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Abstract 

   The aim of the present study is to examine the attitudes of primary teachers when it comes 

to the crucial issue of bullying behaviours in the school context. According to the literature 

and existing research, the most successful anti-bullying programs are the ones focusing on the 

attitude change of the teachers since they play an important role in creating a positive school 

climate and are the ones most likely to handle a bullying incident. At the same time, it 

explores the characteristics that are most likely to influence the ability of the teachers to have 

a positive attittude/intervention. The responses were structured into the form of closed 

questions and Likert scales, measuring the teachers’ attitudes towards bullying, their gender, 

the perceived seriousness of bullying, the empathy towards the victims and the preferred 

intervening method. The sample consists of 60 teachers and hypothetical situations in 

vignettes were also included in the questionnaire, taken from the work of Yoon and Kerber 

(2003) who also aimed to measure teachers’ attitudes. The results implied a difficulty of the 

teachers to understand bullying behaviour and to recognize it, while a relationship seems to 

exist between the gender and the perceived responsibility of the educator’s role, the gender of 

the teacher and the perceived seriousness of bullying, the seriousness of the bullying episode 

and the likelihood of intervention and the level of empathy of the teacher and the likelihood of 

intervening. There is also a tendency from the part of the educator to intervene on the 

individual level(ex. private discussions or punishment of the bully) underestimating the effect 

that the peer culture and social influence have on such incidents. Lastly, the educators tend to 

consider physical bullying as more serious than verbal and relational bullying. The findings 

are alarming and further research should be conducted on teachers’ attitudes towards bullying. 

 

Key words: bullying, group behaviour, attitudes, intervention  



VI 

 

Acknowledgements 

The submission of this Master Thesis means the end of an era for me. An era full of 

experiences, challenges and learning. To this point I want to express my gratitude to all the 

people that were next to me throughout the whole procedure. 

Firstly, I dedicate this work to my family for their unconditional love, and without whom I 

would not be the person I am today.  

I also owe my friends back home and in Norway a big «thank you» for always believing in 

me even when I was losing faith in myself. 

I want to thank personally my supervisor Ivar Morken for his help and support, together with 

my professors Steinar Theie and Jorun Buli-Holmberg for their advice and help. 

Lastly, I wish to express my gratitude to my boss Fredrik Wille for his understanding and 

support during this challenging period.  

 



VII 

 

Contents 

1.Introduction..............................................................................................................................1 

    1.1. The research focus...........................................................................................................1 

    1.2.  Significance of the study: The educator as an area of interest and the theoretical 

background of the research questions………………………………………………………….3 

    1.3.   The Model…………………………………………………………………………….6 

    1.4.  Bullying in the Greek School………………………………………………………….7 

    1.5. The research questions………………………………………………………………...10 

    1.6. Structure of the present work………………………………………………………….11 

2. Bullying and attitude research……………………………………………………………...13 

    2.1. Towards a Definition of Bullying……………………………………………………..13 

    2.2. Sub-types of bullying………………………………………………………………….15 

    2.3. Two approaches to bullying…………………………………………………………...16 

           2.3.1. The Individual Aggression Model……………………………………………...16 

          2.3.3 Some critical considerations on the aggression model…………………………..18 

          2.3.4. Antisocial behaviour as a group process………………………………………..20 

    2.4. Attitudinal research and introduction to the term “attitude”…………………………24 

    2.5. Factors that influence teachers’ attitudes to bullying…………………………………27 

         2.5.1. Teachers’ ability to recognize bullying and its seriousness……………………..27 

        2.5.2. Direct versus indirect bullying……………………………………………………28 

        2.5.3. Empathy…………………………………………………………………………..29 

        2.5.4. The sex of the teacher…………………………………………………………….29 

       2.5.5. The understanding of the group importance………………………………………30 

    2.6. Conclusion…………………………………………………………………………….30     

3. Methodology.........................................................................................................................33 

   3.1. The Research Design…………………………………………………………………..33 



VIII 

 

