskutide significantly: for every one
percentage point increase in the percent minamnithé school, the likelihood of suicide
increases by one percent. Bullying others is alatted to suicide attempts, but being

victimized increases the likelihood of attemptingcgde: for every additional person who

% pgain, for ethical reasons, the measure only cosuicide attempts that were reported to a resplenadult,
and thus, may not reflect all suicide attemptds tnly for the sake of brevity that | refer t@tmeasure simply
as suicide attempts. For ease of interpretatather than include an indicator for whether thgpoaslent had
ever attempted suicide by wave 4, and then mclahgein suicide attempts, | exclude the 143 respondents
who had reported suicide attempts prior to wavé therefore use wave 4 indicators to model theliitood of
a suicide attempt between waves 5 and 7.

2 There were no substantive differences between didat included random intercepts (at either tteosl or
neighborhood level) and models with no random o@pts.
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bullies her, a victim’s likelihood of suicide in@ges by 13 percent. Despite the strong

effects of race, diversity, and bullying, we find significant interactions between any of

these factors.

Table 3.6: Cross-Classified Hierarchical Mixed Mo of Suicide Attempt:

B SE B SE B SE
Intercept 0.07 0.20 0.08 0.20 0.04 0.20
Network size 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Male 0.09 **=* 0.02 0.09 **=* 0.02 0.09 ***  0.02
One parent 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.04
Age 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Participates in sports -0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.03
Participates in service clubs -0.06 » 0.03 -0.05 0.03 .05¢ 0.03
Participates in arts -0.02 0.04 -0.02 0.04 -0.02 0.04
Participates in yearbook/newspaper 0.09 » 0.05 0.09 7 500 0.097 0.05
Participates in honors societies -0.04 0.04 -0.04 0.04 0.04- 0.04
Participates in DARE 0.10 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.09 0.06
Mother's education -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.02
Father's education 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01
GPA -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.02
Percent minority 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.14 ~ 0.08
Black 0.00 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.03 0.03
Latino -0.02 0.07 -0.01 0.07 -0.01 0.07
Other minority 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.07 0.06
Bullying outdegree 0.02 ~ 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Bullying indegree -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01
Bullying outdegree * Black 0.02 0.02 0.09 * 0.04
Bullying indegree * Black -0.01 0.02 0.01 0.04
Bullying outdegree * Latino -0.06 0.05 -0.06 0.13
Bullying indegree * Latino 0.04 0.04 0.15 0.11
Bullying outdegree * Other minority 0.01 0.03 -0.04 0.09
Bullying indegree * Other minority -0.02 0.03 0.18 ~ 0.10
Percent minority*Black*Bullying outdegree -0.12 » 0.07
Percent minority*Black*Bullying indegree -0.03 0.07
Percent minority*Latino*Bullying outdegree -0.01 0.26
Percent minority*Latino*Bullying indegree -0.21 0.20
Percent minority*Other minority*Bullying outdegree 0.10 0.19
Percent minority*Other minority*Bullying indegree -0.39 * 0.18
School Random intercept 0.0010 0.0013 0.0010 0.0013 168.00 0.0014
Neighborhood random intercept 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0300 0.0003 0.0003

N=3,07i

N.<.05, one-tail test; *p<.05; *p<.01; **p<.001
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Conclusions

This analysis has considered a number of diffevattomes, with mixed results.
Before drawing general conclusions, however, wwasth considering some of the findings
that were not part of my hypotheses. First, schad, when it is significant, is related to
negative outcomes: more depression, more suitidmpts, and lower school attachment.
Boys are less popular than girls, on average,Hayt &ppear to be happier: they have lower
levels of depression and anxiety, are less likelgttempt suicide, and are more attached to

school.

High school stereotypes are reinforced in thisymigl First, we find beneficial effects
of volunteering: those who participate in senctgs are less depressed and less likely to
attempt suicide. Those who are involved in yeakbmathe school paper, on the other hand,
are less popular and more likely to attempt suicillthletes are, not surprisingly, more
popular and more attached to school. Earning gpades reduces depression and anxiety,

on average.

Turning to the core findings, we find thatolvement in bullying is a significant factor
in all of the outcomes considere¥ictims of bullying become less popular, morg@mssed,
less attached to school (with racial variation) amore likely to attempt suicide. However,
bullying others leads timcreasedoopularity, though at the cost of greater anxsets
depression. Others have found that bullies aengsbpular(e.g., Olweus, 1993; Pelligrini et
al., 1999), though to the author’s knowledge thithe first analysis that has used

longitudinal data to show that bullying actuallgieases social status. This analysis
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suggests that what may appear to be senselessyanag} actually be instrumental behavior,

with lasting rewards beyond the fleeting entertaninvalue of bullying.

In general, we find that African-American studeats psychologically somewhat
better off than Whites, as they are significantlyd depressed, less anxious and less likely to
attempt suicide. This finding is consistent withah other research (e.g., Riolo et al., 2005).
Racially diverse schools, however, tend to havdesits who are less attached to school, and
also to have more frequent suicide attempts. iBlsemewhat paradoxical because in this
setting, more diverse schools have more African-Acae students—who have lower rates
of suicide attempts than Whites. It is possibd@@igh not certain) that the deleterious effects

of diversity are on Whites.

While we find effects of bullying, race, and divigyson several of the outcomes, only
rarely is there any evidence that the consequesfdasllying involvement vary by race.
Specifically, we find no racial differences in amfythe mental health outcomes. This is
consistent with research by Rowe et al. (1994)fihds no racial variation in the

correlations between a wide range of social andhpspgical variables.

However, we do find racial variation in the conseees of bullying for the two
outcomes that are, perhaps, more contingent oh poceesses as opposed to the more
fundamental and universal factors involved in pgyabical pathology. For African-
Americans and other non-Latino minorities, bullywihers increases popularity more than it

does for whites, and for African-Americans, bullyiathers also decreases school
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attachment. We also find that, after being bull\thites, Latinos, and other minorities
become less attached to school, while being pickedppears to have a negligible effect on
African-Americans’ school attachment. Interestingle find that while school diversity
itself has consequences, it has no moderatingtedfecace-bullying interactions (with one

exception).

This study has provided support for the idea tlsgthological processes are no
different for adolescents of different races. Ireonent in bullying diminishes mental
health, regardless of race. We cannot conclude this analysis, however, that all the
consequences of bullying are invariant by racepdrticular, future research should attempt
to learn more about why African-Americans and n@tiio minorities appear to enjoy

particular status benefits from bullying others.

Finally, I would like to consider the implication$ this analysis for prevention. First,
this analysis joins the chorus of research showimg important it is to prevent bullying.
The physical and mental health of children and estmnts are severely diminished when
they become involved in bullying, either as perggetr or victim. Second, this analysis has
reinforced the idea that bullying is not simply selless cruelty, engaged in for fleeting
laughs. Rather, it can have lasting, positive eqansnces for the bully’s social prospects.
One challenge for prevention, then, is to redefinklying into something that is uncool. To
do this will require interventions that reach nadtjbullies, but their audiences, the majority
of students who are not directly involved in butilyi These are the ones who reward

aggression. Fortunately, coolness is a fragilegthtwhat is cool one day is out the next,
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what is fashionable in one school may not be irtte@ro We need prevention efforts that will

help make bullying always “out.”
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CHAPTER 4
WHO NEEDS ENEMIES? THE ROLE OF RACE, STATUS, ANDGIAL

DISTANCE IN BULLYING RELATIONS

l. Introduction

Two decades ago, a review of our sociological ustdading of race relations in the
United States noted agreement that things havegeldaibut that “no overarching
sociological perspective has emerged to explaisetithanges” (Pettigrew, 1985, p. 329).
This was due, in part, to the increased complexityace relations, brought about largely by
the Civil Rights movement. While overtly racistiatdes have dwindled, other indirect
forms of discrimination have persisted. By the 1h880’s, there had been significant
progress, in minority voting registration and ediaraal attainment, for instance, but
significant disparities remained (Pettigrew, 198bhday, those trends have continued:
minority students continue to erode the educatiattainment gap, and aspirations for post-
secondary education are high among all racial #muieegroups (Kao and Thompson, 2003).
At the same time, significant problems remain: iésin-Americans, Latinos, and Native
Americans are all significantly more likely than Ws to attend poor schools and to drop

out of high school (White and Kaufman, 1997).

In addition to persistent academic inequalities disgarities between whites and

minorities, the social organization of schools basn of concern to researchers and



policymakers alike. While thBrown v. Board of Educatiodecision desegregated schools,
it was not able to desegregate the social cirdekair hallways, cafeterias, and locker
rooms. Research has consistently shown that hoitlgoptiriendship, the principle that
people befriend similar others, is stronger witbpect to race than any other broad
demographic category (McPherson et al., 2001)t 1mpercent of American adults have
any racial heterogeneity among their close tiesRfMason et al., 2006). Given the
established importance of peer influence, suchasbomogeneity could exacerbate existing
patterns of lower achievement among minorities ¢8oe et al, 2003). For this and other
reasons, scholars have begun to examine the comslitinder which desegregation of

schools can lead to integration of friendship gso(ioody, 2001).

