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ABSTRACT

School Bullying combined with social withdrawals and passivity has negative long-term effects on
depressive tendencies and self-esteem of students that directly affect their attitude towards school and
education. Teacher through school system and parents at home are the active agent in this phenomenon. A
neglected behavior of teacher and inter-parental relationship can result in relational aggression in the child.
To explore this phenomenon, this study is focused on assessing the school bullying and its contributing
factors in the province Punjab. A quantitative survey was conducted on a sample of 300 10™ grade students
from 12 public and private schools of two cities of the Punjab (Lahore &Sargodha). Results showed
significant association between gender and school bullying. More boys than girls were found significantly
involve in school bullying (Bullied: t=-4.064*** & Bully: t=-4.129***). ANOVA results demonstrated
mother’s education as the significant factor for school bullying{bullied: F(5, 262)=2.9* &bully : F(5,
249)=2.9* respectively}. Regression analysis demonstrated father’s discipline and inter-parental relation as
the significant predictors of being bullied. While for bully, an additional contributing factor of mother’s
upbringing styles was found significant. Evolutionary perspective can be applied to reduce the incidence of
bulling after exploring the facts.
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1 INTRODUCTION

School Bullying and rejection in the form of victimization in schools combined with social
withdrawals and passivity is a serious problem that affects students’ personality and their educational
performance. Olweus (1994) defined school bullying as a repetitive aggression carried out by one person or
group of persons to give harm to another person verbally, physically or psychologically. It doesn’t include
playful fighting, good-natured teasing between friends, joking or one time attack. Peers in school, most of
the time due to imbalance of power (physically or socially), cause harassment, violence and teasing for
other children in the school directly or indirectly. Such constant teasing and threats for violence for students
in schools which is recognized in literature as bullying, may leads to social segregation, depressive
tendencies and low self esteem that directly affect their attitude towards school and education (Elwan &
Alwan, 2013; Rosen et al., 2013; Salmivalli, 2000).

For the past two decades, a number of studies (Boulton & Underwood, 1992; Hawker & Boulton,
2000; Stassen Berger, 2007; Rivers et al. 2009) done on school bullying revealed that such victimization
leads to depression, isolation, social anxiety, social self-worth and sometime results in suicides. It has
elongated negative effects on the children individually and produces destructive effects on school
environment. Stassen Berger (2007) in a meta-analysis, conducted on the publications of last 20 years on
school bullying, identified the number of variation factors (gender, age, ethnicity, culture, appearance and
place) for bullying and its consequences on victims, bullies and peer group. In another meta-analysis
conducted by Holt et al. (2007) indicated certain issues linked to internal and external problems due to
victimization that results in school evading, squat academic achievements and lack of school amusements.

Giovazolias, (2008) reported that at International level more or less 3 children in every 10 children
found to be indulged in school bullying. A scholarship of literature tried to investigate the reasons and
causes for this issue, which varies from socio-economic and demographic variables to home (including
parents behavior, inter-parental relationship, siblings bullying) and school factors (including teacher’s
behavior, peer relation and environment) (Stassen Berger, 2007; Holt, 2007; Hawker &Boulton 2009;
Monks, 2009; Cécile & Daniel, 2011).
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1.1 Gender differences

Gender differences in bullying and its various types have been reported in research. Evidence suggests
that, on the one hand, usually boys engage more in violence and aggression activities than girls (Holt et al.,
2007; Stassen-Berger, 2007; Hong & Espelage, 2012; Strom et al., 2013). On the other hand, studies
identified that boys involve significantly more in physical bullying, whereas girls experience more indirect,
verbal and relational bullying (Card et al. 2008; Monks et al. 2009; Nocentini et al. 2013; Rueger &
Jankins, 2013). While explaining the reason of such situation Gini (2006) remarked that it could be due to
fact that physical bullying is more societal and acceptable to gain the social status. Such social status or
social dominance is centered in the social competition of being superior (Pellegrini & Bartini, 2000). In
elucidating being superior, an interpretation especially for boys (thus for men later) is being strong,
powerful and able to control others (Gini, 2008). Therefore, an acceptable agonistic strategy for solving
conflicts and having control is use of physical power, aggression and violence (Shetgiri et al., 2012).
Pinheiro (2006) stated school bullying as a relational factor of prevailing situation & culture of society
depicting the rule of might is right, e.g., men controls women or powerful rules over powerless. Being the
eyewitness of such power-based dominance in homes and society, child behaves accordingly.

