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The objective of this study is to reveal the streebf bullying
behaviour patterns occurring at school, the occooe rate of the
bully, victim, intervener participant, helper parpant and bystander
behaviour patterns among disadvantaged studens@ary and
secondary schools. We used the Bullying Questiomidaveloped by
our research team to study the behaviour pattelnas @re related to
bullying. In the case of primary school pupils tehaviour pattern
occurring most frequently was - regardless of gengeding
intervention. For the secondary school studentsevealed
difference between boys and girls. Among girlshilest intensive
behaviour pattern was aiding intervention, whilebtays joining to the
attacking party was the most typical. Regardinggeeond strongest
behaviour pattern shown in the case of bullyingfouend that to girls
the spectator manner was most typical in everygagap, while in
the case of primary schoolboys the interventiomvhy of joining to
the attacking party was most peculiar and in theecaf secondary
school boys the aiding intervention was most chisréstic. The
attacking behaviour given to bullying was not fodyyical in any of
the age groups. However attacking behaviour wasisegntly more
typical to boys in every age group than to girleeTapplication of
physical and verbal force as well as preferencadvantage deriving
from attack was significantly more peculiar to bélyan to girls in
every age group. The victim behaviour pattern vhasléast typical to
the specimen. At the age between 11 and 12 theanolygirls became
victims due to bullying nearly at the same leveloAthe age between
13 and 14 however this behaviour pattern was fquimtipally more
characteristic to girls, but this did not reach thignificant level in the
case of either age group.

Keywords: bullying, bully, victim, intervener participartiglper
participant and bystander behaviour patterns

Prevalence of School Bullying

The prevalence rate of school bullying show largeéation depending on
what are the influencing factors by the researchedsich period the
measurement covers (e.g: last month, the previoumanths, any time in
the school years); what is the frequency that aawriierion in connection
with bullying (eg once / twice in the period, once a month, onegeek or
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more often), which definition is used (eg indirectdirect types) (Monks et
al., 2009).

The research results show (Smith et al., 1999)t tha victims of
bullying are in minority (approximately 5-20% ofethchildren and the
harassers (who injured the others) are usually Esm(about 2-20%).

Some students are also a harasser and a victiacKattvictim); their
prevalence rate is in connection with school ballyibeyond the above
mentioned uncertainty, it changes a lot accordmntpé applied methodology
and criteria (Wolke et al., 2000).

According to Figula’q2004) domestic test, in school situations the rate
of victims is 26, 1%, the rate of harassers is %P3,9the rate of
aggressivel/victims is 26,5%.

In childhood and adolescence, aggression is ofemgribed as a stable
characteristic. Other researches show that bulljiag a different process
(Farrington, 1991; Goldstein, 1994; Loeber & Stamtler-Loeber, 1998).

In fact, the increase and peak of bullying can bethie years of
adolescence while during the high school yearshibws a declining
tendency (Nansel et al., 2001; Pellegrini & Bart#001).

With age the incidence tendency of bullying movesnt physical
aggression toward indirect and covert aggressibard are more boys in the
category of offenders, while among the victims ¢hisrbalance between the
genders. Physical maltreatment is typical of bogsyert and indirect
harassment is typical of girls (Olweus, 1993; Sreithl., 1999).

According to the researchers of bullying, therecamnection between
family atmosphere and aggressive behavior. Itkislyi that those children
who find aggressive behavior useful it is typidttconflict is often present
in their family, they take part in bullying at horaad in aggressive behavior,
and they feel that aggression has a functionaleveduachieve their goals.
Surely they learn these behaviors at home and likey that the learned
things at home are practiced at school by themdlagp & Swearer, 2003).

The role of family in the development of bullyingshbeen examined by
several researches. Researchers have found stiokg between the
aggressive behavior of young people and the lackaaiily cohesion
(Gorman-Smith et al., 1996), inadequate family oanfFarrington, 1991),
family bullying (Thornberry, 1994), belligerencedgber & Dishion, 1983)
and poor problem-solving skills (Tolan et al.,, 1p8&urthermore, the
presence of family conflicts and parental problexiz® show close contact
with aggression in childhood (Henggeler et al.,&)99

More researchers have revealed connection amorentaareducational
style, family atmosphere and school bullying. Feamaple, according to
Olweus’ Scandinavian Youth Research (1980, 1993}dmeluded that the
violent boys’ families can be often characterizgdhe lack of coziness, the
use of physical bullying within the family and thmeability to control extra-
curricular activities.