The specific mechanisms that produce such racraigeneity are difficult to
pinpoint. Certainly propinquity, the tendency pm@ople to befriend those they happen to
spend more time with, plays a substantial role fliedship homogeneity is substantially
greater than would be expected by chance along fopdy, 2001). While overt racism has
receded over the past fifty years [for examplel 942, just 42 percent of Whites thought
“Blacks should have as good a chance as White pdomet any kind of job,” compared to
92 percent in 1972 (Pettigrew, 1979)] racial disgnation has instead become indirect and
more difficult to either observe or analyze (faieaiew, see Winant, 2000). It does not
suffice to simply ask direct questions on surveygsmany will deny their racial biases, even
as they reveal them subtly (Bonilla-Silva and Fann2000). These prejudices may help

explain racial homogeneity in the friendship ciscté¢ adolescents and adults.
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While we already know much about the patternsiehfiship ties among adolescents,
much less is known about relations among studehtsasenot friends; this gap is especially
significant given that, in typical friendship netiks, the vast majority of pairs of students are
not directly linked?® So how do we understand the absence of friep@shin the one hand,
pairs who are not themselves friends, but who ec&aby close may have amicable relations,
and friends of friends often become friends, agesatgd by balance theory (Heider, 1946),
and empirically demonstrated in American middle higth schools (Moody, 1998). On the
other hand, the absence of a friendship tie casla inply animosity: having two friends
who are not themselves friends may entail rivajriéesl has been shown to create
psychological strain that can lead to suicidal ttda (Bearman and Moody, 2004). It
cannot be discerned, using typical friendship nétvdata, whether the absence of friendship

implies amicability, neutrality, or animosity.

Unfortunately, data on negative relations are exélg rare, particularly in the context
of schools. To the author’s knowledge, no netwaata on negative ties have been collected
in American schools. Considering the increasinwpkrly (and administrative) attention
paid to racial integration and racial climate ihaals, a better understanding of negative
relations is required. Here | present data onrefsively general form of negative relation,

bullying, and consider factors from these differéaimains.

In addition to informing our understanding of raetations among adolescents, this

analysis is also motivated by concern over a ssrsmgial problem. Estimates of bullying

8 This is partly due to survey design, which oftestrict friendship nominations to five or severowéver,
even studies with unlimited nomination possibiitfend that the majority of dyads are not friendgy(, Moody
and Paxton, 2003).
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prevalence suggest that at least 17 percent of ikareschoolchildren are bullied annually
(Nansel et al., 2001). The consequences of bigjlsine serious: being victimized by bullies
is significantly positively related to suicidal m&on (Rigby and Slee, 1999, Kaltiala-Heino
et al., 1999; Carney, 2000; Owens et al., 200@jascsolation (Nansel et al., 2001; Hay et
al., 2004; Hodges and Perry, 1999), anxiety andedsmpn (Schafer et al., 2004; Olweus,
1993; Callagan and Joseph, 1995; Neary and Jo$6p#; Baldry, 2004; Dill et al., 2004),
low self esteem (e.g., Olweus, 1993; O’Moore andkikam, 2001; Karatzias et al., 2002),
physical health problems (Ghandour et al., 20049, diminished academic performance and

school attachment (Woods and Wolke, 2004; Eisenbieady, 2003).

Bullying is inherently relational, involving perpators and victims. However, to the
author’s knowledge, only one study, of Dutch foeayolds, has analyzed bullying from a
network perspective (Vermande et al. 2000). Wédme studies rely on peer nominations to
determine who bullies and who does not, virtuallggamine bullying as a behavior of an
individual, not as a relationship. Much has besarred, but these analyses cannot tell us,
for example, whether bullying is more likely to acdetween kids of different races, or

whether boys are more likely to bully girls thangare to bully boys.

It is important to clarify that while bullying (akefined below) is quite general and
includes a wide range of behaviors, such as pug¢cheasing, ostracism, and rumor-
mongeringjt is not the opposite of friendshipf we simply wanted to clarify the meaning of
the absence of a friendship tie in a network, decative of neutrality or animosity, it might

be more appropriate to ask kids who their enenmes Bxamining bullying relations cannot
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tell us these things, and we cannot simply taketvwghienown of friendship relations, reverse
the propositions, and apply them to bullying. Témalysis is an initial exploration of
bullying as a network relation that is distinctrfrobut not simply the opposite of, friendship,
and is guided by diverse research on friendshiepe, race, and bullyinghe purposes of
this paper are: a) to examine the effect of rasiatilarity on bullying and explore whether
that effect is modified by racial diversity; b)donsider structural factors that make bullying
more likely; c) to determine how status differenafésct the likelihood of bullying at the

dyadic level.

Before continuing, it is worth pointing out thatadiic models use ordered pairs of
actors?® include all possible pairs of students, and mduelikelihood of a tie. Often the
first actor in an ordered pair is referred to asghnder and the second is the receiver. The
dyadic models of bullying in this analysis contim the number of students the sender
bullied and the number of students who bulliedrdeziver. As such, all the factors that
make an individual more likely to bully in genersilich as family conflict, status insecurity,
or low school attachment, should already be acealfdr by including the number of
students the sender bullies. Similarly, the faxtbat make the receiver more likely to be
bullied in general are also accounted for. Becad@isiis, these models focus on the
characteristics of theyad not the individuals composing it, and include toenbined
demographic characteristics of the paithe social status differences between them, amd th

structural connections which link them.

% For example, the pair Adam-Billy is included iretiata along with the pair Billy-Adam.

% For instance, the dyadic effect of race can ba bgdooking at white-white pairs compared to whitack
pairs, etc.
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Il. Race and Bullying

Research on bullying has tended to define it agdgimg in negative actions against a
less powerful person repeatedly and over time” @isy 1999; Kaukiainen et al., 2002).
However, observing and measuring the relative pakschoolchildren is complicated, and
in practice, the definition is circular—if someoisebeing repeatedly victimized, they are less
powerful. Additionally, if one student harasseswather students, but only one time each,

this would be excluded from the definition of butlg.

Accordingly, | abandon the relative power aspedhefdefinition, or rather, accept the
circular logic of victimization implying power inegty, and focus instead on victimization
itself. | also relax the requirement of repeatedimization, acknowledging that a student
may pick on her peers regularly, but no single stidn a frequent basis. Therefore, |
define bullying as a situation, however brief, wharperpetrator harms a victim who is a
peer, using physical (hitting, tripping, etc.),atit verbal (name-calling, threats of violence),
or indirect (rumor-mongering, ostracism, etc.) &ggron, and in a context of a continued

relationship.

The literature on school bullying has largely igeibthe role of race in either
predicting bullying behavior or in accounting fanation in its consequences (for
exceptions, see Graham and Juvonen, 2002 and Naredel2001). However, where race is
considered, it often matters: in one study, Afmidemerican students were significantly
more likely than others to bully their peers (Grahend Juvonen, 2002), while another found

that Whites experienced more harassment than B(&ikenberg et al., 2003). Additionally,
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Nansel et al. (2001) found that one-quarter of Acaer students who were ever bullied were
specifically belittled about their religion or racklowever, self-reports by victims are

limited in that they reveal only overtly racial baihg. This analysis will not be limited by
perceived motives (nor will it be able to discerative at all) and will be able to detect
whether students tend to bully students of othezsaven when the abuse is not overtly

racist.

While there is a dearth of research on interrdmidllying, we can turn to analyses of
interracial friendships for insights. While thepgeme Court mandated that schools be race-
blind, students are not, and homophily, the prilectpat people tend to befriend similar
others, is a dominant feature of adolescent frieipdsetworks (e.g., Tuma and Hallinan,
1979; Hallinan and Williams, 1989). Because o$ #id structural factors such as tracking,
the friendship circles of adolescents in the USaodiren racially homogenous (Clotfelter,

2002).

The first question, then, is whether bullying isrmor less likely to occur among
same-race or mixed race pairs. One approachngively presume that bullying and
friendship are mutually exclusive, and that thesalos of friendship at least makes the
presence of bullying more likely. If so, we cotitégn derive hypotheses from the literature
on adolescent friendship, and would expect bullgongccur between races more often than
within racial groups. A second approach is to rgntiecontentof the relations for a

moment, forgetting that friendship is positive dndlying is negative, and consider both as
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forms of social interaction. In this case, we vebekpect bullying to follow the patterns of

friendship, rather than reverse them.

There are at least two reasons to adopt the Epigoach. The first reason is
propinquity. Residential segregation, differentetles of participation in extra-curricular
activities, and academic tracking may inhibit ogpoities for students of different races to
interact at all, for good or ill. Secondly, wheunliging does occur between kids of different
races, it raises the specter of generalized cofitveen racial groups, as occurred at
Jefferson High School in Los Angeles in 2005. Rdgeuld (2003) showed that
collectivities have an interest in clearly demoaisiig their solidarity, and so seemingly
isolated conflicts between individuals can quicgpyral into large-scale collective violence.
Therefore, based on the consistent findings of hghitp among adolescents, | hypothesize

the following:

Hypothesis 1 Bullying is more likely to occur among same-race@gpaompared to

mixed-race pairs.

There are just a few network studies of interraitiahdship and racial diversity in
American schools. In each case, the outcome efast is the likelihood of friendship
between two students of different races. Joyndrkao (2000) find that students in schools
with greater proportions of students of their owoe are less likely to make cross-race
friendships. Moody (2001) also examines diverany integration and his findings largely

support Joyner and Kao’s (2000) in that diversstfor the most part inversely related to
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integration®* Only at the highest levels of diversity does inwp preference begin to
decline (Moody, 2001 This is contrary to Blau’s (1977) propositiontthaterogeneity

increases the probability of interaction beyondingxopportunities.

On the other hand, other theoretical work on rackiaterracial aggression predicts
that interracial violence will increase with divieys Specifically, Blalock (1967) argues that
county lynching rates will accelerate as perceatlincreases, a finding borne out in
empirical studies (e.g., Reed, 1972; Corzine etl8B83). While interracial violence might
seem to offer a good model for understanding iatéat bullying, there is a qualitative
difference between the violence of lynching, in ethihere is often little or no social
connection between perpetrator and victim and wtiexee are also symbolic objectives, and
bullying, which occurs in the context of continuethtions and is obviously less severe.
Because of this, | abandon the analogy of inteatdmillying to lynching and maintain that

bullying will follow the patterns of friendship, wéh suggests the following:

Hypothesis 2 Same-race dyads in diverse schools will be moedito involve
bullying than same-race dyads in less diverse dshoo

Propinquity

31 Moody defines diversity as the probability thaaadomly selected pair of students will be of dedént race,
and integration as the extent to which studentg lid@nds of different races, after accountingdoance and
propinquity.