1.2 Peer and teacher role

Bullying is a well-known incidence; it is assumed that it is always linked with internal and external
school environment. Major part of research focused on the issue of bullying in schools too particularly
bullying between the peers. Along with the psychological issues, association between bullying, peer
relation, teacher support and academic achievement are the main areas of concern (Naz et al, 2014; Strom
et al., 2013). Regardless of categories of bullying, research indicated teacher support as a significant
element in reducing the intensity as well as episodes of school bullying. Specially, teachers’ attitude in
bullying situations and their degree of supervision of classroom activities happened to be most notable
(Monks et al. 2009; Hong &Espelage, 2012). Strem et al., (2013) conducted a cross-sectional study on the
sample of 7343 of 15-16 years old students from 56 schools in Oslo. They reported positive impact of
teachers’ support resulted in better grades thus reduced level of bullying. A significant negative interaction
between violence and teacher was found; students having perception of positive teacher’s experience
usually develop positive and constructive sense of responsibility and thus have fewer behavioral problems.
Whereas, regarding the target places for bullying, Monks et al. (2009) indicated places; corridors,
playgrounds and sometimes classrooms. Concerning gender, boys were found more numerous in physical
bullying and girls in indirect and relational bullying.

1.3 Home and bullying

Home or family related factors affect child’s personality and behavior, his standard of judgment,
reaction behavior to incidence and thus risk for bullying. Hong & Espelage (2012) considered Bullying as a
process that has emergence roots in the complicated structure of the relationships of family and peers and
society. Stevens et al. (2002) remarked that family structures and aggressive behaviors have significant
relationships. A number of factors have been identified under this category of relation factor, e.g., parents-
youth relationship, parenting style, home environment, socio-economic status, inter-parental relationship,
relationship with siblings, etc. Children of strict, authoritative, neglecting, non-cooperative and less warm
parents are mostly likely to demonstrate anger, aggression and violence in their daily dealings especially to
youngers and weak ones. Sometimes, such children lack in their self-confidence and self-esteem and thus
become victims of various types of bullying (Vessey et al. 2013; Basile et al. 2009; Corvo, 2010; Jolliffe,
2011). In a study, Corvo (2010) investigated the connection between violence in family and aggression and
victimization in child and concluded that child’s exposure to family violence in the form of child mal-
treatment, power-assertion (physical punishment & violent emotional outburst) is a risk factor for
internalizing and externalizing sequelae (p.182). On contrary, parents’ supervision and parental warmth,
parents’ social support are factors determined by research as the significantly reducing agents of bullying
behavior in children (Demaray & Malechi, 2003; Jolliffe, 2011; Hong & Espelage, 2012).

In addition, research documented a significant relationship between socio-economic status of the
family and bullying behavior in child (Nansel et al. 2001; Maliki, 2009). Usually, socio economic status is
an active agent of defining attitude, behavior, life style, and social recognition etc. Therefore, children
belong to low socio-economic status become isolated and less wanted socially. Research indicates that
children from low economic class families more likely to confront victimization as compare to the children
from high economic class families (Baldry, 2004; Bauer et al., 2006).
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Moreover, few research studies examined inter-parental relation as the most significant factor of home
environment (Matsunaga, 2009; Lacheem, 2013; Ledwell & King, 2013). Children, witnessing the inter-
parental conflicts, violence (quarrelling, beating or cheating) have worse effects on their lives such as, low
self-concept, psychological problems, negative behavioral issues etc., and hence more chances to be victim
or demonstration of violent behavior and aggression. Bauer et al (2006) reported that the children are at
high risk of bullying or victimization of bullying who brought up with inter-parental violence environment.

In addition, research also indicates homes as the bullying place where children targeted by other
elders or siblings. Monks et al. (2009) used term “siblings bullying” while explaining the home as bullying
place. They explained two reasons for such kind of bullying. First, differences of age, size, physical &
psychological strengths, and second, the amount of time siblings spend together which provide the chance
of bullying among them in the absence of an adult at home.

