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Reducing Bullying: Application of
Social Cognitive Theory

Social cognitive theory (SCT) is an important
heuristic for understanding the complexity of
bullying behaviors and the social nature of in-
volvement in bullying. Bullying has been her-
alded as a social relationship problem, and the
interplay between the individual and his or her
social environment supports this conceptualiza-
tion. SCT has been used to help guide the
development of an individualized intervention for
bully perpetrators, which will be described in this
article. Intervening directly with those who bully
others helps understand individual variation in
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bullying, as well as teaches bully perpetrators
alternative, prosocial ways of interacting with
others. Students who bully others exhibit a com-
plex array of psychological, cognitive, and social
characteristics. In this article, we argue that to
truly reduce bullying, interventions must address
these psychological, cognitive, and social con-
tributing factors. Only when interventions tar-
get these constructs will individuals be able to
transform their bullying behaviors into prosocial
interactions.

Prevalence of Bullying Involvement

OVER THE PAST 2 decades, attention to bul-
lying has exponentially increased among
educational, psychological, and legal scholars
and practitioners, as well as among youth and
adults worldwide. With the recent events between
players on the Miami Dolphins football team and
allegations of bullying, harassment, and intimi-
dation, bullying has become a major topic in the
news and now in locker rooms across the country.
However, despite this increased attention to the
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bullying phenomenon, bullying does not appear
to be significantly declining.

Studies have found that 10% to 33% of stu-
dents report being victimized (Kessel Schneider,
O’Donnell, Stueve, & Coulter, 2012; Perkins,
Craig, & Perkins, 2011); 1% to 11.5% report
both bullying others and being bullied (i.e.,
bully-victims; Dulmus, Sowers, & Theriot, 2006;
Nansel et al., 2001); and 5% to 13% report
bullying others (Perkins et al., 2011; Seals &
Young, 2003; Solberg & Olweus, 2003). Al-
though lower rates of self-reported bullying be-
haviors could stem from reluctance to self-report
negative behavior, the disparity between the num-
ber of individuals bullying versus being bullied
is consistent with research on various delinquent
and criminal activities, which finds that a small
number of individuals perpetrate the majority of
crimes (Hamparian, Schuster, Dinitz, & Conrad,
1978). Bullying is a significant problem that
needs to be reduced, and one way to do this is by
intervening directly with the bully perpetrators
with the goal to help these individuals change
their cognitive and social behaviors that underlie
their bullying perpetration.

Influence of Social Cognitive Theory
on Bullying Intervention

Bandura’s (1977, 1986) social cognitive the-
ory is an updated and expanded version of social
learning theory, developed by Miller and Dollard
(1941). Social learning theory proposed that indi-
viduals learn not only through direct instruction
but also by observing others’ behaviors and the
consequences that follow (Bandura, 1977). For
learning to occur, individuals must (a) attend
to the observed behavior, (b) encode images
of the observed behavior, (c) reproduce those
images, and (d) be motivated to perform the
behavior. The motivational component is tied
to the consequences that follow certain behav-
iors; specifically, individuals are more likely to
engage in a behavior they have learned that
the consequences are valued and rewarding (i.e.,
reinforced). Likewise, if the consequences of
a particular behavior are more punishing and

272

less reinforcing, individuals will be motivated to
refrain from engaging in that behavior.

Social cognitive theory hinges on the same
basic principles as social learning theory (Ban-
dura, 1986). However, social cognitive theory
emphasizes the role of cognitions in determining
individuals’ behaviors (Bandura, 1986). Specifi-
cally, social cognitive theory proposes that there
is a continuous interaction between the social
environment (e.g., witnessing others’ behaviors),
internal stimuli (e.g., cognitions and feelings),
and behaviors. This triadic interaction (i.e., social
environment, internal stimuli, and behaviors) is
referred to as reciprocal determinism (Bussey &
Bandura, 1999; Orpinas & Horne, 2006). Thus,
this triadic reciprocal determinism occurs when
individuals make cognitive evaluations of the
behaviors of individuals in their social environ-
ments and the consequences that follow those
behaviors (Bussey & Bandura, 1999).