*2|n contrast, Quillian and Campbell (2003) foundttbwn-group preferenceiisverselyrelated to the
proportion of students of the same race. Both Mamaty Quillian and Campbell use the Add Health ddtaD
their divergent results are most likely explaingdtiie fact that Quillian and Campbell do not ingus many
controls for propinquity, nor do they include stwal controls typical of p* models. It also isalear whether
they included the main effect of diversity in theiodels. For these reasons, | have greater cowfidia
Moody'’s findings.
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Much of the work on adolescent friendship has atergid the effects of propinquity—
the fact that students are more likely to befrishdlents with whom they spend more time
with (Festinger et al., 1950; Quiroz et al., 1998) keeping with the above, my expectation
is that bullying is more likely between pairs aidgénts who participate in extra-curricular

activities together and who live in the same negghbods.

Hypothesis 3:The likelihood of bullying increases if the pairstfidents live in the

same neighborhood and with the number of extracular activities they have in common.

Gender

Gender also organizes social life in powerful wdgt,gender interaction follows a
different logic than race, where factors like relatgroup size and propinquity are primary
forces behind homophily along with in-group preferes. This is because men and women
are represented in equal proportions, and, amounlisaat least, are deeply integrated
socially. Most adults have close confidants ofdpposite gender (McPherson et al., 2006).
Propinquity and relative group size are less safmngender relations, so same-sex
friendship patterns are largely a product of pefiee rather than structural considerations.
Among school-aged children and adolescents, cresddy friendships are unusual; in fact,
when faced with an intransitive triad, most youtfwild rather drop a same sex friend than
add a friend of a different gender (Tuma and Hahlin1979). In terms of bullying relations,
the literature suggests that boys are more aggeessgeneral (e.g., Olweus, 1993; Boulton

and Smith, 1994% As such, | propose:

%t is possible that the indirect bullying moreesftperpetrated by girls is not reflected in thessyses
(Underwood et al., 2001).
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Hypothesis 4: Bullying will be most likely to ocevithin gender; however, boys will

bully girls more often than girls will bully boys.

Friendship and Social Distance

One question that has no parallel in the intertdgendship literature is how bullying
is related to social distance, defined as the numbkiendship links separating any given
pair of actors. Social distance is important tosider in this analysis because Black and
White students (and, to a lesser extent, Asiansndas, and Native Americans) tend to be
friends with students of the same race/ethnicityating greater than average social distance
between students of different races, and it isctioee possible that the social distance effect

may confound the effect of being a mixed-race pair.

Again, if we take the naive view that bullying dasunderstood as the opposite of
friendship, then we would first hypothesize thallyang is unlikely to occur among friends.
And, given the prevalence of transitive relatiomadolescent friendship networks—the
finding that, ifais friends withb, andb is friends ofc, thena is friends withc more often
than would be expected by chance alone (e.g., Md®288; Doreian et al., 1996; Hallinan
and Kubitschek, 1990; )—we might also expect thadents are unlikely to bully their
friends’ friends (those with a social distance pf Even though the victim is not a friend,
bullying the friend of a friend may generate striairthe initial friendship. By this logic, we
would expect social distance to be positively eglab bullying, and that bullies and their

victims would tend to occupy different social spgeer
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However, this naive approach is based on a questiemssumption, that bullying and
friendship are opposing relations. Critique othremise goes back at least as far as
Simmel’s (1950, 1971) classic descriptions of reled among dyads, which argued that
friendly, intimate relations are complicated byraasity and domination. More recently,
Gould (2003) argued that conflicts between equaadd, particularly when there is ambiguity
about social rank, are more likely to spiral ineadly confrontations than conflicts between

people of differing social status. Domination igually built into friendship:

Take any two people at random, and it is unlikélgt tthey will match exactly in the
degree to which they appeal to each other as sieraVven if they do form a friendship, the
asymmetry in the relationship will...consistently mealone party to the relation feel
neglected and cause the other to feel crowdeaifadhmer demands more attention. (Gould,
2003, pp. 48).

This incongruence in demand for friendship provithesfoundation for domination,
but it is when dominance is renegotiated, for eXxamphen one friend contradicts the other

publicly, that conflict can emerge and spiral outentrol. Gould’s argument suggests the

following:

Hypothesis 5: Bullying will be more common betwkiemds than non-friends, and a
bullying tie fromA to B will be most likely when onB nominatesA as a friend, less likely

when onlyA nominatesB as a friend, and the least likely when the fridgnpss mutual.

While there are reasons to expect bullying to ot&iween friends, the friendship may
be more difficult to maintain even if bullying oacences are rare. Additionally, there is

reason to anticipate high rates of bullying amoygadd that are not friends, but which are
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socially close. If A is a socially desirable fraship “target”, and B and C are both friends
with A, then B and C may be considered rivals fég &ffections. More generally, if

bullying is instrumental toward gaining status witthe peer group, we might expect bullies
to target those within their social circle. Suc$pthys of dominance may be more
compelling than picking on social isolate or someona completely different friendship

circle. Because of this, | expect:

Hypothesis 6: In general, bullying will have anénse relationship to social distance.
However, dyads who are socially close but not fi,emay have a higher rate of bullying

than friends.

Bullying Network Factors

Thus far, | have frequently drawn on the existimgaries and empirical analyses of
friendship networks to craft hypotheses conceriltying, mostly by arguing that bullying
and friendship are not opposite relations, butaté just elements of social interaction.
However, there are conceptual limitations to tipgraach. Even acknowledging the
imbalances that Gould argues lead to dominaticendiship is at least partially reciprocal. If
there is fundamental disagreement about the pres#rfdendship between two people, an
observer would probably not label the relationssdriendship—perhaps unrequited
affection or idolization. In practice as well, @aschers typically find rates of friendship

reciprocity much greater than chance alone woudthth®*

3 However, reciprocity rates are perhaps not as aiggbne might expect: in the Contexts data, recify rates
vary between 50 and 60 percent for best friend natians.
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Bullying, on the other hand, is not conceptualhg@iprocal, undirected relation, but a
directed one, from bully to victim. Of course, maltaggression does occur. Victims
occasionally stand up to bullies. Tables can tiunt for the most part, bullying is
something one student does to another and does ot receive back. The specific
wording of the bullying nomination item was desidrie capture this directionality—it asks
for those who pick on or are mean to you, not thvaise whom you fight or have conflict.

Because of this, | do not anticipate high degrées@procal bullying between students.

Hypothesis 7 bullying relations are not likely to be reciprocdte-if A picks onB, B

is unlikely to pick orA.

| have already considered the consequences ofttuitysn the friendship network,
but we can apply the same theory of social balemoegative relations as well. Balance
theory suggests that a friend of a friend is anftidbut it also proposes that an enemy of a
friend is an enemy, a friend of an enemy is an gneamd an enemy of an enemy is a friend
(Davis, 1963). Again, unlike friendship and “eneship,” bullying is an inherently directed
relation, between a bully and a victim. As such,caanot simply substitute “bully” for
“enemy” in the above statements. An enemy of @amgnmay be a friend, but a bully of a
bully is probably a bully. Specifically, if Adamgaks on Bill, and Bill picks on Charlie, we
would expect Adam to pick on Charlie too. Thid la®position was supported in a network
study of aggression among young schoolchildrenahiadd, which found significantly
greater than expected levels of transitivity inr@ggive relations (Vermande et al., 2000).

Similarly, we may expect bullying to be less likébyoccur when it would create intransitive
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triads: if Bill is picking on Charlie, and Adamm®t picking on Charlie, Adam also may be

less likely to pick on Bilf®

Hypothesis 8:the networks of bullying should exhibit significamounts of
transitivity: if A picks onB andB picks onC, thenA also picks orC. Intransitivity is

expected to be negatively related to bullying.

If we combine transitivity and the absence of remigty a third hypothesis is
suggested: that bullying is not cyclic. If Adamks on Bill, and Bill picks on Charlie, we
do not expect Charlie to then pick on Adam. Thialso consistent with literature on

hierarchies and animal pecking orders (e.g., Mal@ir3; Schjelderup-Ebbe, 1935).

Hypothesis 9: Theetworks of bullying should have lower levels aicity than

expected by chance: Af picks onB andB picks onC, thenC is unlikely to pick or\.

Friendship Network Factors

The bullying network is not the only dimension ohigh aggressive behavior may be
structured: patterns of relations in the friengsietwork may have an even stronger effect
on bullying relations, as they are probably of tgeduration. Gould’s (2003) argument
about ambiguity in social status provides someauwée here. Gould demonstrates that

ambiguity about the relative social rank of two pleamay breed and exacerbate conflict,

% However, there may be a countervailing tendenastablish intransitive triads, depending on how
hierarchical bullying is: if Bill and Charlie do tipick on each other, Adam may create an intraresttiad
simply by picking on them both—a not uncommon sciena

113



allowing trivial disagreements to turn fatal as tdoatest centers not on the argument itself

but on social standing.

Here, | test the idea using the structure of frempl relations. Certain triad
arrangements may create ambiguities as to stagesifieally, transitivity and cyclicity. If
Abby is friends with Betty, and Betty is friendstkviCatherine, Abby could view Catherine
as arival, and seek to ostracize her. This stnas reflected by the measure of friendship
transitivity, defined as the number of transitiviads that would be created if the sender was

to nominate the receiver as a friend.

However, if we reverse one of the friendship tieshsthat Betty likes Abby and
Catherine likes Betty, we find a very differenusition, characterized by a measure of
cyclicity. Here, as before, Catherine is sociallyse, but now is of distinctly lower status
rather than arival. In both cases, however, wghinexpect Abby to victimize Catherine.

Accordingly, | hypothesize:

Hypothesis 10: Potentially transitive triads anakgntial cycles in the friendship

network are more likely to involve bullyifg.