Thus summarizing the facts based on literature, school bullying and rejection in the form of
victimization in schools, which results in negative experiences of victimization of intentional aggressive
behavior at early ages may happen in the relational aggression in children later, reflections of which can be
seen on the society as a whole. Keeping in view the dearth of research, particularly in Pakistan, where
cultural values, societal norms, home and school environment are quite different from other parts of the
world along with high socio-economic inequalities, much work is required to be done, the current study
was conducted focusing on the assessment of school bullying and exploring its contributing factors
specifically in the province Punjab.

2 Present study

Present study was aimed at measuring the bullying behavior, and investigated the predictors such as:
parents’ upbringing style and discipline and their interrelation at home and teacher’s support in schools, of
the school bullying. Therefore, the first research objective was to assess the school bullying both for bullied
and bully. Second objective was to determine the significant predictors that result in bullying behavior.
Lastly, it was aimed at exploring the group differences based on gender, parents’ education and perceived
financial situation.

3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

A quantitative survey research method was used to collect the data about the students’ experiences of
school bullying and their perception of parental and school variables in relation with their bullying behavior
through close-end questions and scales based questionnaire.

4 Sample

Target population of the study was the students of grade 10 belong to government and private sector
schools selected from the two cities of Punjab; Lahore & Sargodha. A Sample of 300 students (213 girls
and 87 boys) from 10™ grade was selected through convenient sampling from 12 schools (5 public and 7
private). Average age of students was found 14.78 years. These schools were selected through convenient
sampling; all were agreed upon the participating in this study. Only constraint in selecting these schools
was that the students belong to working and low or middle class families study in these schools.

5 Research instrument

A questionnaire was constructed to collect the data for testing our hypotheses. There were two major
parts of the questionnaire; Part A was based on the personal and demographic information (gender, age,
number of sisters and brothers, family structure, perceived financial situation, parents’ education, their
occupation). Family structure, by inquiring “living with whom”, was measured in five options (with mother
& father, mother only, father only, foster parents and others). Mother and father’s education was measured
in 6 levels and perceived financial situation was measured in 3 levels (1=“poor” to 3=“Good”).

In this part along with these questions, two prominent questions; number of good friends and liking of
school measured with 5-points likert scale (1="none” to 5= more than 6 friends”and 1="dislike a lot” to 5=
“like a lot” respectively) and “to whom you speak to when you are upset or having hard time” measured
with the checklist of nine entities, were also included in this section.

The part B of the questionnaire, consisted of 61 items, was based on the eight scales. These scales
were measuring the student’s experiences of being bullied, student being bully, student’s perception of
Mother and Father’s style of upbringing child (M-UpB& F-UpB) and discipline (M-Discp& F-Discp), and
teacher’s support (T-Supp). Bullying scales: “bullied by other students” and “bullying other students”
based on 10, 10 items were adopted from Revised Olweus Bully questionnaire (1996). A 13-items based
scale to measure the parents’ upbringing style (8 items) and Discipline (5 items) developed by WHO for the
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program HBSC! (cited in Papanikoloau et al. 2011) was adopted to measure the child’s perception for both
mother and father’s behavior and discipline. Another 3-items scale was developed to measure the student’s
perception of Inter-parental relation (P-Rel). Lastly, for measuring the perception of “teacher’s support
and handling bullying”, 12 items based scale was devised. The theme of these items was taken from
“Handling Bullying Questionnaire” devised by Bauman & Rigby (2006). This scale was initially developed
for teachers but for this study, it was modified from the student’s point of view. New modified version of
this scale was measuring students’ perception of their teacher’s support. A 5-points Likert scale was used to
measure the outcome and predictor variables of the study. For Bullying scale, a scale varies from “1=Not
happened in past months” to “5=several times in a week” was adopted while for the rest, a 5-point Likert
scale ranges from 1= “never happened” to 5=“Almost always happened” was chosen. In the last, a question
about the “place of bullying” was asked based on checklist of nine options to indicate the places where the
respondent was bullied.