Social cognitive theory has been used to ex-
plain aggressive behaviors (Bandura, 1978; Ban-
dura, Ross, & Ross, 1961) and can be applied
to the study of bullying by explaining how
individuals learn to bully (i.e., via observational
learning and reinforcement). Cognitions regard-
ing support for bullying and beliefs regarding
the likelihood of positive versus negative con-
sequences affect the likelihood that youths will
bully others. Many studies demonstrate a link
between observing bullying and other aggressive
behaviors and perpetration of bullying behaviors
among youth. For example, youth who are ex-
posed to domestic violence in their homes are
significantly more likely to bully others than
those who are not exposed to domestic violence
(Baldry, 2003; Bowes et al., 2009). Children and
adolescents who socialize with aggressive peers
are more likely to perpetrate acts of aggression
than youths who do not associate with aggressive
peers (Mouttapa, Valente, Gallaher, Rohrbach,
& Unger, 2004). Evidence suggests that youth
who live in neighborhoods judged to be less safe
(i.e., characterized by more violent behaviors)
are more likely than those who live in safer
neighborhoods to engage in bullying behaviors
(Espelage, Bosworth, & Simon, 2000; Young-
blade et al., 2007). Although there are many
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possible explanations for the correlation between
exposure to bullying and other aggressive behav-
iors and perpetration of bullying behaviors, social
cognitive theory asserts that this link happens
as a result of observational learning. Consistent
with this assertion, some research has found that
observational factors are the most strongly related
to bullying behaviors (Curtner-Smith, 2000).
Youth have numerous opportunities to learn
to bully via observational learning. However,
not all youths who are exposed to bullying and
aggression will emulate those behaviors. This is
where the critical roles of cognition and rein-
forcement come into play. In terms of cognitions,
evidence suggests that youth are less likely to
engage in bullying behaviors if they think these
behaviors are unacceptable. Research suggests
that cognitions surrounding bullying are gener-
ally combined with emotions supportive of bul-
lying, and tendencies to engage in bullying reflect
this bidirectional relationship. Studies suggest
that students holding antibullying attitudes are
significantly less likely than those holding pro-
bullying attitudes to perpetrate bullying behaviors
(Boulton, Trueman, & Flemington, 2002; Poteat,
Kimmel, & Wilchins, 2010; Salmivalli & Voeten,
2004; Williams & Guerra, 2007). Thus, research
consistently demonstrates that attitudes toward
bullying explain (Boulton et al., 2002) and pre-
dict (Poteat et al., 2010; Salmivalli & Voeten,
2004) bullying behaviors. Therefore, although
many children and adolescents may learn to bully
via observational learning, only those who hold
probullying attitudes will be likely to actually
engage in bullying behaviors. However, it is
important to note that attitudes contain cognitive,
affective, and behavioral components and reflect
a mental state of readiness that influences the
likelihood that one will engage in a given behav-
ior in the future (Allport, 1935; Fazio & Olson,
2007). Therefore, probullying attitudes do not
always lead to bullying behaviors. Additionally
psychological and cognitive factors may affect
the likelihood that youth will engage in bullying
behaviors, one of which is the perception of
positive versus negative consequences.
According to social cognitive theory, children
and adolescents tend to avoid behaviors that they

believe will be punished and, instead, engage
in behaviors that they believe will be rewarded
(Bandura, 1977). Thus, according to theory,
youth who perpetrate bullying believe that they
will be rewarded in some way (e.g., increased
social status, access to resources). Further, for the
bullying behaviors to be maintained and repeated
over time, individuals must receive reinforcement
as a result of their bullying behaviors. Consistent
with social cognitive theory, family members,
adults (Bandura, 1978), and peers (Craig &
Pepler, 1995; Mouttapa et al., 2004; O’Connell,
Pepler, & Craig, 1999) may reinforce individuals’
bullying behaviors (e.g., via praise or accep-
tance). In fact, one study found that students
who bullied on the playground were reinforced
by their peers for the bullying behaviors in the
majority (i.e., 81%) of incidents (Craig & Pepler,
1995). Therefore, the significant individuals in
youths’ lives, particularly family members and
peers, impact whether youths believe that bully-
ing is acceptable or not and whether it will be
rewarded or punished.