Status
In the adolescent realm the specific markers afistaay include popularity, physical

attractiveness, pubertal development, athletic pesywcomedic ability, and fashion, among

% | use the term “potentially” because these measare indicators of how many transitive triads eycles
wouldbe created if A was to nominate B as a friend—tbaetnumber actually involved depends on whether A
did in fact nominate B as a friend. The
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others. Though there are many others, these asagthe primary dimensions of cool.
There are two competing ideas about the role tist@ne suggesting that the more popular
students will pick on the less popular ones, tlodsd suggesting that bullying is more likely

to occur between status equals.

In the case of the former, Hawley’s social domireatieory (1999) proposes that
aggression is a tactic used by stronger studemisstgveaker ones in order to make further
gains in relative social standing. As such, thestli predicts a positive relationship between
bullying and popularity, although in practice tleeiprocal nature of these variables makes it
difficult to determine causal priority. Resear@stshown that bullies are indeed more
popular (Bjoerkgvist, Oesterman, Lagerspetz, Lan@ayprara, Vittoro, and Fraczeck, 2001,
Olweus, 1993), and tend to have larger friendshyoigs (Huttunen et al., 1996). Also
consistent with social dominance theory, victime mwore likely to experience isolation and

peer rejection (e.g., Graham and Juvonen, 1998;dtal, 2004; Hodges and Perry, 1999).

However, there is also evidence to support thegsitipn that bullying is more likely
to occur among status equals. First, Gould’s vaorkiolence (2003) shows that violent
conflict is more likely to arise between statusagu Additionally, analysis of th@ontext
data (chapter 2), has found that bullies tend toecrom thaniddleof the popularity

percentiles, and the most popular students aretlaskeast likely to bully others, on
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averag€’ This in itself does not demonstrate the confliotn-equality argument, but is

consistent with it. | test these two competingaglas follows:

Hypothesis 11 The gap between the sender’s and receiver’'s popyhaill be
positively related to bullying; the absolute difiece between sender’s and receiver’'s

popularity will be negatively related to bullying.

Prior research has also suggested that bulliesttelbe more physically developed
while victims tend to be less so (e.g., Olweus,3t®atsche and Knoff, 1994). Research has
also shown that victims of bullying tend to be laisactive than others (Sweeting and West,
2001), and similarly, that bullies are more attxac{Pelligrini and Bartini, 2001).

Accordingly, I hypothesize:

Hypothesis 12: The difference between the sendadseceiver’s pubertal

development will be positively related to bullying.

Hypothesis 13: The difference between the sendadseceiver’s physical

appearance will be positively related to bullying.

[1l. Data and Methods

The Contexts of Adolescent Substance Use

3" The differences may be due to different sampleufaions, or it is possible that if earlier studiesl tested
for nonlinearity, they might have found that thesitige effect of popularity on bullying tapers afiid reverses
itself at the highest ranges of popularity.
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The Contexts of Adolescent Substance Use studegdlter, Contexts) is a longitudinal
survey of all middle and high school students me¢hcounties in North Carolina. The focus
of Contexts is on alcohol, tobacco, and drug useitlzollects information on a wide range
of other topics as well. The three counties weteced based on willingness to participate
and proximity to Chapel Hill, North Carolina, whetata collection and management occur.
The biannual survey, administered in schools, bagéme spring of 2001 with wave 1; wave
5 data was collected in the spring of 2004. Aftare 5, Contexts continues with two
additional annual surveys (Wave 6 was administarele fall of 2004, wave 7 was
administered in the fall of 2005), which means thatoldest cohort has been followed

through high school.

At wave 1, all public school students in grades,&nd 8 for each county were asked
to participate, resulting in over 5,000 particigadivided among 29 grade/class networks.
The response rate has been maintained at or al88wdd the five waves of data which

have already been collected.

In addition to questions concerning substanceaggressive behaviors, academic
performance, depression, dating violence, scheoatlatent, suicidality, physical
development, family life, and neighborhood chanasties, the survey asks students to
nominate up to five of their best friends. Begimmin waves 4 and 5, the survey adds
guestions asking students to nominate up to fivdesits whom they “are mean to or pick

on” and up to five students who are mean to or pickhe respondent. In addition to naming
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the peers who are bullies and victims, the sun®sy asks questions regarding the manner of

bullying and the frequency with which it occurs.

The Context study also interviews one parent amyné@ a subsample of students,
asking questions about substance use, parentileg atbyd household composition. Finally,
the home address of each student was geo-codedjrail the study to link to geographic

datasets which provide important information abmighborhood setting.

Dependent Variable

The unit of analysis here is not the individualdet, as in most analyses of bullying
behavior. Instead, | examine all possible direg@ds of students in each of the networks,
which results in n*(n-1) dyad®. The dependent variable is a binary indicator béthier the
first student (or “sender”) bullied or picked orsifug the above “mean to or picked on”
network nominations) the second (“receiver”). Tiigate underreporting bias, | consider a
bullying tie from A to B to be present if eithermfdminated B as someone she picksarnf

B nominated A as someone who picks on him.

Independent Variables

Race: Because of low frequencies, the racial categarsesl are White, Black, and
other. The analysis begins by using a set of duvaniables for all possible racial
combinations (sendexreciever): White-White (reference), White-Blackhité-other,

Black-Black, Black-White, Black-other, other-othether-White, other-Black. These are

3 Each pair of students is therefore representecktini the dataset, once a8 and again as PA.
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ultimately collapsed into a single dummy variabldicating whether the dyad is of the same

race.

Diversity. | measure diversity at the network level using Mged2001) definition,
where diversity is the probability that any two damly selected pairs of students will be of

a different race. 1 also test hypotheses usingpéreent black in the school.

Social Distance: Social distance is the number of friendship Ifilseparating the pair
of students. For example, direct friends havecaasdistance of 1, friends of friends a
distance of 2, etc. All networks have isolatesyéeer, no network has more than one large
component—in other words, the only disconnecteceaae isolates (or, rarely, isolated
dyads). When the two actors are not connecteg,dtegiven a social distance score of ten,

which is one greater than the observed maximurarmitst

Propinquity: Propinquity is measured in two ways, first witlegtions concerning
extra-curricular activities. Students are askeeétvér they participate on sports teams,
newspaper or yearbook, service clubs, honor sesiedind drug awareness groups. | include
the number of these activities in which both thelents are involved. Second, geographic
propinquity is captured by a binary indicator ofeflier the two students lived in the same

block group?®

39 For this measure, the friendship network is symized such that A and B are considered friendifiee A
nominates B, or B nominates A.

“° This variable was imputed for cases where ona@students’ residence could not be established.
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Reciprocity: Reciprocity is a binary indicator of whetheraftiom the sender to the
receiver would create a reciprocal relationshigs therefore an indicator of whether the

receiver has bullied the sender.

Transitivity and Intransitivity : A transitive triad is one where, given that A
nominates B and C, that B also nominates C. LUohekransitivity measures derived from
both the bullying network (bullying transitivityhd the friendship network (friendship
transitivity). Bullying transitivity is the numbef transitive bullying triads thavould be
created if the sender picked on the receiver. nBship transitivity is the number of
transitive friendship triads that would be creafdtie sender nominated the receiver as a
friend. Bullying intransitivity is the number of intraitige triads that would be created if the
sender picked on the receiver; friendship intravigitis the number of intransitive triads that

would be created if the sender nominated the receis a friend*

Cyclicity: A cycle is a triad in which A nominates B, B nontegC, and C nominates
A. Bullying cyclicity is the number of cycles thabuld be created if the sender in the pair
picked on the receiver. Friendship cyclicity is thumber of cycles that would be created if

the sender nominated the receiver as a friend.

*I There is a subtle difference in these measui@sbullying, we are using the potential numbetrahsitive
triads to predict the presence of a tie; for frigmg transitivity, we are also using the potentiainber of
transitive triads to predict the presence of aylnigj tie, but we can also include an indicator diether those
triads were, in fact, created by a friendship tie practice, however, it does not affect the fdghnip transitivity
coefficients (or any others) if we interact senélezceiver friendship with friendship transitivityn@ the
interaction is also insignificant when controllifay the main effect of sendeérreceiver friendship). The same
pattern holds for intransitivity and cyclicity.
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Friendship. | use a set of three dummy variables for friendst@tus (the reference is
not friends): senderreceiver (sender nominates receiver as a frieedgiver>sender
(receiver nominates sender as a friend), and mérieads.

Popularity: The popularity gap is measured first by calculatiogmed betweenness
centrality: a node’s normed betweenness centrigliéefined as the proportion of all
geodesics (the shortest path between a pair oéstsidthat include that node. Because this
measure, even though normalized as a proportiomgristheless sensitive to network size, |
further adjusted it by transforming it into a pertke. The most popular student in the
network is in the 100 percentile, and isolates have popularity of taly, to obtain the
popularity gap, | subtract the receiver’s popujapiercentile from the sender’s popularity
percentile; a high positive score therefore indisahat the sender is more popular than the

receiver. Popularity difference refers to the &lotsovalue of the popularity gap.

Friendship Gap and Friendship Difference. A second way of measuring popularity
is to simply use friendship indegree, or the nunddestudents who name ego as a friend.
Friendship gap is therefore sender’s friendshiggnde — receiver’s friendship indegree.

Friendship difference is the absolute value offtlendship gap.

Puberty: Puberty was measured using an abbreviated ver§i@aterson et al.’s
(1988) scale, which includes somatic assessmemshsrtal maturation: body hair growth
(any place other than head), changes in skin (aagimples), and growth in height (growth
spurt). The response scale for all items was: ot yet started”, 1 = “barely started”, 2 =

“definitely started”, and 3 = “seems completeéstimated a latent variable measurement
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model in MPLUS. Model fit was good (RMSEA=0.0181€0.985; TLI=0.982;
SRMR=0.018), and factor scores were output. Theegal gap measure is calculated by

subtracting receiver’s pubertal development froat tf the sender’s.