6 Statistical Procedure

As the scales were borrowed for Pakistan’s culture therefore, reliability for internal consistency was
required. Since the questionnaire of this study was consisted of eight scales; therefore, Cronbach Alpha was
computed for each scale initially on the sample of 40 students during the phase of pretesting of the research
instrument by using SPSS v.20. Those items were deleted due to which alpha value was decreasing from
the standardized alpha value of the scale. The Alpha values for all scales were found within acceptable
limits shown in following table.

Table 1.Internal Consistency (Cronbach Alpha) measures of Scales

Scale Bullied Bully M-UpB F-UpB M-Discp  F-Discp P-Rel T-Supp
Alpha 0.878 0.899 0.721 0.794 0.653 0.665 0.701 0.733
(@)

Though the alpha value for Mother’s discipline (M-Discp) and Father’s discipline (F-Discp) is less
than 0.7 but it doesn’t mean that it should be rejected (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Field, 2009). However,
for the sake of clarity, factor analysis using Varimax rotation (Factor loading greater than 0.4 was selected)
was also done on these scales. Two components were found in both scales, positive items loaded on one
component while the negative items (which were recoded) loaded on second component. However, both
components explained 65% of the variance (in Mother’s discipline scale, it was 67%). This might be the
reason for small values of alpha for these scales, therefore alpha can be computed for separately for the
subscales but this procedure is beyond the scope of this study.

7 Data Analysis

Since the current study was primarily aimed at assessing the school bullying and the predicting
variables for it, therefore, outcome variable (bully and bullied) and independent variables (parents’
upbringing style, parents’ discipline, inter-parental relation and teacher’s support) were computed through
their respective scales. A regression analysis was done for both “bully” and “bullied” outcome variables. In
addition, the secondary aim was to investigate the group differences based on the independent variables
(gender, perceived financial situation, living situation and parents’ education). For this purpose, analysis of
variances and t-test were conducted on the data. Lastly, the aim was to investigate the association between
the categorical variables presented in demographic information. Therefore, Pearson’s Chi-square test was
used to test such associations.

8 RESULTS
Out of the sample of 300 respondents, 71% were the girls and 29% were the boys. Most of the

students mentioned their financial situation as Good (78%) while 29% of them mentioned Somewhat good.
It was already mentioned as the constraint of the study that study was conducted on the students belong to

1 World Health Organization launched a survey in European countries to study the students’ health and behavior under the program “Health Behavior in
School Children (2005 /2006) .
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low and middle class families, therefore, majority of the students mentioned their fathers job as private
business (40%) and middle level? jobs (30%).

Table 2.Summery of demographic variables and continuous variables

Demographic Variables Values
Average Age 14.78 years
Gender

e Female 213 (71%)

. Male 87 (29%)
Perceived financial situation

e Somewhat Good 59 (20%)

e Good 233 (78%)

Parents’ Level of Education
Mother — Father

e No Formal Education 14 (5%) — 6(2%)
e Till middle school 44 (15%° — 35 (12%)
e Tl Higher secondary school 75 (25%) — 83 (28%)
e Till under graduate 104 (35%) —74 (25%)
e  Masters 49 (16%) — 78 (26%)
e  MPhil or above 7(2%) — 18(6%)
How many good friends do you have?
e None 13 (4%)
e 1 good friend 56 (19%)
e 2 to3good friends 68 (23%) M=3.56
e 4to5 good friends 73 (24%) (SD=1216
e  More than 6 good friends 88 (29%)
How much do you like your school?
e Dislike a lot 17 (6%)
e Dislike 6 (3%)
e Neither like nor dislike 23 (8%) M=423
e Like 89 (30%) (SD=1.095)
e Likealot 161 (54%)
Have you been bullied through social media?
e Yes
e No 111 (37%)
170 (57%)

Bullied at school in the past couple of months?
¢ Not happened in past couple of months

e Once or twice a month 192 (64%)
e 2to3times in a month 44 (15%) M=1.75
e Once a week 32 (11%) (SD=1.203)
e  Several times a week 12 (4%)
20 (7%)
Gender * Bullied at school L= 21,124 p<.001
Bullying another student at school?
e Not happened in past couple of months 193 (64%)
e Once or twice a month 64 (21%)
e 2to3timesin a month 17 (6%) M=1.61
e Once aweek 11 (4%) (SD=1.049)
e Several times a week 13 (3%)
Gender * Bully another student L= 14.02%* p<.01

A substantial portion of the sample didn’t report bullying when asked single question about school
bullying. Out of total, 64% of the students mentioned they were neither the victims of school bullying nor
they bullied someone in the past couple of months. Remaining 36% of the students were the victim of
school bullying for once in a month to several times in a week. On contrary, 21% of the students mentioned
that they did bully someone once or twice in a month. Above table 2 presented the categorical variables
with the frequencies and percentages while means and standard deviation for continuous variables are
given along with.