The above findings in Bowers, Smith and Binneysesrch (1994) were
supplemented by that the harassers’ family memhax& high claim to
power. About the families of the victims it turnedt that the family is very
cohesive and probably the mother is overprotedferdondini & Smith,
1996).

The researches examining the proactive victim's ilfarbackground
revealed that the harsh, negative parental beh&viquite common in the
proactive victims’ families; the parents are oftenable to control their
emotions. The proactive boy victims often haveseleelationship with their
mother but their relationship is distant with thiither. The proactive girl
victims’ mother is rather hostile than overproteet{Révész, 2007).
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The aim of this present study is to reveal thecstme of the aggressive
attitude — and behavior patterns in school practioe occurrence rate of the
bully, the victim, the intervener participant, thelper participant and the
bystander behavior patterns among among disadwehtagudents in
primary school.

Theory of School Bullying

About the dynamics of school bullying, several tieohave been born over
the past few decades. One part of the theoriesgoophasis on personality;
the other part puts emphasis on the characterisficsocial situation in
connection with the explanation of school bullying.

Evolutionary theory

The evolutionary approach of aggressive behavierdmy just begun to be
investigated by the researches (Kolbert & Croth@@)3). The theory
recommends that we should consider aggressive lmhavschool as any
type of aggressive behavior. Aggressive behaviagcimool has advantages
and disadvantages too, as in some circumstancesttdeker has positive
profit (benefit of the assault) (for example theghase of material essentials
or the protection of subculture), even if it is haneficial for the victim or
the atmosphere. The theory does not protect aggnessany sense because
according to the theory, correlation and correcres/e evolutionary roots.

Attachment theory

Attachment theory assumes that the developmenhefiriternal working
model of relations influences the quality of tiéaehment to parents or
carers and this has an effect on the attachmetheofperson in his/her
subsequent relationships (Main et al, 1985). Attaeht theory assumes that
the development of internal working model is refaly continuous.
Uncertain attachment can lead to that the indiMigdt show more hostile
and more aggressive reaction than the expectetioedowards others, so
this can easily become bully behavior in the coofsschool bullying.

Social Learning theory

Researches on bullying show that there is a coiumedietween family
atmosphere and aggressive behavior. It is likedy those children who find
aggressive behavior useful, it is typical of thdrattin their family conflict
is/was often present, they take part in bully atmboand in aggressive
behavior and they assume that aggression has tidiuacvalue to achieve
the goals. Surely they learn these behaviors aehamd it is likely that they
play the learnt things in the school (Espelage &&ner, 2003).

Beyond attachment theory, the effect of family éast social learning
(through observations, imitation of roles, reinfrent) contribute to the
development of aggressive behavior (Baldry, 2003).
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Socio cultural theory

Socio cultural theory concentrates rather on thle of social factors in
behavior than to understand individual differend&scording to the theory,
one should observe aggressive behavior in theragsite environment where
it appears. Researches show that aggression isypioal of democratic,
authoritarian schools with rigid hierarchy (Rolat889).

It is important to examine that in these schoolsetivbr rules against
overt aggression or covert rewards are present.n@oritly members can
support (directly or indirectly) bully behavior pain through its approaches
(Ireland, 1999; Salmivalli et al, 1996).

In order to reduce the frequency of the appearaficehool bullying, it
is important to pay attention to changes in thetesys (school as
organization), not to the characteristics of thepbe living in the given
environment (students and teachers).

This approach can be used in those schools, whaervéntions
extending the entire school are attained and athbags of the organization
take part in the fight against school bullying.

Social-cognitive learning theory

This theory focuses on the differences of individievelopment. According
to Crick and Dodge’s (1994) social information pFssing model,
aggression is caused by the distorted and diffeferth of the norm
processing of information. They believe that irsthiay aggression is not an
appropriate (maladaptive) response of aggression.

According to the model, the lack of social abibtiithin this, primarily
the impairment of social problem solving is asstetlavith the development
of aggression.

Aggressive students during social information pssagg are more likely
to show code problems such as the attribution exfdrelligerency and the
representation level error (for example the intetqaion weakness of others’
state of mind).