Appearance: Appearance was calculated as the simple averageafems: “most
of the time | am happy with the way | look; andath proud of my body.” Response
categories were “strongly agree,” “agree somewlidisagree somewhat,” and “strongly
disagree.” As with the other gap measures, | agbthe receiver's appearance score from

that of the sender’s.

Structural Controls. To control for the monadic propensities to bullgda be
victimized, | include sender’s bullying outdegrélee(number of others that the sender
bullies), sender’s indegree (the number of studehts pick on the sender), and receiver’'s

outdegree and indegree.

Methods

To model the presence of a bullying tie betweengtuaents, | use an exponential
random graph model based on the P* modeling framkedeveloped by Wasserman and
Pattison (1996; 1999). | first transform eachha school networks into a set of N(N-1)
dyads, where =1 if there is a bullying tie fromto j and 0 otherwise. | then apply SAS

IML modules developed by James Moody (2001) toudate the structural parameters
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(transitivity, intransitivity, etc.}? These structural parameters were generatedsiy fir
calculating the statistic when the tie frono j is forced to be absent, then calculating the
same statistic when the tie is forced to be present subtracting the former from the latter.
However, in practice it is computationally interesito calculate these structural parameters,
and several networks took weeks to analyze. Comgptime is geometrically related to

size, so 5 of the 19 networks were unable to biediecl because of their siZe.

Initially, models were estimated as cross-classifieerarchical mixed models, using
the Proc Glimmix option in SAS 9, with random irtepts at both the school and
neighborhood levels and no random slopes. Howévercross-classified models would not
converge, so | then estimated hierarchical modéls iandom school and neighborhood
intercepts separately. Neither random intercept approached statistical significance
individually, so | estimate a logit with the poolsample. Formally, the model is a logistic

regression described (here using the baseline maslel

Y, =1
og{%j = by +b,_gN; +b,Activities+b,,,,S; +b,,Samerace b, Diversity+ g
i

“2 Following Moody (2001), rather than include indival level fixed effects for expansiveness and
attractiveness (traditionally included in the P*deg), which would result in 2N, or over 5 milliodditional
variables, | include sender’s and receiver’s outde@nd indegree.

“3 Besides their larger size, the excluded netwargkided older students and had slightly lower Il
bullying (a mean difference in bullying outdegrde39). However, the excluded networks were nearly
identical to the subsample with respect to genadee, family structure, and SES, and there wersigrificant
differences for the other independent variablesitHermore, models of bullying outdegree showed no
significant differences between the two samples.
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Whereb, captures network densiti is a set of structural variables (sender outdegree
sender indegree, receiver outdegree, receiver redegeciprocity, transitivity, intransitivity,
and cyclicity), “Activities” is a count of the numebof extracurricular activities both
members of the dyad are involved in, “Samerace’b#ary indicator of whether the pair is
of the same racial background or not, “Diversity'the probability that any two randomly

selected students in the school will be of the seame, ana; is a dyadic error term.

Missing data are often a problem, but are partrbpko in models of dyads: if 25
percent of the respondents are missing on a variabtlyad form this translates into the loss
of 44 percent of the data. Accordingly, prior tenging with the dyadic data, | used missing
data imputation in SAS 9 on the individual respartde All models are analyzed using proc

mianalyze in SAS 9.

IV. Results

Table 4.1 displays descriptive statistics for gthds included in the analysis, and
contains a few noteworthy findings. First, thesenorks are sparse: out of one thousand
dyads, just slightly more than three will involvellying, and 17 will involve some form of
friendship (either directed or reciprocated). Spaess is partly by design, as the survey
limits the number of friendship nominations to fiamd (given the maximal symmetry) the
number of bullying nominations to ten. Howeveg #cttual bullying rate is just 11 percent
of the maximum possible, which is slightly morerttZd per thousand dyads. The observed
friendship rate is 46 percent of the maximum pdesitb nearly 11 per thousand dyads.

Reciprocity rates are fairly similar between bullyiand friendship: 23 and 29 percent of all
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bullying and friendship relationships are reciptedarespectively. Half of all dyads are

mixed gender, and slightly more than half of alhdy involve students of different races.

Table 4.1: Descriptive Statistics of Dyac

Variable Mean S.E. Min. Max.
Sender's bullying outdegree 0.90 1.43 0.00 9.00
Sender's bullying indegree 0.90 1.67 0.00 17.00
Receiver's bullying outdegree 0.90 1.43 0.00 9.00
Receiver's bullying indegree 0.90 1.67 0.00 17.00
Bullying reciprocity 0.00 0.06 0.00 1.00
Bullying cyclicity 0.01 0.21 0.00 9.00
Bullying transitivity 0.02 0.18 0.00 9.00
Bullying intransitivity 1.74 2.15 -1.00 25.00
Number of shared activities 0.59 0.82 0.00 6.00
Male?male 0.25 0.42 0.00 1.00
Male?female 0.25 0.43 0.00 1.00
Female?male 0.25 0.43 0.00 1.00
Female?female 0.25 0.42 0.00 1.00
White?white 0.25 0.44 0.00 1.00
White?black 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00
White?other 0.05 0.22 0.00 1.00
Black?white 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00
Black?black 0.20 0.40 0.00 1.00
Black?other 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
Other?white 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
Other?black 0.03 0.17 0.00 1.00
Other?other 0.01 0.10 0.00 1.00
Same race 0.46 0.50 0.00 1.00
School diversity 0.49 0.08 0.35 0.84
Sender's friendship indegree 2.93 2.56 0.00 17.00
Sender's friendship outdegree 2.93 2.02 0.00 5.00
Receiver's friendship indegree 2.93 2.56 0.00 17.00
Receiver's friendship outdegree 2.93 2.02 0.00 5.00
Friendship reciprocity 0.00 0.06 0.00 1.00
Friendship transitivity 0.11 0.51 0.00 12.00
Friendship intransitivity 5.57 3.23 -1.00 22.00
Friendship cyclicity 0.09 0.60 0.00 15.00
Friendship distance 3.31 1.90 0.00 10.00
Sender nominates reciever as a friend 0.12 0.33 0.00 00 1.
Receiver nominates sender as a friend 0.03 0.18 0.00 00 1.
Mutual friendship 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00
Friend gap (sender-receiver) 0.00 3.58 -17.00 17.00
Puberty gap (sender-reciever) 0.00 0.44 -2.00 2.00
Appearance gap (sender-receiver) 0.00 1.12 -3.00 3.00
Popularity gap (sender-receiver) 0.00 3.58 -17.00 17.00
Friend difference (absolute value) 2.69 2.36 0.00 17.00
Popularity difference (absolute value) 11.66 17.28 00.0 100.00

N=761,558 dyac
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Table 4.2 presents results from regression modeistavork and demographic
characteristics. First, | consider the structtgatures that are common to all models (model
1). As expected, sender’s bullying outdegree acdiver’s bullying indegree are highly
significant; sender’s bullying indegree and reces/bullying outdegree, however, are fiot.
In model 1, contrary to hypothesis 7, reciprociég la strong positive relationship to
bullying: if the receiver in a pair bullies thensker, the sender is over 100 times more likely
to bully the receiver. The cyclicity parameteriso positive, contrary to hypothesis 9.
Transitivity is positively related to bullying, spprting the first part of hypothesis 8;
intransitivity, though negative as expected, issighificantly related to bullying.
Surprisingly, the number of shared activities is significantly related to the likelihood of
bullying.*> However, pairs of students who live in the samigltborhood are 27 percent

more likely to bully one another.

** | include the latter two variables just as a putiom—theoretically, their effects should be absatby the
effects of sender’s outdegree and receiver’s irelegr

“5| also tested shared activities separately (ho#ports, both in yearbook, etc.): only both imtws was
significant and positive, while two other indicatdboth in yearbook and both in service clubs) veggaificant
andnegative In any case, | use the number of shared a&s/tiecause | want to control for the amount of time
the pair is in each other's company, not what tueydoing during that time. However, controllirg f

activities individually had no substantive effeatthe results.
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LCT

Table 4.2: Logistic Regression of Bullying on Racand Diversity

Model 1

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Variable (Sender— Receiver) B SE B SE B SE B SE
Intercept -7.20 ** 0.06 -7.68 *** 0.06 -8.72 ** 0.15 -8.61* 0.22
Sender bullying outdegree 0.57 = 0.01 0.57 *** 0.01 0.58 0.01 0.58 =+ 0.01
Sender bullying indegree -0.11 » 0.06 -0.11 * 0.06 -0.09 » .060 -0.09 » 0.06
Receiver bullying outdegree 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.06
Receiver bullying indegree 0.36 ** 0.01 0.36 *** 0.01 @.3** 0.01 0.37 ** 0.01
Bullying reciprocity 4.89 ** 0.14 4,92 *+* 0.14 4.87 **+* 014 487 ** 0.14
Bullying cyclicity 0.13* 0.05 0.13 ** 0.05 0.13 ** 0.05 03 ** 0.05
Bullying transitivity 0.12 ~ 0.07 0.13 7 0.07 0.11 0.07 0.11  0.07
Bullying intransitivity -0.08 0.06 -0.07 0.06 -0.09 0.06 0.09 0.06
Number of shared activities 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03
Live in same neighborhood 0.24 =  0.08 0.26 ** 0.08 0.25* 0.08 0.25* 0.08
Male—Female -0.19 *  0.06 -0.19 ** 0.06 -0.20 *** 0.06 -0.20 ** 0@
Female-~Male -0.56 ** 0.07 -0.57 *** 0.07 -0.59 *x* 0.07 -0.59 ** 0.0/
Female~Female 0.14 * 0.06 0.12 * 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.09 0.06
White—Black -0.96 ** 0.11 — — — — — —
White—Other -0.55 »** 0.11 — — — — — —
Black—Black -0.64 ** 0.08 — — — — — —
Black—White 0.00 0.06 — — — — — —
Black—Other -0.42 ¥* 0.12 — — — — — —
Other~White -0.35** 0.11 — — — — — —
Other—Black -0.32 * 0.13 — — — — — —
Other—Other -0.01 0.15 — — — — — —
Same race — — 0.56 *** 0.05 0.52 *** 0.05 0.33 0.26
School diversity — — — — 2,11 = 0.27 1.87 =+ 0.43
Same race*diversity — — — — — — 0.39 0.54
-2 Log Likelihood 21972.80 22025.5 21967.2 21966.6

N=761,558 dyads

"p<.05, one-tail test; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001



In terms of gender, we find strong support for iixesis 4, as bullying tends to occur
within, rather than between, sexes. Boys are 2€epémore likely to bully boys than they
are to bully girls; boys are also 1.75 times mdely to be bullied by boys than by girls.
Girls are also significantly more likely to pick ather girls than boys. There are two
interesting asymmetries, however. First, girls Esgercent more likely to bully each other
than boys are to bully each other. Second, r@alie reference category (not shown)
revealed that boys are significantly more likelyotdly girls than girls are to bully boys.
Taken together, these findings suggest that wihales land girls may have similar
perpetration rates (models of bullying outdegreaaltofind any gender differences), girls are

significantly more likely to be victimized, mosthy girls, but also by boys.