2Though socio-economic status was not measured directly in this study, however, coding was decided regarding the level of income
from a job. Therefore, middle level job mean slow-middle class earning.
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When studied further regarding gender, similar percentage (64%) of both boys and girls reported
“were not bullied” but for other options of bullied they differed in their opinions. To test whether gender is
associated with the being bullied, chi-square was computed. A Significant chi-square (x2(4)= 21.12%*%)
proved that victimization of bullying is associated with gender. Further, it was found that 49% of the boys
participated in bullying activities as compare to 28% of the girls in past couple of months. A significant
gender association (x2(4)= 14.02**) was found with school bullying. More boys than girls reported to
participate in school bullying. Whereas, perceived financial situation, father’s education and mother’s
education were not found significantly associated with school bullying.

Factors were computed by adding the scores of items of respective eight scales (bullied, bully,
parents’ behavior, parents’ discipline, inter-parental relation and teacher’s support). T-test was computed to
explore the gender differences in these factors. A significant gender difference was found in being bullied
factor (t =-4.064, p<.001). More boys (M=17.25, SD=8.14) than girls (M=13.16, SD=5.98) were found the
victims of school bullying. Similarly, boys and girls were found significantly different in bullying other
students (t =-4.129, p<.001). Boys (M=16.49, SD=7.78) significantly reported as more bully than their
counterpart girls (M=12.44, SD=6.12). However, no significant gender difference was found in any other
variable of the study.

ANOVA was computed to investigate the group differences, no significant difference was found
between the Father’s level of education {F (5, 263) = 2.2, p=.055} and the students being bullied. However,
students being bullied were found significantly different when analyzed for mother’s education level {F (5,
262) = 2.9*, p<.05}. Boneferoni test was conducted in order to locate the groups that were significantly
different. It was found that students whose mothers were having education till middle school (M=16.23,
SD=7.8) reported significantly more victims of bullying than those whose mothers were having Masters
degrees (M=11.81, SD=4.8).

Similarly, for the variable bully, students were not found significantly different regarding father’s
education {F (5, 249) = 1.21, p=.31}. On contrary, students with respect to mother’s education level were
found significantly different in the ratio of bullying other students {F (5, 249) = 2.9*%, p<.05}. Students
whose mothers were having Masters degrees (M=10.64, SD=1.7) were significantly less involved in
bullying activities than the students belong to mother having no formal education (M=19.86, SD=2.1) and
till middle school (M=16.96, SD=1.7).

Moreover, percentage of Bullied scale indicated that around 75 percent of the students were not
bullied of any physical, verbal or social type however, 22% of the students also mentioned that they would
keep to themselves and won’t talk to anyone during Hard time. These results indicated that students
preferred to remain silent or hesitant to speak up even if he or she is bullied (verbally, physically, or
socially) in the classroom.

Table 3. Place where bullying happened and sharing with person of choice.

Place of bullying * talk with someone Frequencies
(percentage)
Place where you have been bullied
. In Playgrounds or in Sports field 77(26 %)
. In Classroom 123(41%)
. In Lunch or eating areas or Cafeteria 26(9%)
. In Hallways or stairs 19(6%)
. In Bathrooms 14(5%)
. In the way to or from School 35(12%)
. In School bus 11(4%)
. In public bus 13(4%)
. Somewhere else 31(10%)
To whom you talk
. Friends 100 (33%)
. Adult at home 60 (20%)
U Teacher at school 11 (4%)
. Another family member like a brother, sister, cousin. 60 (20%)
. Keep it to themselves and don’t talk to anyone 52 (17%)
e  Principal or Vice Principal 2 (less than 1%)
. Another adult at school 10 (3%)
. Counselor or any other authority at school 2 (less than 1%)
3 Someone else 9 (3%)