Nowadays, researchers question that whether thislem@an be
applicable to all types of aggression within thisschool bullying. It is well-
known that school bullying is the indirect form ajgression such as lie or
spreading rumors, which leads to the victim’s egidn from the group and
physical aggression is carefully designed in mastes. It is likely that at
least some of the attackers are aware of the spemrieption of their
behavior (Espelage & Swearer, 2003).

Consciousness theory

Sutton et all. (1999) discuss the approach of t#fcsocial abilities model in
connection with school bullying. They emphasizet tsame attackers
understand other people’s behavior well and theythis knowledge in their
own interest.

Their arguments are drawn up in connection withscausness theory.
This idea suggests that the individual is ableidentify” others’ and his/her
state of mind (Leslie, 1987).

Using consciousness theory, Sutton et al. (199pjems their view that
some attackers can have/possess consciousnesg fi@eause they aim at
vulnerable children who tolerate harassment arisl likely that their peers
do not stand by them.
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Similarity theory

Peers play an important role in the children armalestents’ social behavior.
The peer group tends to be important in the chipd’ssonality development
in late childhood and early adolescence. During ti@velopmental period,
the base of the formation of peer groups is sintylaf souls and gender and
racial similarity (Leung, 1994).

Peer groups are liable to show similarity in th#edént dimensions of
behavior. This similarity within the group is call@as homophily by the
researchers (Berndt, 1982).

So far, Espelage and Swearer (2003) have examimedhomophily
hypothesis in connection with school bullying. Treyamined high school
students in the research, one hand applying thlysssmanethod of social
network for the charting of peer social network, thie other hand with
hierarchical linear modeling they determined of é@stent, how peers
influence each other in school bullying. The reswupport homophily
hypothesis in connection with bullying and fightingthe test of sixth and
eighth grade students in the one year period.

The effect of homophily was stronger in point ofha aggression than
physical aggression. This shows that peers’ initeeplay more important
role in the lower level aggression than in fightirfgmply, peers like to
,hang out” with peers who attack as frequent ayg the

In addition, the effect of homophily was also sgon case of those
students, who make friends with attackers. In Hrae the boys seemed to
be a little more harmful than the girls. Homoptitgory has been confirmed
in both groups.

These results suggest that prevention efforts ghiaalude conversations
with students in reference to that how to handégr theers’ pressure, which
forces them to take part in aggressive events. isthould be discussed
how to restrict powerful peer influence (Espelag&wearer, 2003).

Dominance theory

Early adolescence is the period of the growth bbstbullying. Dominance
theory gives a possible explanation of this growflmminance can be
considered to be a relationship, by means of wthehindividuals on the
basis of available material essentials are arraimgééerarchy (Pellegrini &
Bartini, 2001).

Pellegrini (2002) argues that in the period of $idon to high school ,
students have to reform their dominance relations they should consider
bullying as a conscious strategy by which they helvance to win in the
reformed peer group.

In an empirical study, which examined the dominatheary of proactive
aggression and school bullying, Pellegrini and Ld2§02) found that
school bullying is more typical of those boys, wiige aggression for the
transition. This research supports the idea thabthys in the period of high
school transition took part more in school bullyithgn the girls (Pellegrini
& Long, 2002).
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Attraction theory

According to attraction theory, the young adolestareed to be detached
from the parents and they have to create relatipashith their peers, who

have similar characteristics. They do so in order axpress their

independence ( for example this is the cause ahgletncy, aggression and
disobedience) and they attract less to those, wdwe ftharacteristics of
childhood (such as obedience) (Bukowski et al. 0200

Bukowski et al. (2000) argue that the young ad@etctreat the period
of transition from primary school to high schoolaththey attract to
aggressive peers. In their research they examifa@dransitional age boys
and girls and they found that the girls and thesbaytraction to aggressive
peers are increasing in the period of transitionigh school.

This increase is greater in case of the girls, iparallel to Pellegrini
and Bartini's researches (2001). They found thaiasehigh school girls
would gladly be on date with '"dominant boys’, iEte was a party.

This theory shows together with homophily hypoteemnd dominance
theory the complex nature of school bullying inladoence and it highlights
that it needs to move beyond descriptive researohethe boys and girls’
school bullying research.

The combination of individual and situational fasto

The latest theories attempt to bring close to eatiter the individual
differences and situational factors, which can egpantisocial behavior in
different environmental conditions. One can onlyderstand harassing
behavior from the different research traditionsotiyh the combined
approaches.