    3.2. Instruments…………………………………………………………………………….34 

    3.3. The Research Questions………………………………………………………………37 

    3.4. Data analysis…………………………………………………………………...……...39 

    3.5. Participants and Sampling…………………………………………………………..…39 

    3.4. The procedure…………………………………………………………………………41 

    3.6. Ethical Issues…………………………………………………………………………..42 

    3.7. Reliability and Validity………………………………………………………………..43 

    3.8. Critical Considerations………………………………………………………………..44 

    3.9. Conclusion…………………………………………………………………………….47 

4. Presentation of data and analysis…………………………………………………………..49 

    4.1. Preface on the study…………………………………………………………………...49 

    4.2. Demographics of the sample………………………………………………………….50 

    4.3. Results of the Research Questions……………………………………………………51 

    4.4. Conclusion……………………………………………………………………………64 

5. Discussion of the research outcomes and limitations of the study………………………...65 

     5.1. Discussion of the outcomes…………………………………………………………..65 

     5.2. Limitations of the study………………………………………………………………69 

     5.3. Conclusion……………………………………………………………………………70      

6. Concluding remarks…………………………………………………………………….….72 

     6.1. Other types of bullying……………………………………………………………….72 

             6.1.1. The teacher as a bully…………………………………………………………72 

             6.1.2. The teacher as victim of bullying……………………………………………..73 

    6.2. Implications for further considerations……………………………………………….74 



IX 

 

    6.3. Conclusion…………………………………………………………………………….75 

Literature……………………………………………………………………………………...78 

Appendices……………………………………………………………………………………88 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



X 

 

 

List of Tables 

(The tables are numbered according to the way they are listed in the Appendices) 

 

Part 1 Frequencies (Appendix 5) 

Table 1 Gender …………………………………………………………………………..51 

Table 2 Experience……………………………………………………………………….51 

Table 3 Awareness of bullying……………………………………………………….......52 

Table 4 Conflict…………………………………………………………………………..52 

Table 5 Verbal bullying…………………………………………………………………..53 

Table 6 Relational bullying…………………………………………………………........54 

Table 14 Frequency of bullying incidents………………………………………………..54 

 

Part 2 Data (Appendix 6) 

Table 1 Reliability Statistics………………………………………………………………44 

Table 2. Test Statistics gender/ educator’s role…………………………………………...55 

Table 3. Ranks gender/ educator’s role…………………………………………………...55  

Table 4. Seriousness/ likelihood correlation………………………………………............56 

Table 5. Test Statistics gender/ intervention………………………………………………56 

Table 6. T-test gender/seriousness grouped…………………………………………….....57 

Table 7. Empathy/likelihood correlation…………………………………………………..58 

Table 10. Ranks physical/ verbal…………………………………………………………..60 

Table 11. Test Statistics physical/verbal…………………………………………………...61 

Table 12.  Ranks physical/ relational………………………………………………………62 

Table 13. Test Statistics physical/relational……………………………………………......62 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



XI 

 

 

 

List of Charts 

 

Chart 1. Intervention to bully…………………………………………………………….59 

Chart 2. Intervention to victim…………………………………………………………...60 

Chart 3. Seriousness of the bullying episodes……………………………………………63 

 

 

 

 

 

  





1 

 

1  Introduction 

 

1.1. The research focus 

“…When 15-year-old Phoebe Prince moved to Massachusetts South Hadley, she found 

herself the target of a group of bullies. The girls, who called themselves the “Mean Girls”, 

called Phoebe names, stalked her at school and home, and spread rumors about her on the 

Internet. Witnesses later recalled that drawings were scribbled over Phoebe’s photo at school 

and girls even called her “slut” in front of her teachers with no reprisal. On January 14, 2010 

one girl drove past Phoebe as she walked home from school and threw a drink can at her 

head, screaming out insults. That afternoon, Phoebe hung herself in her closet, where her 12-

year-old sister found her…” 

                                                                  Cullen, K., (2010) in Kirk et al. (2012), p.207. 

   The interest of this master thesis is focusing on the teacher’s attitudes when it comes to 

aggressive behaviours of children while in group situations. The most common example of 

such behaviours is bullying and peer harassment in the school context. Bullying according to 

Olweus (1995) is taking place when a student is exposed “repeatedly and over time to 

negative actions on the part of one or more other students” such as physical violence, words, 

gestures or exclusion from the peer group. What is more, it is one serious problem in the lives 

of many students. Survey research in Europe showed that a significant amount of students 

been asked, answered that they have been bullied within the previous year, while another part 

answered that they have been “active in bullying others” (May-Schott& Søndergaard, 2014). 