In the above-mentioned places in table 3, “classroom” is most prominent place where bullying was
happened with them. While, only 3.7% of students mentioned “teacher” to whom they use to talk in the
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situation when they are upset or having “hard time”, whereas, this percentage reduces to 0.7% for the
category “Principal”. These findings provide the evidence of either passive role of school personals or
students’ perception of their teachers or school’s ineffective role in dealing with, or preventing the school
bullying episodes. In addition, investigating gender association with this situation, results showed that this
was same for both boys and girls (* o = 1.1.43, p = .285). Further, in the category “somewhere else” out of
10% (total 31 students), 54% (17 students) mentioned home and road while rest of the students either didn’t
mention the specific place or mentioned internet and recreational events etc.

9 Regression Analysis

In order to determine the contributing factors for the school bullying, regression analysis was done for
both outcome variables of the study. By keeping socio-demographic variables as constant, Model 1 & 2
was computed with Bullied and Bully as outcome variable respectively, and six independent variables
(mother & father’s upbringing style, mother & father’s discipline, inter-parental relation and teacher’s
support).

Durbin-Watson statistics checks whether the assumption of independent error is satisfied. A value
closer to 2 indicates that the assumption is met. Here for both regression models, D-W statistic was found
closer to 2, hence satisfying the assumption of independent errors. Moreover, the VIF < 10 (for Model 1 is
1.4 & Model 2 is 1.39) and Tolerance > .2 were found for both models.

In table 4 for Model 1, F-value indicated that independent variables significantly predicted the
outcome variable Bullied {F (6, 205)=11.98, p<.001}. Among all variables, students’ perception of father’s
discipline and perception of inter-parental relation developed significantly negative effect on the student
being bullied in school. Negative values depicted that perception of father’s discipline (reduced bullied by
.35 units) as cooperative & understanding, and positive inter-parental relation (reduced bullied by .9 units)
reduce the chance for the student to be bullied in school. On the other hand, when regression model 2 was
run for the outcome variable Bully, regression coefficients of perception of mother’s upbringing style along
with the father’s discipline and inter-parental relation were found negative and significant {F (6,
214)=14.86, p<.001}.

Table 4. Regression analysis for “Bullied” and “Bully” by parents and teacher’s factors.
Model 1 of Predictors of being Bullied  Model 2 of Predictors of Bully

Variable Regression 95% CI Regression 95% CI
coefficients (b) coefficients (b)

Constant 39.88%** 31.9t047.86 42.674%** 35.2t050.15

Mother’s upbringing style -0.192 -0.43 t0 0.05 -0.242%* -0.46 to -.002

Father’s upbringing style 0.126 -0.13t0 0.38 0.037 -0.2 t0 0.27

Mother’s discipline -0.082 -0.40to0 0.24 -0.211 -0.52t0 0.1

Father’s discipline -0.352* -0.68 to -0.03 -0.355%* -0.66 to -0.05

Inter-parental relation -0.902%** -1.29t0 -0.52 -0.746%** -1.11t0 -0.38

Teacher’s support -0.102 -0.23 t0 0.03 -0.082 -0.20 to 0.04

R’ 0.29 0.26

F 11.98%** 14.85%**

AR? 0 2655 0.26***

Note. *p<.05; **p< .01 & ***p<.001

These results indicated that these independent variables are significant predictors for the situation of a
student to become a bully in school. Significant negative regression values for perception of mother’s
upbringing style (b=-0.242**), father’s discipline (b=-0.355%) and inter-parental relation (b=-0.746%%%)
were found in this model. These negative signs indicated a negative relative between mother’s warm
upbringing style and father’s cooperative discipline with bullying behavior in child. One unit increase in
positive perception of mother’s upbringing style reduced being bully by .24 units. Similarly, increase in one
unit of positive perception of father’s discipline reduced being bully by .36 units and inter-parental relation
reduced being bully by .75 units. As far as concern the effect of teacher’s support, it was found non-
significant in both models.