These models are originated from the theories dmigology
(Farrington, 2005) and from the areas of orgarsrafisychology (Einarsen
et al.,, 2003) and they can applicable to schoolldi@n’'s hospice and
fraternal relations.

The presence of situational (such as the lack oérgal control or the
cultures passing by hierarchical, authoritarian denaicy) and individual
factors (attachment, social learning model, attidsustyle, the difference of
individual characteristics) makes aggression ptessibd the reinforcements
are continuously maintaining it.

Reinforcement factors include the victim's resporteeharm or the
reaction of the organization or the positive outpuhich is observed by the
attacker during harassment (for example statusabemal needs).
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Method
Participants

In the study 1365 people (728 girls, 637 boys) stktudents took part.
The distribution of the sample in terms of schgpkss is as follows:
» Post-primary education at elementary schools: &ple (410 girls
and 446 boys).
» Secondary schools: 509 people (318 girls and 19%)bo

The distribution of the sample in terms of plade®sidence is as follows:
» Nyiregyhéza: 401 people
» Budapest: 231 people
» Small town (population below 20000): 600 people
» Village (population below 5000): 133 people

Measures

The Examination of School Bullyinghe Questionnaire on School Bullying
(Figula et al., 2008).

Description of the School Bullying Questionnairle Questionnaire
on School Bullying, with its 70 ‘Hardly ever, Sormaés, Often, Almost
always’ options, reveals the phenomena of violemm: harassment between
pupils in everyday school life in terms of five dinsions. These dimensions
are as follows:

» Victim (cognitive: apperception and assimilation of theulhy
affective: emotional effect of the insult; physicahction: bodily
reaction to the insult; shortage of social suppefusal in the
class community)

» Bully (physical aggression; verbal aggression; exclugositive
profit: benefit of the assault)

» Bystandel(keeping one’s distance; fear)

» Helper participant(reconciling interposition; interposition
appealing for help; affective: inner tension inwief the
violence)

» Intervener participant

Except for the scale of Intervener participant,heditnension comprises

further subscales. Chart 1. shows the reliabilitgh ;#mporal validity of the
scales and subscales.
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Chart 1.Reliability Indices and dimensions of the Questareon School
Bullying and the subscales of the dimensions

Number of | Cronbach- | Test-retest
Scales and Subscales of the items alfa (n=140)
Questionnaire on School Bullying (n=1365)

Victim Scale 33 0,886 0,83
Cognitive Subscale 15 0,879 0,83
Affective Subscale 12 0,898 0,84
Physical reaction Subscale 3 0,747 0,81
Shortage of social support 3 0,823 0,88
Subscale

Intervener participant Scale 3 0,769 0,79

Helper participant Scale 8 0,743 0,82
Reconciling interposition 3 0,703 0,80
Subscale
Interposition appealing for help 2 0,772 0,81
Subscale
Affective Subscale 3 0,723 0,84

Bystander Scale 9 0,722 0,80
Keeping one’s distance Subscale 6 0,732 0,81
Fear Subscale 3 0,716 0,79

Bully Scale 17 0.796 0,84
Physical aggression Subscale 4 0,819 0,86
Verbal aggression Subscale 5 0,841 0,87
Exclusion Subscale 5 0,765 0,81
Positive profit Subscale 3 0,754 0,80

Results

The Structure of Behavior Patterns on School Badlyi

Comparing the scales and subscales of Questionaair8chool Bullying
with each other, we calculated the average of watoea given statement
within the tested scales and subscales.
In school practice we examined the structural dtarsstics of attitude
and behavior patterns in connection with schoolyimg according to age
groups (11-12 year olds, 13-14 year olds, 15-16 glkeks, 17-19 year olds).

11-12 year old age group

Figure 1 shows the structure of behavior pattemnsonnection with school
bullying in the 11-12 year old age group.
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Figure 1.The structure of behavior patterns in connectiothwchool bullying in
the 11-12 year old age group
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The figure shows that there are differences betwleegirls and the boys
in the structure of behavior patterns in connectigtih school bullying. In
this age group helper participant was typical ofysodhen intervener
participant was the next. It was followed by bystar and bully behavior
patterns. Victim behavior pattern was the leascglpof boys.