Model 1 finds strong support for hypothesis 1: ab/aith students of different races
were less likely to involve bullying. Comparedwthite—>White pairs, mixed-race dyads
were between 38 and 72 percent as likely to invblyéying. Rotating the reference
categories revealed that mixed race pairs wereledsdikely to involve bullying than the
other same-race dyads, that there were no signifaiferences among the three types of
same-race dyads. Because of this, model 2 drepspibcific race indicators in favor of one
binary indicator of whether the pair was of the samace, finding that same-race pairs are

1.75 times as likely to involve bullying as mixexte pairs.

Model 3 incorporates school diversity into the megdand finds that it is significantly

related to bullying in a positive direction: forezy .10 increase in school diversity the

likelihood of bullying increases by 21 percent. d¢b4 introduces an interaction between
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same-race and diversity, but finds no significdfea, contrary to hypothesis2.

Accordingly, 1 adopt model 3 as a baseline modefdaher hypothesis testing.

Table 4.3 tests hypotheses related to the friepdsttwork. Model 1 shows that
friends are significantly more likely to bully eaother than non-friends, on average.
Compared to non-friends, senders are 2.8 timegely to bully those they nominate as
friends. When the receiver nominates the sendarfasnd, they are 5.1 times as likely to be

bullied by that person. Mutual friendship are #indes more likely to involve bullying.

“% | tested hypothesis 2 in a number of ways in amftlio what is shown; | estimated models with the
interaction of the specific race indicators withetisity; | tested the same-race variable interawiiéld percent
black rather than overall diversity; and | testieel $pecific race indicators interacted with perddatk. The
only significant finding in all these tests wasttiiéhites are even less likely to bully Blacks ae prercent
Black in the school increases, though the signifiealevel was marginal.
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Table 4.3: Logistic Regression of Bullying on Friedship Network Characteristics

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable (Sender— Receiver) B SE B SE B SE
Intercept -8.86 **  0.15 -6.91 »*  0.17 -8.76 **  0.17
Sender bullying outdegree 0.58 ***  0.00 0.70 ***  0.01 0.58 0.01
Sender bullying indegree -0.07 0.06 -0.10 » 0.06 -0.10~ 060.
Receiver bullying outdegree 0.04 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.02 0.06
Receiver bullying indegree 0.38 **  0.01 0.39 =  0.01 @3 0.01
Bullying reciprocity 4.72 ***  0.14 4.68 **  0.14 4.82 *** 014
Bullying cyclicity 0.09 7 0.05 0.09 7 0.05 0.10 * 0.05
Bullying transitivity 0.01 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.04 0.07
Bullying intransitivity -0.10 » 0.06 -0.07 0.06 -0.08 0.06
Number of shared activities 0.00 0.03 -0.20 0.03 -0.01 030.
Live in same neighborhood 0.23 ** 0.08 0.26 ** 0.08 0.24 ** 0.08
Male—Female -0.12 * 0.06 -0.04 0.06 -0.16 * 0.06
Female~Male -0.51 ¥  0.07 -0.44 =+ 0.07 -0.55 = 0.07
Female~Female 0.10 ~ 0.06 0.13 * 0.06 0.06 0.06
Same race 0.47 **  0.05 0.35 ***  0.05 0.47 **  0.05
School diversity 2.16 ¥ 0.27 2.62 ¥ 0.27 212 ¥ 0.27
Sender nominates receiver as a friend 1.40 »  0.14 — — — —
Receiver nominates sender as a friend 1.63 =  0.12 — — — —
Mutual friendship 1.49 »*  0.16 — — — —
Friendship distance — — -0.79 *  0.04 — —
Friendship distance squared — — 0.06 *  0.00 — —
Friendship transitivity — — — — 0.16 **  0.03
Friendship intransitivity — — — — -0.01 0.01
Friendship cyclicity — — — — 0.16 *  0.02
-2 Log Likelihood 21718.0 21512.1 21756.3

N=761,558 dyac

"p<.05, one-tail test; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001



Model 2 tests hypotheses about friendship distahaed finds evidence of a
curvilinear effect. Using a base case with themsea modes on all variables, figure 4
displays the predicted effect of social distancehanbullying rate. We do not find the
hypothesized inverted J-relationship to bullyingt kather, a U-shaped curve where
adolescents are likely to bully those with whomythee either socially close or very
distant*® Most importantly, we do find that the likelihooélbullying generally declines

with social distance.

Figure 4. Predicted Dyadic Bullying
Rate, By Social Distance
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47 Again, friendship distance is calculated in a syetrimed network, such that a tie is counted froto A if
either A nominates B or B nominates A as a friek¢hile there are differences in the effects ofrfdship type
(sendet>receiver, receivedsender, and reciprocal), all three types are saamfly more likely to involve
bullying than non-friends so it is justifiable tollapse them all into a social distance of 1 fa& plurposes of
hypothesis testing.

“8 Disconnected dyads technically have infinite abdistance, but here | assign them a value ofvhich is
one greater than the largest observed social distaHowever, | also ran models: a) where discotetedyads
had social distance imputed based on their stralctivaracteristics; and b) where | included a bimadicator
of whether the dyad was connected. Results werighl, implying that the upturn is not do to Hibitrary
assignment of disconnected dyads.
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Model 3 shows the results from the structure offtieadship network. As
hypothesized, we find that friendship transitivattyd cyclicity are positively related to
bullying. Intransitivity is included as a contralks these are complex and interdependent
variables: a tie that creates a transitive triaghmalso create a cycle. However, friendship
intransitivity is not significant. | tested thetbeee variables separately but there were no
differences in their effects. In addition, | testehether the effects changed when interacted

with a friendship tie, but again there were noatighces.

Table 4.4 tests hypotheses about the role thatlpogudifferences play. Model 1
shows that the friend gap—defined as sender’sdakip indegree minus receiver’s
friendship indegree—is positively related to bullyi Compared to a pair with the same
friendship indegree, a sender with 10 more friehds the receiver is 13 percent more likely
to bully that receiver. Model 2 tests the effefcirendshipdifference defined as the
absolute value of the difference in the senderrandiver’s friendship indegree, but finds no
significant effect. Model 3 combines the two effe@nd finds that the effect of the

friendship gap becomes stronger, but the effe@ieidship difference is still insignificant.

132



€eT

Table 4.4: Logistic Regression of Bullying on Poparity Differences

Variable (Sender— Receiver)

Model 3 Model 4
B SE B SE

Intercept

Sender bullying outdegree
Sender bullying indegree
Receiver bullying outdegree
Receiver bullying indegree
Bullying reciprocity
Bullying cyclicity

Bullying transitivity

Bullying intransitivity
Number of shared activities
Live in same neighborhood
Male—Female
Female~Male
Female~Female

Same race

School diversity

Friend gap (sender - receiver)

Friend difference (abs. value)

Popularity gap (sender-receiver)
Popularity difference (abs. value)

Popularity difference squared

-2 Log Likelihood
N=761,558 dyads

0.37 ** 0.01

-0.58 ** 0.07

0.52 ** 0.05
2.08 ** 0.27

-8.69 ** 0.16 -8.74*  0.16
0.58 0.01 0.58 **  0.01
-0.09* 060. -0.09 0.06

0.03 0.06 0.03 0.06

@3 0.01 0.37 »* 0.01
487 ¥ 014 487 0.14

0.13* 0.05 03 * 0.05

0.11 0.06 0.11 06®.
-0.09 0.06 0.09 0.06
0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03

0.25 ** 0.08 0.25 ** 0.08

-0.19 *  0.06 -0.20 ** 0.06
-0.59 **  0.07 -0.58 ** 0.0/
0.09 0.06 0.09 0.06

0.52 ** 0.05 0.52 »* 05
2.06 ** 0.28 P9 **  0.28
0.01* 0.01 — —
-0.01 0.01 — —

21961.4 21967.2

Model 5 Model 6
B SE B SE
-8.72 **  0.16 -8.72 **  0.16
0.58 *** 0.01 0.58 *** 0.01
-0.09 0.06 -0.09 0.06
0.03 0.06 0.03 0.06
0.37 *** 0.01 0.37 *** 0.01
4.86 ** 0.14 4.86 ** 0.14
0.13* 0.05 0.13 ** 0.05
0.11 0.06 0.11 0.06
-0.09 0.06 -0.09 0.06
0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03
0.25* 0.08 0.25 ** 0.08
0.20 *** 0.06 -0.20 **  0.06
-0.58 *** 0.07 -0.58 **  0.07
0.08 0.06 0.08 .06 0
0.52 *** 0.05 0.52 *** 0.05
2.10 *** 0.28 2.10 *** 0.28
— — 00.0 0.00
-0.01 * 0.0 -0.01* 0.00
0.0001 * 0.00 oam1 * 0.00
21963. 21962.8

Ap<.05, one-tall test; *p<.05; **p<.01; **p<.001



Figure 5. Predicted Bullying Rate, By
Popularity Difference
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Interestingly, when we define popularity in a breagdense using percentile of
betweeness centrality, we find no significant eff@gopularity gap (model 4), suggesting
that students are as likely to buithorepopular students as less popular ones. In mqdel 5
however, we find that the absolute value of popuyalifference has a nonlinear relationship
to bullying, shown in Figure &. It appears that there is a tendency to bullyehelso are
either very similar or very different in terms adgularity. However, the vast majority of
dyads are within 40 percentile points of one ampthe for most of the sample, the tendency
is to bully those of similar popularity. This efteés unchanged when popularity gap is

included in the model (Model 6).