Based on the evidence, it appears as though
children and adolescents who are most likely
to engage in bullying are those who: (a) are
exposed to bullying and other aggressive be-
haviors, (b) endorse probullying attitudes, and
(c) interact with individuals who overtly or
covertly indicate that bullying is acceptable and
reinforce the bullying behaviors of these youths.
Clearly, exposure to bullying, supportive attitudes
toward bullying, and the expressed attitudes and
behaviors of family members, peers, and other
individuals are interrelated. For example, parents
who condone aggressive and coercive behaviors
may model those behaviors for their children
(Patterson, 1982), indicate that they support bul-
lying, and reinforce their children’s bullying be-
haviors, all of which are likely to encourage
their children to feel and think positively about
bullying.

Cognitive-Behavioral Interventions for
Aggression and Bullying

Cognitive-behavioral interventions (CBI) are
influenced by SCT and, given that bullying has

273



Theories of Bullying and Cyberbullying

been conceptualized as a cognitive-behavioral
phenomenon (Doll et al., 2012), may be an ideal
approach to reducing bullying. CBI focuses on
how one’s thoughts and beliefs affect behavior
(DiGiuseppe, 2009). According to CBI, mod-
ifying one’s dysfunctional beliefs will have a
positive impact on thoughts and behavior. In
terms of internal stimuli, cognitive distortions,
especially those that justify aggression (Barriga,
Landau, Stinson, Liau, & Gibbs, 2000; Lardén,
Melin, Holst, & Langstrom, 2006), are asso-
ciated with bullying perpetration. Furthermore,
bullying attitudes (i.e., cognitions and emotions
surrounding and tendencies toward bullying) are
predictive of students’ bullying behaviors in
that students endorsing probullying attitudes are
more likely to bully others compared with stu-
dents who endorse antibullying attitudes (Poteat
et al., 2010; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004). Taken
together, it appears as though there is much
evidence to support the application of social
cognitive theory to bullying behaviors and, thus,
CBI as an appropriate intervention for students
who bully.

Some CBIs have been found to decrease
students’ bullying behaviors (McLaughlin, Laux,
& Pescara-Kovach, 2006). The Coping Power
Program (CPP; Lochman & Wells, 2002), a
social cognitive intervention that targets chil-
dren’s cognitive processes and parental behav-
iors, was found to reduce participants’ aggres-
sive, delinquent (e.g., substance abuse), and
disruptive (e.g., hyperactive) behaviors (Box-
meyer, Lochman, Powell, Yaros, & Wojnaroski,
2007; Jurecska, Hamilton, & Peterson, 2011;
Lochman & Wells, 2002, 2004); the best re-
sults being associated with use of the full
program (i.e., both child and parent compo-
nents). Problem-Solving Skills Training (PSST)
has been found to lead to a decrease in children’s
aggressive and delinquent behaviors (Kazdin,
Bass, Siegel, & Thomas, 1989; Kazdin, Esveldt-
Dawson, French, & Unis, 1987), both used alone
and combined with Parent Management Training
(PMT; Kazdin, Siegel, & Bass, 1992) and com-
bined with both PMT and parent problem solving
(PPS; Kazdin & Whitley, 2003). Aggression Re-
placement Training (Goldstein, Glick, & Gibbs,
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1998) is a three-part multicomponent approach
including Skillstreaming, which teaches youths
appropriate behaviors, anger control training that
targets emotional regulation, and moral reason-
ing, which has been found to show long-term
effects in decreasing aggressive behaviors among
youth (Barnoski, 2004). Thus, CBIs, whether
used in isolation, paired with other components
such as parent training, and/or utilized in the con-
text of a formalized intervention, appears to be
effective in decreasing aggressive and disruptive
behaviors in youth.