Finally, we wished to investigate whether these models alter if an independent variable gender
introduced. For this, we rerun the regression models with gender as an independent variable in it keeping
same set of predictors. After introducing gender as an independent variable, regression analysis results
showed that both models 1 & 2 satisfied the assumption of independent error and Tolerance found greater
than .2 (VIF<10).
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For females, Model 1 depicted inter-parental relationship (B= -0.76***) as a significant predictor,
significant F-value further support the model 1 {F (6, 152)=7.11, p<.001; R*= 0.219}. Similarly, model 2
also demonstrated inter-parental relationship (b = -0.807***) as a significant predictor {F (6, 142)=5.28,
p<.001; R*=0.18}.

Further, for males, significant F-values also supported the fact that predictors were significantly
predicting the outcome variables {M1: F (6, 56)=7.05, p<.001; R®>=0.43 & M2: F (6, 55)=11.77, p<.001;
R*=0.56}. On contrary, for males, both model 1 & 2 showed feacher’s support as a significant factor for
being Bullied (b =-0.32*) and being Bully (b = -0.29%).

10 DISCUSSION

Current study addressed the assessment of victimization experience in terms of bullied of the students
and bullying behavior among the students in schools. Second aim of the research was to analyse the
variation of bullying and being bullied under the various conditions of gender, parents’ education level, and
perceived financial situation along with the indication of places where bullying episodes usually happen.
Lastly, the third aim was to investigate the significant predictors among the children’s perception of
parental and school factors on the outcome variable of bullying and victimization.

Concerning the first aim of our research, we found the results of bullying behavior in Pakistani
students consistent with the international literature (Holt et al. 2007; Card et al. 2008; Monks et al. 2009;
Strom et al. 2013). More boys than girls were found the victims as well as involved in bullying practices.
The gender difference found in this study reflect the fact that males have more exposure to the agression
and exertion of power due to their perceived symbolic manhood as being powerful and able to control
others (Gini, 2006; Gini, 2008).

In addition, through ANOVA results of bullying regarding the parents’ education level we found that
mother’s education level significantly alter the bullying behavior in children. As the level of mother’s
education increased, the tendency of being bully decreased, that is, children of highly educated mothers and
supportive fathers tend to show relatively low level of bullying behavior than those of less educated mother
and strict fathers. These results indicate a positive impact of mother’s education and supportive discipline
of father on personality building of children. The findings of our research are coherent with other studies
(Basile et al. 2009; Corvo, 2010; Jolliffe, 2011; Hong &Espelage, 2012), which confirmed the significant
negative effect of mother’s overprotective and emotionally hostile behavior on the children to be bullied.

However, the results, concerning the indication of most targeted place of bullying, i.e., classrooms,
found in this study are not in consistent with international scenario (Monks et al., 2009), which mentioned
classrooms as the safer places than the corridors, recess times in cafeteria, toilets and playgrounds for the
students to be victimized or bullied. It demonstrates teachers’ unvigilant attitude and non-intervening
behavior in classroom sitting in Pakistan’s context. This finding is also answering the reason that why a
considerable percentage of students didn’t mention teachers or principals to whom they can discuss their
issues of victimization even if it happens in the class. A revelation of “home” in the category “bullying
somewhere else” though mentioned by a small number of students yet manifesting the presence of siblings
bullying (Monks et al., 2009) in Pakistan too. These reflections found in the current study demands further
and in-depth investigations of places and nature of bullying in Pakistani settings.

Lastly, Regression analysis showed that “being a bully” was predicted significantly by the variables of
mother’s upbringing style, father’s discipline and inter-parental relationship for both boys and girls. These
findings are in accordance with our earlier findings too regarding the effect of mother’s education on
child’s personality and his confidence. Current research showed that positive parental-youth and inter-
parental relationship significantly reduce the bullying behavior. These findings are supported by the studies
(Corvo, 2010; Jolliffe, 2011; Hong &Espelage, 2012), which demonstrated the involvement of students in
bullying activities who expose to inter-parental violence at home.

Although, the current study was a small-scaled study, which included the sample from two cities only,
yet the results demonstrated an interesting scenario in the Pakistan’s context. Many areas were discovered
during this study, which were hidden when this research was planned. Thus, large scale studies and
longitudinal studies are required to investigate these phenomena further, on the one hand, the predicting
mechanism of school bullying with other variables including peer relationships, sibling bullying, cultural
norms etc., too, and on the other hand, the long term consequences of bullying with trajectories of age and
other variation variables.
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