In case of the girls, from the behavior patternsaifool bullying helper
participant was the most dominant and it was foldwby bystander
behavior pattern. Next time there were victim amdlybbehavior patterns.
Intervener participant was the least typical ofsgir

We also examined the components (subscales) adbehavior patterns
(scales) in connection with school bullying in thge group. Figure 2 shows
the structure of the components of bully behavaitern.
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Figure 2.The structure of the components of bully behavattepn in the 11-12
year old age group
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In this age group there was a difference betweerbtlys and the girls in
the structure of bully behavior pattern. The aggresbehavior patterns of
the boys were characterized by verbal aggressionvaltingness for the
exclusion of others; it was followed by positivefir (benefit of the assault).
Physical aggression was the least typical of them.

In case of the girls, the most dominant compondnbudly behavior
pattern was exclusion, which was followed by veraggression. Positive
profit (benefit of the assault) and physical agsi@s were not very typical
of girls. Figure 3 shows the structure of the congras of victim behavior
pattern.

Figure 3.The structure of the components of victim behgvédtern in the 11-12
year old age group
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In the structure of victim behavior pattern, we mlat find significant
gender differences. In case of both genders, ssacigport (refusal in the
class community) was the main component of becominigtim, in the case
of girls, it was followed by affective behavior Eh (emotional effect of
the insult), and in case of the boys it was folldwsy cognitive behavior
pattern (apperception and assimilation of the ijsul

In the third place we found cognitive behavior gatt(apperception and
assimilation of the insult) in case of the girlslaaffective behavior pattern
(emotional effect of the insult) in case of the oyhysical reaction (bodily
reaction to the insult) was the least typical ofnbgenders. Figure 4 shows
the structure of the components of helper partidipghavior pattern.

Figure 4.The structure of the components of helper particig@ehavior pattern in
the 11-12 year old age group

Affective (inner tension in view of the
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Interposition apoealing for help
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Boys (n=205) M Girls (n=205)

In this age group helper participant behavior pattshowed similar
structure in case of both genders. In the caseotif genders, reconciling
interposition was the most typical and it was faka by interposition
appealing for help. In this age group, affectivéhdeor pattern (inner
tension in view of the violence) was the least ¢gpi Figure 5 shows the
structure of the components of bystander behavtiem.
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Figure 5.The structure of the components of bystander behaeittern in the 11-12
year old age group
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We did not find significant gender differences inetstructure of
bystander behavior pattern. In case of both gendwrstander behavior
pattern was characterized by the effort of keepng’s distance, it was
followed by fear.

13-14 year old age group

Figure 6 shows the structure of behavior pattemnsonnection with school
bullying in the 13-14 year old age group.

Figure 6.The structure of behavior patterns in connectiothwchool bullying in
the 13-14 year old age group
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The figure shows that in the 13-14 year old ageugrthere was not
significant change in the structure of the behayatterns in connection
with school bullying compared to the other age grou

In this age group, helper participant was alsontlest typical of boys and
it was followed by intervener participant. Finaliy was followed by
bystander and bully behavior patterns. Victim bétrapattern was the least
typical of boys.

In case of the girls, from the behavior patternsafool bullying helper
participant was also the most dominant in thisg@ep and it was followed
by bystander behavior pattern. Next time there wdmtim and bully
behavior patterns. Intervener participant wadehst typical of girls.

We also examined the components (subscales) dbghavior patterns
(scales) in connection with school bullying in thige group. Figure 7 shows
the structure of the components of bully behavaitgun.

Figure 7.The structure of the components of bully behavaitepn at 13-14 year
old age group
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In the 13-14 year old age group there were notifssgnt changes
compared to the previous age group in the structdirdully behavior
pattern.