The Target Bullying Intervention Program

Research on cognitive-behavioral programs
designed to reduce aggression and impulsive
behavior suggests that individualized, cognitive-
behavioral approaches can effectively reduce ag-
gression and impulsivity. The Target Bullying
Intervention Program (T-BIP; Swearer & Givens,
2006) provides schools with a CBI designed
using research on what works in bullying and
aggression reduction interventions. The T-BIP
is a one-on-one cognitive-behavioral intervention
for bully perpetrators. Parents are also involved
in the intervention by attending a follow-up
meeting, during which time the T-BIP treatment
report based on the data from the interven-
tion is reviewed and specific recommendations
are discussed. Each component of the T-BIP is
supported by research, which offers a higher
likelihood of success. For example, one study
has shown that the number of students’ office
referrals decreased significantly after attending
the T-BIP intervention, #(60) = 2.5, p = .02
(Swearer, Wang, Collins, Strawhun, & Fluke,
2014).

A critical component that is missing from
many extant bullying interventions is a compre-
hensive assessment of bullying and related prob-
lems (Diamanduros, Downs, & Jenkins, 2008;
Hilton, Anngela-Cole, & Wakita, 2010; Swearer,
Espelage, & Napolitano, 2009). A unique com-
ponent of the T-BIP is the cognitive-behavioral
assessment phase, which helps to identify the
cognitive processes and mental health factors as-
sociated with bullying. In this phase, the interven-
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tionist assesses constructs related to engagement
in bullying (i.e., depression, anxiety, cognitive
distortions, self-concept, perceptions of school
climate, bullying involvement, and treatment ac-
ceptability).

Conclusion

Consistent with the principles of social cog-
nitive theory, in which individuals attend to,
encode, and model the behaviors they observe
contingent on their motivation to attend to the
behavior (Bandura, 1977), studies have found
that youths who witness aggressive behaviors are
more likely to bully others. Youth who witness
domestic abuse (Baldry, 2003; Bowes et al.,
2009), live in unsafe neighborhoods (Youngblade
et al., 2007), and associate with aggressive peers
(Mouttapa et al., 2004) are more likely to per-
petrate bullying. Students’ social environments
may also reinforce bullying through procure-
ment of social status (Craig & Pepler, 1995;
Mouttapa et al., 2004; O’Connell et al., 1999).
Thus, theory and research support the notion
that students have opportunities to learn bul-
lying behaviors via observational learning and
may be motivated to bully others as a result
of reinforcement for these behaviors. CBIs are
tailored to an individual’s unique cognitions,
emotions, and behaviors. Such individualization
is a necessary component for effective bullying
intervention given that bullying is a complex
phenomenon and multiple factors are involved
in the causation and maintenance of the bullying
behaviors (Doll & Swearer, 2006; Sugimura &
Rudolph, 2012).

Bullying prevention and intervention pro-
grams should teach students skills that promote
effective problem solving strategies and prosocial
behaviors. It is important to utilize school coun-
selors, school psychologists, and other commu-
nity referral systems to provide evidence-based
treatment to students involved in bullying. So-
cial cognitive theory suggests that interventions
focused on cognitive and social functioning are
important for breaking the cycle of bullying
involvement.

References

Allport, G. W. (1935). Attitudes. In C. Murchison
(Ed.), Handbook of social psychology (pp. 798-
844). Worcester, MA: Clark University Press.

Baldry, A. C. (2003). Bullying in schools and exposure
to domestic violence. Child Abuse & Neglect, 27,
713-732. doi: 10.1016/S0145-2134(03)00114-5.

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Oxford,
England: Prentice-Hall.