In Australia, it has been reported that 1 in 4 students are bullied on a regular basis (Cross et 

al., 2009, in Dedousis-Wallace & Shute, 2009). The victims of bullying consist a large group 

of students who are “neglected by a school”. Permanent anxiety, insecurity and poor self-

esteem are following these students for many years and it is not surprising that these negative 

feelings become so overwhelming that sometimes suicide is seen as the only possible solution 

(Olweus, 1993).  As bullying seems to be present across national borders and periods of time, 

parents, teachers, students and politicians are looking for answers about how to handle this 

problem occurring in schools (May-Schott& Søndergaard, 2014). 
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   According to Rigby (1996) bullying among children “has become quite an intolerable social 

evil with consequences that are much greater than one had ever imagined” (in 

Bauman&Hurley, 2008). One of the most often reported emotional reactions to peer 

victimization and harassment is chronic anxiety (Rigby, 2002). Olweus (1978) also insisted 

that harassed children are described as more insecure than the not victimized peers. A 

significant amount of research has also showed that victimized peers seem to be more 

depressed than their classmates. Rigby (1998) tried to measure the possible effects of peer 

victimization and mental “unwellness”, based on the General Health Questionnaire in order to 

assess somatic symptoms, anxiety, social dysfunction and depression. The results showed that 

children constantly being bullied had high scores on each of the four aspects of mental illness/ 

health as well as on the total score (Rigby, 2002).  With a closer look, we can see that being 

bullied or harassed is an attack to the child’s human rights.  It is a fundamental democratic 

and human right of the child to feel safe at school and to be spared the “oppression and 

repeated, intentional humiliation implied in peer victimization or bullying” (Olweus, 1993).  

No student should be afraid of going to school because of harassment and fear of personal 

safety and no parent should worry about bullying incidents happening to his or her child” 

(Olweus, 1993).  

   The reason I am focusing on teachers’ attitudes and not on the students’ is firstly, because 

existent research on the educators’ perceptions is not sufficient and, secondly, because 

students who feel victimized believe that school personnel do not respond “adequately” to the 

episodes of bullying (Bauman&Hurley, 2005). What is interesting among the different 

research that has been conducted, is the fact that there is a distance between the teachers’ and 

students’ perceptions when it comes to bullying, both in addressing bullying incidents and in 

evaluating the effectiveness of intervention. In any case, teachers’ attitudes towards bullying, 

and their self-efficacy in dealing with such behaviours, affect their ability to respond to it 

(Suderman, Jaffe, & Schieck, 1996 in Bauman&Hurley, 2005). 

   My undergraduate thesis was of the same interest, the individual’s attitude and perceptions 

considering group behaviour with the title: “Extreme collective behaviours: Mass hysteria or 

result of affiliation to a group”. What I wanted to test is the ability of people to understand the 

importance of group dynamics when an antisocial act is observed. In addition, during my 

work at a kindergarten I had the chance to observe how bullying attitudes are formed in a very 

early age and how kindergarten teachers handled them. What is interesting while reading 
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about bullying is that I find myself unconsciously describing the bullies individually and in 

“evil” terms, or the participation of the peers as inhuman and without making sense. The 

concept of the “evil child” has influenced the public opinion and especially in the school 

context the teachers tend to characterize antisocial groups with terms of individual 

psychopathology. While discussing with educators about bullying episodes and bullies, they 

tend to use the term “devils transformed into children” and “behaviorally disturbed children”. 

They are also blaming families as responsible for antisocial personality (poor child rearing). It 

is really terrifying how aggressive behaviour can be expressed by children. We are used for 

example to hear about extreme collective behaviours from adults such as mass suicides, 

hooliganism or terroristic attacks, but when it comes to children we tend to come to a dead 

end while arguing. How is it really possible for children, who are supposed to be pure 

members of the society, take part in incidents of torturing one another and cause such harm? 