9| tested quadratic terms for all of the friendsaip popularity measures, but only popularity défee had a
significant squared term.
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Table 4.5 tests the final hypotheses, that seradermore likely to pick on those who
are less developed and less attractive than tleeyAione-standard deviation increase in the
appearance gap (a value of 1.12) corresponds4goartent increase in the likelihood that
the sender will bully the receiver. The effect puberty is weaker: an increase in the
pubertal gap of one standard deviation (a valud4fresults in a 5 percent increase in the

likelihood of bullying.

Table 4.5: Logistic Regression of Bullying on Apprance and Developmer

Model 1 Model 2
Variable (Sender— Receiver) B SE B SE
Intercept -8.79 =+ 0.15 -8.75 =+ 0.15
Sender bullying outdegree 0.58 **  0.01 0.58 =  0.01
Sender bullying indegree -0.09 0.06 -0.09 0.06
Receiver bullying outdegree 0.02 0.06 0.03 0.06
Receiver bullying indegree 0.38 »**  0.01 0.37 = 0.01
Bullying reciprocity 4.89 = 0.14 4.87 ***  0.14
Bullying cyclicity 0.13 ** 0.05 0.13 ** 0.05
Bullying transitivity 0.11 0.07 0.11 0.07
Bullying intransitivity -0.09 0.06 -0.09 0.06
Number of shared activities 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03
Live in same neighborhood 0.26 ** 0.08 0.25 ** 0.08
Male—Female -0.22 ***  0.06 -0.20 ** 0.06
Female~Male -0.56 *=**  0.07 -0.58 =+ 0.07
Female~Female 0.09 0.06 0.09 0.06
Same race 0.52 »*  0.05 0.52 *=*  0.05
School diversity 2.13 ¥ 0.28 2.09 ¥+ 0.27
Appearance gap (sender-receiver) 0.12 =+ 0.01 — —
Puberty gap (sender-receiver) — — 0.11 7 0.06
-2 Log Likelihood 21928.7 21963.1

N=761,558 dyac
"p<.05, one-tall test; *p<.05; *p<.01; **p<.001

Table 4.6 displays results for a model that inctudk the significant variables from
earlier models. We find that most variables rensagmificant, and at roughly the same

magnitudes. There are exceptions, however. Byralting for all other factors, we find that
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boys do not bully girls significantly less ofteraththey bully each other. Additionally, the
effect sizes of the friendship indicators are driradly reduced, and there is now no
significant difference between non-friends and dyatiere the sender nominates the
receiver as a friend. When the receiver nomingiesender as a friend, she is more likely to
be bullied, regardless of whether the friendshimigual. However, this model also includes
social distance, which is directly related to fdship, and a combined model that leaves out
social distance (not shown) finds no substantitfei@ince for friendship compared to what

is shown in table 4.3.

Including social distance, which is unchanged, &ksly erodes the effect of
friendship transitivity to insignificance, thougheindship cyclicity remains significant.
Finally, the effect of the friendship gap becomesgnificant. All other findings are
substantively the same as those presented edltlisrespecially important that bullying
continues to be more likely to occur within raceg® after controlling for propinquity and
social distance. In fact, separate analysis (notwve) finds that interracial friendship is just

half as likely as interracial bullying.
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Table 4.6: Combined Logistic Regression of Bullyim on Dyadic Characteristic:

Variable (Sender— Receiver) B SE
Intercept -7.09 *** 0.21
Sender bullying outdegree 0.57 *** 0.01
Sender bullying indegree -0.08 0.06
Receiver bullying outdegree 0.01 0.06
Receiver bullying indegree 0.39 *** 0.01
Bullying reciprocity 4.68 *** 0.14
Bullying cyclicity 0.10 * 0.05
Bullying transitivity -0.01 0.07
Bullying intransitivity -0.08 0.06
Number of shared activities -0.01 0.03
Live in same neighborhood 0.27 ** 0.08
Male—Female -0.06 0.06
Female-~Male -0.42 *** 0.07
Female~Female 0.12 * 0.06
Same race 0.36 *** 0.05
School diversity 2.63 *** 0.28
Sender nominates receiver as a friend -0.12 0.16
Receiver nominates sender as a friend 0.36 ** 0.14
Mutual friendship 0.29 7 0.17
Friendship distance -0.71 *** 0.06
Friendship distance squared 0.05 *** 0.00
Friendship transitivity -0.02 0.03
Friendship cyclicity 0.04 » 0.02
Friend gap (sender - receiver) 0.00 0.01
Popularity difference (abs. value) -0.01 ** 0.00
Popularity difference squared 0.0001 0.00
Puberty gap (sender-receiver) 0.13 * 0.06
Appearance gap (sender-receiver) 0.12 *** 0.02
-2 Log Likelihood 21437.6

N=761,558 dyac

"p<.05, one-tail test; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

Discussion and Conclusions

This paper had three purposes. The first objectia® to determine whether bullying
is primarily inter- or intra-racial, and whethehsol racial diversity influenced the
prevalence of interracial bullying. We find thatlllging is strongly bounded by race, even
after controlling for the number of shared extraicutar activities, residential proximity, and

the social distance between the pair. As suclnethiee additional in-group preferences at
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work that go beyond the well-known in-group friehgtspreference. One possibility is that
adolescents wish to avoid conflicts that can easbalate into collective violence, but this is
only speculation, and future research should cendhds question. In any case, while it
rarely crosses racial lines, we nonetheless fiatttie school’s racial diversity increases the
prevalence of bullying. However, interracial bully is no more or less likely in diverse
schools than in homogenous ones. That the tenderayoid bullying students of other
races is not influenced by their proportion in gledool is unanticipated by theory, and

should also be examined in future research.

The second purpose of this analysis was to constdectural factors that may be
related to bullying. In that regard, two geneggb@aches to understanding bullying were
presented. Bullying, as a negative relationshop)atbe assumed to be antithetical to
friendship, or alternatively, it could be treatexdsamply another form of social interaction.
In the former case, we would expect bullying nobt¢cur between friends, and to be more
likely than not to cross gender and racial linksthe latter, we would expect the reverse.
This analysis has powerfully demonstrated thatyingl, rather than being antithetical to
friendship, is compatible with it. Friendship damolve domination, and when adolescents

make friendship claims they open themselves upaguobssibility of victimization.

When bullying does stray outside the bounds ohtighip, it usually involves peers
who are either socially close or very distant. Ammasocially close dyads, there are two
situations where bullying is particularly likelyVe find that structural rivals, those dyads

that form transitive friendship triads, are parkly likely to involve bullying. Additionally,

138



bullying is likely to flow from structural superigrthose who could create a cyclic friendship

triad, to structural subordinates.

Contrary to expectations, bullying is more likelhen it creates reciprocal or cyclical
victimization. Relatively high reciprocity ratesrfsome types of aggression were also found
by Xie et al. (2002). Evidence that bullying iartsitive and that it less likely under
intransitive circumstances can be found, but iskweaullying is therefore more clustered
and less hierarchical than expected, and we déimbstrong evidence of pecking orders.
However, it important to interpret these findingsrectly: while bullying is more likely
when it would create a cycle or a reciprocal relahip, nearly 80 percent of all bullying

relations are not reciprocated, and over 95 permintllying dyads do not create any cycles.

The third purpose of this paper was to examine status affects bullying. Earlier
analysis of these data (chapter 2) found that adelds in the middle of the popularity
spectrum are the most likely to bully. Here, wedfthat adolescents with more friends tend
to bully those with less, that more physically deped students pick on their less developed
peers, and that attractive kids victimize unattva@cbnes. So status differences matter, and
the strong dominate the weak. But we also fouatlddolescents tend to pick on those of
similar social status, and that this effect wasrgjer than that of the difference in the
number of friends. This suggests that bullyingisst likely to occur between kids who are
in the middle of the social hierarchy and who dosely connected but of unequal

“coolness.”
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There are several limitations to this analysigstFit is set in a rural setting. Findings
may not generalize to other areas, particularlge¢hwith very different racial compositions.
Second, this analysis only includes 14 schoolschool-level findings in particular are
tentative. It is possible that the racial diversit the school will have different consequences
in other studies. Finally, this analysis is natddudinal, and causal inferences should be

made cautiously.