Bandura, A. (1978). Social learning theory of aggres-
sion. Journal of Communication, 28, 12-29. doi:
10.1111/5.1460-2466.1978.tb01621 x.

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and
action: A social cognitive theory. Englewood Cliffs,
NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Bandura, A., Ross, D., & Ross, S. A. (1961). Transmis-
sion of aggression through imitation of aggressive
models. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychol-
ogy, 63, 575-583. doi: 10.1037/h0045925.

Barnoski, R. (2004). Outcome evaluation of Wash-
ington State’s research-based program for juvenile
offenders. Olympia, WA: Washington State Institute
for Public Policy.

Barriga, A. Q., Landau, J. R., Stinson, B. L., Liau,
A. K., & Gibbs, J. C. (2000). Cognitive distortions
and problem behaviors in adolescents. Criminal
Justice and Behavior, 27, 36-56. doi: 10.1177/00
93854800027001003.

Boulton, M. J., Trueman, M., & Flemington, 1. (2002).
Associations between secondary school pupils’ def-
initions of bullying, attitudes towards bullying, and
tendencies to engage in bullying: Age and sex
differences. Educational Studies, 28, 353-370. doi:
10.1080/0305569022000042390.

Bowes, L., Arseneault, L., Maughan, B., Taylor, A,
Caspi, A., & Moffitt, T. E. (2009). School, neigh-
borhood, and family factors are associated with
children’s bullying involvement: A nationally rep-
resentative longitudinal study. Journal of the Amer-
ican Academy of Child Adolescent Psychiatry, 48,
545-553. doi: 10.1097/CHIL.Ob013e31819cb017.

Boxmeyer, C. L., Lochman, J. E., Powell, N., Yaros,
A., & Wojnaroski, M. (2007). A case study of
the Coping Power Program with aggressive youth.
Journal of Contemporary Psychotherapy, 37, 165—
174. doi: 10.1007/s10879-007-9051-3.

Bussey, K., & Bandura, A. (1999). Social cognitive
theory of gender development and differentiation.
Psychological Review, 106, 676-713. doi: 10.1037/
0033-295X.106.4.676.

275



Theories of Bullying and Cyberbullying

Craig, W. M., & Pepler, D. (1995). Observations of
bullying in the playground and in the classroom.
School Psychology International, 21, 22-36. doi:
10.1177/0143034300211002.

Curtner-Smith, M. E. (2000). Mechanisms by which
family processes contribute to school-age boy’s bul-
lying. Child Study Journal, 30, 169—186. Retrieved
from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ626921.

Diamanduros, T., Downs, E., & Jenkins, S. J. (2008).
The role of school psychologists in the assessment,
prevention, and intervention of cyberbullying. Psy-
chology in the Schools, 45, 693-704. doi: 10.1002/
pits.20335.

DiGiuseppe, R. (2009). An introduction to cognitive
behavior therapies. In A. Akin-Little, S. G. Little,
M. A. Bray, & T. J. Kehle (Eds.), Behavioral
interventions in schools: Evidence-based positive
strategies (95-100). Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association.

Doll, B., & Swearer, S. (2006). Cognitive-behavioral
interventions for participants in bullying and co-
ercion. In R. Mennuti, A. Freeman, & R. Christ-
ner (Eds.), Cognitive behavioral interventions in
educational settings: A handbook for practice
(pp. 183-201). New York, NY: Brunner-Routledge.

Doll, B., Swearer, S. M., Collins, A. M., Chadwell,
M. R., Dooley, K., & Chapla, B. A. (2012).
Bullying and coercion: School-based cognitive-
behavioral interventions. In R. B. Mennuti, R. W.
Christner, & A. Freeman (Eds.), Cognitive be-
havioral interventions in educational settings: A
handbook for practice (pp. 339-379). New York,
NY: Routledge.

Dulmus, C., Sowers, K., & Theriot, M. (2006). Preva-
lence and bullying experiences of victims and
victims who become bullies (bully-victims) at rural
schools. Victims & Olffenders, 1, 15-31. doi: 10.
1080/15564880500498945.