In this age group similarly to the previous age ugrahere was a
difference between the boys and the girls in thectire of bully behavior
pattern. The aggressive behavior patterns of tlys lere characterized by
verbal aggression and willingness for the exclusainothers; it was
followed by positive profit (benefit of the assaufPhysical aggression was
the least typical of them. In case of the gift& tmost dominant component
of bully behavior pattern was exclusion, which waiowed by verbal
aggression. Positive profit (benefit of the asgaaifid physical aggression
were not very typical of girls. Figure 8 shows tk&ucture of the
components of victim behavior pattern.
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Figure 8.The structure of the components of victim behgvattern in the 13-14
year old age group
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In the 13-14 year old age group, we do not finahisicant changes in the
structure of victim behavior pattern compared ® phevious group. In case
of both genders, social support (refusal in theslommunity) was also the
main component of becoming a victim, in case ofghis, it was followed
by affective behavior pattern (emotional effectttod insult), and in case of
the boys it was followed by cognitive behavior pait (apperception and
assimilation of the insult). In the third place ¥and cognitive behavior
pattern (apperception and assimilation of the thsnlcase of the girls and
affective behavior pattern (emotional effect of th&ult) in case of the boys.
Physical reaction (bodily reaction to the insulgsathe least typical of both
genders. Figure 9 shows the structure of the coemsnof helper
participant behavior pattern.
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Figure 9.The structure of the components of helper particigehavior pattern in
the 13-14 year old age group
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In this age group helper participant behavior pateso showed similar
structure in case of both genders. From the compsrad helper participant
in the 13-14 old age group — compared to the pumviage group-
reconciling interposition was also the most frequéehavior pattern.
Contrary to the previous age group, it was follovisdaffective behavior
pattern (inner tension in view of the violence) dimelly helper participant
came after it (in case of the previous age groefpdr participant was the
second most typical behavior pattern. Figure 1Qwvshitne structure of the
components of bystander behavior pattern.

Figure 10.The structure of the components of bystander behgaittern in the 13-
14 year old age group
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In this age group we did not find significant gendéferences in the
structure of bystander behavior pattern either.cése of both genders-
similarly to the previous age group- bystander bidrapattern was
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characterized by the effort of keeping one’s disgant was followed by
fear.
15-16 year old age group

Figure 11 shows the structure of behavior patterm®nnection with school
bullying in the 15-16 year old age group.

Figure 11.The structure of behavior patterns in connectiothwichool bullying in
the 15-16 year old age group
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In the 15-16 year old age group the structure efltbhavior patterns in
connection with school bullying do not show sigeafit changes compared
to the previous age group in case of the girlsthis age group we found
helper participant the most dominant reaction;asviollowed by bystander
behavior pattern. Then victim and bully behaviottgras approximately at
the same level came after it. In case of the ghlkse also intervener
participant was the least typical.

In the 15-16 year old age group the structure dfak®r patterns in
connection with school bullying shows changes irsecaf the boys
compared to the previous age group. In case dbadlys, the most dominant
behavior pattern was intervener participant andids followed by helper
participant. Then bully and bystander behaviorgrag came after them. In
this age group, victim behavior pattern was also |dast typical of boys.
Figure 12 shows the structure of the componeniailby behavior pattern.
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Figure 12.The structure of the components of bully behavédtepn in the 15-16
year old age group
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In the 15-16 year old age group there were notifssgnt changes
compared to the previous age group in the structdirdully behavior
pattern. In this age group similarly to the pregwiage group there was a
difference between the boys and the girls in thectire of bully behavior
pattern. The aggressive behavior patterns of tlys laere characterized by
verbal aggression and willingness for the exclusafnothers; it was
followed by positive profit (benefit of the assguPhysical aggression was
the least typical of them. In case of the gif& most dominant component
of bully behavior pattern was also exclusion, whigs followed by verbal
aggression. Positive profit (benefit of the asgaaiftd physical aggression
were not very typical of girls. Figure 13 shows thgucture of the
components of victim behavior pattern.

Figure 13.The structure of the components of victim behgvédtern in the 15-16
year old age group
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In the 15-16 year old age group, changes occumethe structure of
victim behavior pattern compared to the previous ggup. From this age
we find significant gender differences in the stowe of victim behavior
pattern. In case of the girls, affective (emotioatiect of the insult) came
into the first place, which was followed by soa@apport (refusal in the class
community) and cognitive (apperception and asstinitlaof the insult).
Physical reaction (bodily reaction to the insulgsathe least typical of girls.
In case of the boys, social support (refusal indlass community) was the
most dominant component of victim behavior pattevhich was followed
by physical reaction (bodily reaction to the inyuland cognitive
(apperception and assimilation of the insult). Affee reaction (emotional
effect of the insult) was the least typical of boysgure 14 shows the
structure of the components of helper participaiayior pattern.