Despite these qualifications, this analysis raisggortant issues. That bullying ties are
even less likely to cross racial boundaries themétship ties is, perhaps, a cause for some
relief. However, any relief about the relativersitg of race-based bullying should be
tempered by the finding that bullying occurs witfiiendships. While the idea of friendship
as a vehicle for domination is hardly new in somiy, it will likely come as a surprise to
bullying prevention experts, and perhaps even tdesdents in those relationships: the
Contextstudy data collectors were careful not to useatbi bullying because it may
conjure up stereotypes of lunch money being staldren in fact bullying is more likely to
come in the guise of Monday morning gossip. Whitbes not find evidence of classic
pecking order hierarchies, this study strongly ssggjthat bullying, as it tends to occur
within the social group, is a means by which admass jockey for social standing. Itis
hoped that this study will spur further researct @l direct greater attention toward
bullying prevention within friendships and smalt&d groups, and greater emphasis on

building healthy relationships.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS

Twenty years ago, when he was 15, Jon Ronson wasrhn a lake by some of his
friends. By his own account, the episode has lealim for the past two decades,
completely coloring his experience of high schooCardiff, Wales. At his high school
reunion, he asked some of the culprits about rie 6f them remembered the episode clearly,
but was convinced that they all jumped in the ldgether, in fun. He refused to believe that
it was anything but general carousing, much lesspgode of bullying (Ronson, 2006).
Accounts like this one, besides reminding us ofitimgevity of bullying memories, highlight
the difficulty in measuring bullying. Of coursecall can introduce errors, but it is likely
that Jon and his friend would have had differingipretations of the event had they been

asked about it later that day.

This dissertation has reinforced the importanceotiecting information about
bullying from multiple sources. It has shown (cteafl) that self-reported bullying rates are
lower than those generated from a network-baseduneand has suggested that self-
reported techniques may underestimate the trueofdtellying. Survey questions about
victimization, which may be less likely to be unagrorted, may come closer to the actual
rate of bullying but self-reported victimizationroet be used to study the predictors of

bullying perpetration. Studying bullying from atwerk approach has the advantage of more



accurate estimates, but it also has the advanfag®wing the researcher to determine who
bullies whom, as opposed to simply who bulliesenegyal. It is hoped that future research

will continue to measure and analyze bullying usingial network analysis.

This dissertation has extended existing knowledgiabullying. Like existing
research, it has found that adolescents with aivilé home lives, who are less attached to
parents and school, who are depressed, who areséthes bullied, and who have friends
who bully are more likely to bully others. It hiaslstered research that has found that being
bullied is related to depression and suicide, aatlbhullying others is related to depression
and anxiety. However, even with these establigimelihgs, this study represents a
significant contribution because of its longitudidasign. Most earlier research has been
cross sectional, and so causal relationships cdrendiscerned. This study has tested these

factors using longitudinal data, and has claritieel causal relationships.

This dissertation has also raised a number of ssues with respect to bullying. One
key contribution is its emphasis on the role oktaPrior research has paid scant attention to
how race is related to bullying. This dissertat@s found that minorities are significantly
more likely to bully others, and that these radiffierences cannot be explained by
differences in socioeconomic status, neighborhasarder, school attachment, parental
attachment, depression, status insecurity, pubgetadlopment, the influence of aggressive
friends, family conflict, weakened conventionalietd, or higher rates of victimization. One
likely answer to this puzzle in chapter 2 comesiftbe analysis in chapter 3, which finds

that minority adolescents experience larger sate&ls benefits from bullying than do
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whites. For the most part, however, bullying inerhent appears to have the same

consequences for adolescents of all races.

Finally, this dissertation has shown that, evearafontrolling for shared activities,
residential proximity, and social distance, adadess are still less likely to bully someone of
a different race. While racial diversity increasies prevalence of bullying, it appears to
have no influence on the likelihood of interradallying. These findings may differ for

other settings, and future research should contimesplore these relationships.

Many of the new findings in this dissertation sup@orelatively heterodox perspective
on bullying. Rather than a pathological symptonde¥iance, bullying is a normal part of
adolescent social life. It is normal for teenageagly because status insecurity is normal for
teenagers: adolescents are occasionally unsune\hey fit in the social hierarchy and
often feel pressure to gain or maintain socialditesn It is the seemingly normal kids in the
middle of social hierarchy, rather than the oneshenextremes, who are mean to others.
While personal attractiveness seems to prevenyibgllhaving attractive friends appears to

cause it, as does having friends who place greaditance on popularity.

Further evidence of bullying as a way to resohatust insecurity comes from the fact
that when adolescents bully others, they are mkeéyIto bully those who are socially close,
including friends, and who are of similar popubarifThey are particularly likely to bully
those who are socially close and structural riealsubordinates. These findings are

supported by research examining how meanness existwith friendship, particularly in
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relatively popular social cliques (Merten, 199Additionally, the notion of status insecurity
as a motivating factor for bullying is strengthercthe fact that bullying others increases

social status.

While this dissertation has placed greater emplmasite findings showing that
otherwise normal kids bully in order to resolvetissansecurities, this emphasis should not
be interpreted as an attempt to replace earliepeetives on bullying. To the contrary, this
dissertation has also found that adolescents waamifriends, conflictive home lives,
problems with depression, and who are themsehatsnized are more likely to bully others.
It has found that physically developed and attvackids are more likely to bully
unattractive, less-developed ones. It has alsoddat bullying others increases depression
and anxiety. Therefore, this dissertation doessnggest that all bullying occurs between
seemingly normal kids, or that status insecurithesonly motivation for bullyinglt only
argues that status insecurity should be considasedne of the several motivations for

bullying and that bullying can occur between stagsals, close associates, and friends.

Even so, this dissertation has presented a veigreiit view of bullying than might be
encountered in the literature. In fact, the figdirdepart from the typical picture of bullying
to such an extent that some may question whetHhbirguis in fact what this study
measures. Because of this, it is worth reviewmge important findings. First, of all
victims of bullying in this study, 71 percent exigeiced verbal abuse, 68 percent
experienced indirect bullying, and 46 percent eigmered physical attacks. While some

verbal abuse might be dismissed as playful teagmigect and physical bullying is never
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playful. Furthermore, 60 percent of these victiwese bullied weekly. Finally, being

victimized is significantly related to social isbta, depression, and suicide attempts.

I mplications for Prevention

Bullying is of serious concern for parents and stlaaministrators, and most school
districts have adopted anti-bullying policies. elvention studies have shown mixed results,
however. The most successful, the Olweus Bull{#ngvention program, has shown
reductions in the prevalence of bullying ranginanir40-70 percent (Olweus, 1993).
However, many of the successful programs have @@ lable to maintain long-term
success, and when they do, it may be because ohtf@ng involvement of the research

team in the school (Galloway and Roland, 2004).

Most bullying prevention programs adopt eitherlaswand consequences approach
(e.g., Olweus, 1993), whereby bullies are confrdraed disciplined, or a problem-solving
approach, which emphasizes collaboration betwe#iegwictims, and sometimes parents
(e.g., Smith et al., 2004). Almost uniformly, hoxee, bullying prevention programs are

specific and focus directly on bullying behaviors.

However, Galloway and Roland (2004) argue that sudhiect approach may not be as
successful as a more holistic effort, which focusese on school climate in general. They
recognize that the crucial stakeholders in any skehased bullying prevention initiative are
teachers. Rather than ask that teachers to impingleeir already hectic schedule to

implement a bullying intervention, they framed th&ervention as a general approach to
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improving classroom management and relations amapds, and trained teachers as part of
regularly scheduled professional development reguents (Galloway and Roland, 2004).
The intervention exposed teachers to researchdeggeffective pedagogy, positive
relations between pupils, and developing routimedétter task-oriented work, and then
included teachers in two-hour peer supervised tegdessions. The results were positive:
after two years, they continued to find lower bultyprevalence in the experimental schools

(Galloway and Roland, 2004).

Such a holistic approach to bullying prevention mige supported by findings in this
dissertation. Bullying that occurs between frieadd close associates might be difficult to
detect and prevent, as it is unlikely to be recogtias bullying. Prevention is also
particularly difficult when there it bring the revas of social status. Some revisions are in
order, and while specific intervention recommermtaiare beyond the scope of this
dissertation, it is possible to outline three piphes that may make future prevention efforts

more successful.

The first principle is awareness of bullying in igdl forms. Adolescents may know that
their friends are sometimes mean to them, but thay not consider it bullying. Simply
giving a name to the kinds of abuse that can oattinin a friendship may be empowering,

and in any case, is the first step toward prevantio

The second principle is that the majority rules.virtually any school, the majority of

students are not involved in bullying. Instea@ytifiorm the audience for bullying
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performances, as well as the awards committeey iitag/ applaud acts of cruelty and
humiliation, and they reward the entertainers wittrteased social status. If a bullying
prevention program is to be successful over thg term, it must redefine the acceptability

of bullying in the eyes of its intended audience.

Finally, social hierarchies are bad. Status insgcoomes from status hierarchies.
The more vertically oriented schools are and theensocial inequality there is, the more
status insecurity there will be. A successful yaaly prevention program will flatten social

hierarchies.

Of course, these are theoretical principles, ammhgimg what is cool is easier said than
done. But it is worth considering the experient¥igian Gussin Paley (1993), who enacted
a very simple rule in her kindergarten class: gao't say “you can't play.” This simple
rule, which forbade exclusivity in play, had dramapnsequences for her pupils. At first,
there was strong resistance. One said:

Some people—even me—want to own things. They saycgn’t come here and you

can’t come there. They say they are the bossptrat people agree. Even me. If that

stopped, then your plan could work. (Paley, 1993).

Ultimately, however, the rule worked, and made goree happier, even those popular
“bosses” who had resisted it at first. In the eswgryone suffers from bullying, even the

bullies who gain status from their behavior. Isdavith one last account of a bullying

episode:
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Jonathan Gold was a self-described nerd in highachnd played the cello. There
was a boy in his high school who often picked an Bnd others. Jonathan describes him
now as “a gladhander” and quite popular. He adsalted that the boy had achieved some
notoriety by setting a school leg-press recordldf pounds. One day as Jonathan was
walking down the hall with his cello, the boy hipecked Jonathan, who fell down the stairs,
causing significant damage to his cello. He rememsbboking back up the stairs and seeing

the boy laughing and “high-fiving” his friends.

The boy’s name? Jack Abramoft.
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