Espelage, D. L, Bosworth, K., & Simon, T. R. (2000).
Examining the social context of bullying behaviors
in early adolescence. Journal of Counseling and
Development, 78, 326-333. doi: 10.1002/j.1556-
6676.2000.tb01914.x.

Fazio, R. H., & Olson, M. A. (2007). Attitudes:
Foundations, functions, and consequences. In M. A.
Hogg & J. Cooper (Eds.), The sage handbook of
social psychology (pp. 123-145). London, England:
Sage.

Goldstein, A. P., Glick, B., & Gibbs, J. C. (1998).
Aggression replacement training (Rev. ed.). Cham-
paign, IL: Research Press.

276

Hamparian, D. M., Schuster, R., Dinitz, S., & Conrad,
J. P. (1978). Violent few: A study of dangerous ju-
venile offenders. New York, NY: Lexington Books.

Hilton, J. M., Anngela-Cole, L., & Wakita, J. (2010).
A cross-cultural comparison of factors associated
with school bullying. Family Journal, 18, 413-422.
doi: 10.1177/1066480710372919.

Jurecska, D. E., Hamilton, E. B., & Peterson, M. A.
(2011). Effectiveness of the coping power pro-
gram in middle-school children with disruptive
behaviours and hyperactivity difficulties. Support
for Learning, 26, 168-172. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-
9604.2011.01499 .x.

Kazdin, A. E., Bass, D., Siegel, T., & Thomas, C.
(1989). Cognitive-behavioral therapy and relation-
ship therapy in the treatment of children referred
for antisocial behavior. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 57, 522-535. doi: 10.1037/
0022-006X.57.4.522.

Kazdin, A. E., Esveldt-Dawson, French, N. H., & Unis,
A. S. (1987). Problem-solving skills training and
relationship therapy in the treatment of antisocial
child behavior. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 55, 76-85. doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.
55.1.76.

Kazdin, A. E., Siegel, T. C., & Bass, D. (1992). Cog-
nitive problem-solving skills training and parent
management training in the treatment of antisocial
behavior in children. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 60, 733-747. doi: 10.1037/
0022-006X.60.5.733.

Kazdin, A. E., & Whitley, M. K. (2003). Treatment
of parental stress to enhance therapeutic change
among children referred for aggressive and anti-
social behavior. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 71, 504-515. doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.
71.3.504.

Kessel Schneider, S., O’Donnell, L., Stueve, A., &
Coulter, R. S. (2012). Cyberbullying, school bul-
lying, and psychological distress: A regional cen-
sus of high school students. American Journal of
Public Health, 102, 171-177. doi: 10.2105/AJPH.
2011.300308.

Lardén, M., Melin, L., Holst, U., & Langstrom, N.
(2006). Moral judgment, cognitive distortions and
empathy in incarcerated delinquent and community
control adolescents. Psychology, Crime & Law, 12,
453-462. doi: 10.1080/10683160500036855.

Lochman, J. E., & Wells, K. C. (2002). The Coping
Power Program at the middle school transition:
Universal and indicated prevention effects. Psy-



Swearer et al.

Reducing Bullying

chology of Addictive Behaviors, 16, S40-S54. doi:
10.1037/0893-164X.16.4S.S40.

Lochman, J. E., & Wells, K. C. (2004). The Coping
Power Program for preadolescent aggressive boys
and their parents: Outcome effects of the 1-year
follow-up. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psy-
chology, 72, 571-578. doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.72.
4.571.

McLaughlin, L., Laux, J. M., & Pescara-Kovach, L.
(2006). Using multimedia to reduce bullying and
victimization in third-grade urban schools. Profes-
sional School Counseling, 10, 153—-160. Retrieved
from http://schoolcounselor.metapress.com.