Figure 14.The structure of the components of helper particigehavior pattern in
the 15-16 year old age group

Affective (inner tensior in view of the
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In this age group helper participant behavior pattshowed similar
structure in case of both genders. In the 15-16 gkehage group from the
components of helper participant— similarly to theevious age group-
reconciling interposition was the most typical beéba pattern. It was
followed by affective (inner tension in view of thlence) (in case of the
girls it was at the same level with reconcilingemmosition. Finally, helper
participant came after them. Figure 15 shows theicstre of the
components of bystander behavior pattern.
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Figure 15.The structure of the components of bystander behaaittern in the 15-
16 year old age group
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In this age group we did not find significant gendifferences in the
structure of bystander behavior pattern either.cése of both genders-
similarly to the previous age group- bystander baapattern was
characterized by the effort of keeping one’s distanit was followed by
fear.

17-19 year old age group

Figure 16 shows the structure of behavior patterm®nnection with school
bullying in the 17-19 year old age group.

Figure 16.The structure of behavior patterns in connectiotihwschool bullying in
the 17-19 year old age group
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The figure shows that in the 17-19 year old ageugrthere were not
significant changes in the structure of the belrapmtterns in connection
with school bullying compared to the other age grolm this age group,
helper participant was also the most typical ofsgand it was followed by
bystander behavior pattern. It was followed bytimcand bully behavior
patterns. Intervener participant was the leascgimf the girls.

In case of the boys, intervener participant was #ie most dominant in
this age group and it was followed by helper pgréint. Next time there
were bystander and bully behavior patterns. Vidighavior pattern was the
least typical of boys. Figure 17 shows the strctof the components of
bully behavior pattern.

Figure 17.The structure of the components of bully behavédtgpn in the 17-19
year old age group
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In the 17-19 year old age group there were notifignt changes
compared to the previous age group in the structdirdully behavior
pattern. In this age group -similarly to the preMicage group- there was a
difference between the boys and the girls in thectire of bully behavior
pattern. The aggressive behavior patterns of tlys lere characterized by
verbal aggression and willingness for the exclusainothers; it was
followed by positive profit (benefit of the assauPhysical aggression was
the least typical of them.

In case of the girls, the most dominant compondnbudly behavior
pattern was also exclusion, which was followed kyrbal aggression.
Positive profit (benefit of the assault) and phgb@ggression were not very
typical of girls. Figure 18 shows the structuretltd components of victim
behavior pattern.
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Figure 18.The structure of the components of victim behgvédtern in the 17-19
year old age group
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In the 17-19 year old age group, changes did naaroa the structure of
victim behavior pattern compared to the previous ggup. In case of the
girls, affective (emotional effect of the insultaged at the first place, which
was followed approximately equally by social supgoefusal in the class
community), cognitive reaction (apperception ansiragation of the insult)
and physical reaction (bodily reaction to the ifjsul

In case of the boys, social support (refusal indlass community) was
also the most dominant component of victim behapattern, which was
followed by cognitive reaction (apperception andiragation of the insult).
Physical reaction (bodily reaction to the insult)daaffective reaction
(emotional effect of the insult) were the leasti¢gp of the boys. Figure 19
shows the structure of the components of helpdicpzant behavior pattern.
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Figure 19.The structure of the components of helper particigehavior pattern in
the 17-19 year old age group
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In this age group helper participant behavior pattshowed similar
structure in case of both genders. In the 17-19 gkhage group from the
components of helper participant — similarly to f{mevious age group-
reconciling interposition was also the most typibahavior pattern of the
boys. It was followed by affective reaction (inrtension in view of the
violence) behavior pattern in case of the boyghéncase of girls the order
was reverse, affective reaction (inner tensioni@wvof the violence) came
into the first place, reconciling interposition aarafter it. In case of both
genders, helper participant was the next. Figursh2@vs the structure of the
components of bystander behavior pattern.

Figure 20.The structure of the components of bystander behawattern in the 17-
19 year old age group
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In this age group we did not find significant gendéferences in the
structure of bystander behavior pattern either.cése of both genders-
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similarly to the previous age group- bystander lbaiiapattern was
characterized by the effort of keeping one’s distanit was followed by
fear.

Discussion

The aim of this present study was to reveal thectire of the aggressive
attitude — and behavior patterns in school practioe occurrence rate of the
bully, the victim, the intervener participant, thelper participant and the
bystander behavior patterns among secundary sshatgnts.

In case of the primary school students (11-14 yelds) from the
reactions on school bullying the most frequent bigliapattern — without
reference to genders - was helper participant. étefarticipant primarily
meant reconciling interposition, which was followdsy interposition
appealing for help in the age group of 11-12 yddrstudents and it became
the least preferred behavior pattern in the ageigrof 13-14 year old
students. While affective (inner tension in view tbé violence) was the
weakest component of helper participant in the grgeip of 11-12 year old
students, it was a more dominant tendency thampaoséion appealing for
help from parents in the age group of 13-14 yedustldents.