Miller, N. E., & Dollard, J. (1941). Social learning and
imitation. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Mouttapa, M., Valente, T., Gallaher, P., Rohrbach,
L. A, & Unger, J. B. (2004). Social network pre-
dictors of bullying and victimization. Adolescence,
39, 315-335. Retrieved from http://www.ncbi.nlm.
nih.gov/pubmed/15563041.

Nansel, T. R., Overpeck, M., Pilla, R. S., Ruan, W. J.,
Simmons-Morton, B., & Scheidt, P. (2001). Bul-
lying behaviors among US youth: Prevalence and
association with psychosocial adjustment. Journal
of the American Medical Association, 285, 2094—
2100. doi: 10.1001/jama.285.16.2094.

O’Connell, P., Pepler, D., & Craig, W. (1999). Peer
involvement in bullying: Insights and challenges
for intervention. Adolescence, 22, 437-452. doi:
10.1006/jado/1999.0238.

Orpinas, P, & Horne, A. M. (2006). Bullying pre-
vention: Creating a positive school climate and
developing social competence. Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association.

Patterson, G. R. (1982). Coercive family process.
Eugene, OR: Castalia.

Perkins, H. W., Craig, D. W., & Perkins, J. M.
(2011). Using social norms to reduce bullying: A
research intervention in five middle schools. Group
Processes Intergroup Relations, 14, 703-722. doi:
10.1177/1368430210398004.

Poteat, V. P., Kimmel, M. S., & Wilchins, R. (2010).
The moderating effect of support for violence
beliefs on masculine norms, aggressions, and ho-
mophobic behavior during adolescence. Journal of
Research on Adolescence, 21, 434-447. doi: 10.
1111/5.1532-7795.2010.00682 x.

TiP

Salmivalli, C., & Voeten, M. (2004). Connections
between attitudes, group norms, and behaviour in
bullying situations. International Journal of Behav-
ioral Development, 28, 246-258. doi: 10.1080/016
50250344000488.

Seals, D. & Young, J.
victimization:

(2003). Bullying and

Prevalence and relationship to
gender, grade level, ethnicity, self-esteem, and
depression. Adolescence, 38, 735-747. Retrieved
from http://europepmc.org/abstract/ MED/1505349
8/reload=0;jsessionid=Qu1 OMOxuuxrjUoOkwuK
j-18.

Solberg, M., & Olweus, D. (2003). Prevalence esti-
mation of school bullying with the Olweus Bully/
Victim Questionnaire. Aggressive Behavior, 29,
239-268. doi: 10.1002/ab.10047.

Sugimura, N., & Rudolph, K. D. (2012). Temperamen-
tal differences in children’s reactions to peer vic-
timization. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent
Psychology, 41, 314-328. doi: 10.1080/15374416.
2012.656555.

Swearer, S. M., Espelage, D. L., & Napolitano, S. A.
(2009). Bullying prevention and intervention: Real-
istic strategies for schools. New York, NY: Guilford
Press.

Swearer, S. M., & Givens, J. E. (2006, March). Design-
ing an alternative to suspension for middle school
bullies. Paper presented at the annual convention of
the National Association of School Psychologists,
Anaheim, CA.

Swearer, S. M., Wang, C., Collins, A., Strawhun, J.,
& Fluke, S. (2014). Bullying: A school mental
health perspective. In M. D. Weist, N. A. Lever,
C. P. Bradshaw, & J. S. Owens (Eds.), Handbook of
school mental health: Research, training, practice,
and policy (2nd ed., pp. 341-354). New York, NY:
Springer.

Williams, K., & Guerra, N. (2007). Prevalence and pre-
dictors of Internet bullying. Journal of Adolescent
Health [Supplement], 41 S14-S21. doi: 10.1016/j.
jadohealth.2007.08.018.

Youngblade, L. M., Theokas, C., Schulenberg, J.,
Curry, L., Huang, ., & Novak, M. (2007). Risk
and promotive factors in families, schools, and
communities: A contextual model of positive youth
development in adolescence. Pediatrics, 119, S47—
53. doi: 10.1542/peds.2006-2089H.

277