We also find significant differences between thg<and the girls in
point of the second most dominant behavior pattérachool bullying. In
case of the girls of all age groups, it was bystarimbhavior pattern, from
the components of which keeping one’s distancem@® determining than
fear (However, fear was more typical of girls themys in all age groups).

We found bystander behavior pattern less typicdlayfs, in case of the
primary school students it was the third most d@mninbehavior pattern,
from the components of which keeping one’s distawes also the most
dominant in the case of boys.

In case of the primary school boys, intervenerigigent was the second
most dominant behavior pattern, in case of the sghool boys, it was
helper participant, from the components of whicboreiling interposition
was the most important, and it was followed by etffe reaction (inner
tension in view of the violence). From the compdaei helper participant-
interposition appealing for help from adults was tkast typical of boys
(this tendency from the age of 13 without referetocgenders was the least
preferred component of helper participant behagvadtern).

Bully behavior pattern on school bullying was ngital of either of the
groups. We demonstrated that bully behavior pattexs significantly more
typical of boys than girls in all age groups. Irseaof the boys of all age
groups, physical aggression, verbal aggressiorpasttive profit (benefit of
the assault) were significantly more typical. Iseaf exclusion, we did not
find important differences between the genders.

From the reactions on school bullying, victim bebapattern was the
least typical of the sample. At the age of 11-1&hhkhe girls and the boys
became victims of school bullying approximatelyret same level. From the
age of 13-14, we found this behavior pattern mgpéecal of girls, which was
not significant in the case of either of the agaugss.

Examining the individual components of victim beloavpattern, the
situation was different. In case of affective reatt(emotional effect of the
insult) we find significant differences in all ageoups, the girls seem to be
more liable to it than the boys.
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The primary school boys seemed to be more liablehigsical reaction
(bodily reaction to the insult) than the girls. $Hind of inclination was
more typical of the high school boys but at thie,dgwas not so significant.

In case of the high school students, in point efgtrongest reactions on
school bullying, we find differences between thgdand the girls. In the
case of girls — similarly to the primary school daats- interposition
appealing for help remained the most dominant behaattern, in which
reconciling interposition, affective (inner tension view of the violence)
and interposition appealing for help were the arder

Examining helper participant behavior pattern, wenid that effort for
helper participant was significantly more typicélgirls than boys in all age
groups. Within helper participant behavior patteaffiective reaction (inner
tension in view of the violence) was significanthore typical of girls than
boys. Primary school girls and 15-16 year oldsgivere also more liable to
reconciling interposition and interposition appeglfor help than the boys at
the same age. In case of the boys, from high scag®elgroups intervener
participant behavior pattern become the most dombiftam the reactions on
school bullying.

Examining intervener participant behavior patteve,find that intervener
participant was significantly more typical of boyisan girls in all age
groups. In case of the girls, this behavior patteas the least used reaction
in all age groups.

We also find significant differences between thgsband the girls in
point of the second most dominant behavior patéérachool bullying. In
case of the girls of all age groups, it was bystarimehavior pattern, from
the components of which keeping one’s distancem@® determining than
fear (However, fear was more typical of girls themys in all age groups).

We found bystander behavior pattern less typicdlayfs, in case of the
primary school students it was the third, in cast® high school students it
was the fourth most dominant behavior pattern, fiy® components of
which keeping one’s distance was also the most w@miin the case of
boys.

Bully behavior pattern on school bullying was nggital of either of the
groups. We demonstrated that bully behavior patteas significantly more
typical of boys than girls in all age groups. kse of the boys of all age
groups, physical aggression, verbal aggressiomasitive profit (benefit of
the assault) were significantly more typical. Iseaf exclusion, we did not
find important differences between the genders.

Examining the individual components of victim beloavpattern, the
situation was different. In case of affective reatt(emotional effect of the
insult) we find significant differences in all ageoups, the girls seem to be
more liable to it than the boys.

Claim for social support (refusal in the class camity) was also more
typical of boys but this difference was significamtcase of 15-16 year old
boys. We cannot demonstrate important differengebe case of cognitive
(apperception and assimilation of the insult).
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