   In addition, since reference has been made to why I chose bullying as a field of research, it 

is time to focus on the second important part of this work: the Greek educator and his or her 

attitudes. As mentioned before, the purpose of the study is to assess and investigate 

elementary teachers’ attitudes towards bullying. I chose the area of Larissa, located in the 

center of Greece, which is my hometown and therefore made things easier while conducting 

my research since I knew the locations of the schools and the Office of Primary Education. At 

the same time, there is something more that makes the city of Larissa important. Larissa, 

according to media and numerous data has been described as the less influenced from the 

financial crisis city (larissanet.gr). This is due to agriculture and farms that still keep the level 

of life -and as a result, education and learning- higher, comparing to other parts of Greece that 

have to deal with minority issues and financial difficulties.   

 

1.2.  Significance of the study: The educator as an area of interest and the 

theoretical background of the research questions 

   Among nationwide surveys there are found big differences in the extent of bully/victim 

problems in schools. In some schools the risk of being bullied was “up to four or five times 

greater than in other schools within the same community” (Olweus, 1993). This implies the 

fact that some conditions tend to create bullying problems while other factors have controlling 

effects. Given the fact that teachers are the individuals most likely to handle a bullying 
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incident (Smith& Thompson, 1991), they play an important role in creating a positive school 

climate (Yoon&Kerber, 2003) while the attitudes and routines of the teachers are “decisive 

factors in preventing and controlling bullying activities” (Olweus, 1993). Studying teachers’ 

attitudes is an important step when discussing about bullying as what they think about it is of 

central importance in countering bullying in schools (Rigby, 2002). According to Salmivalli, 

“being bullied is more than just a series of aggressive interactions, or a hurtful dyadic 

relationship between the bully and the victim” (Salmivalli, 2010). What is meant by this is 

that in the classroom context there are relationships created, and that the role of the teacher is 

important in the forming of those relationships. “Today’s bully is not the stereotypical big kid, 

wearing a striped shirt with his belly hanging out pounding other kids on the playground” 

(Twersky-Glasner, 2010).  

   The teacher’s attitude towards aggressive behaviours and the way he or she handles them in 

the classroom are responsible for whether the aggression continues or not. Therefore, teachers 

can only intervene effectively if they understand the nature of the problem. The question 

when we focus on incidents in schools remains as why some teachers are ready to “actively 

oppose bullying” and some not.  According to Kirk et al. (2012) another view identifies 

school staff who are “safe contacts” to the students where the students can seek support and 

initiate sharing of experience as they feel safe to do so. On the other hand, Rigby (2002) is 

referred to Craig et al. study, which suggests that teachers with low level of empathy tend to 

overlook bullying among children. The argument here is that some teachers are not motivated 

to help victims of bullying; this makes research on such teachers important as we need to 

“find more about these teachers” (Rigby, 2002). Meanwhile, Dake et al. (2003) pointed out 

that less than one third of teachers discussed bullying and bullying prevention in their 

classrooms, something that indicates that teachers are failing to take an active role in bullying 

prevention. 

   Another great argument about the teachers’ attitudes to bullying is the disagreement among 

them over what may constitute bullying (Rigby, 2002). There is significant data suggesting 

that to some teachers, name-calling, spreading of rumors and taking other’s belongings are 

not considered bullying. The same seems to apply for social exclusion, as many teachers “do 

not see the massive amount of harm results from indirect and covert forms of bullying” 

(Rigby, 2002). Boulton’s research (1997) also supports that there exists a disagreement 

among the teachers over incidents of bullying such as physical, verbal and relational, while 
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according to Craig, Henderson& Murphy (2000) most educators take physical bullying more 

seriously than other types of bullying such as verbal and relational. It is also important to refer 

to a significant number of studies that show that when it comes to teachers’ involvement, the 

students reported that they interfere “inconsistently and infrequently”, and try to stop bullying 

episodes “once in a while” or “almost never” (Olweus, 1984 in Craig, Henderson& Murphy, 

2000). It is a fact that existent research has the tendency to focus on the children’s experiences 

and definitions of bullying but according to Craig, Henderson& Murphy (2000) research on 

teachers’ perceptions is “scant”. What is more, vocabulary used to describe bullying activities 

varies from culture to culture and from individual to individual. For example, as mentioned 

before, for some cultures and individual educators, indirect aggression such as calling names 

and spreading rumors is not considered bullying (Craig, Henderson& Murphy, 2000). 

   Yoon& Kerber (2003) also, underlined a series of aspects that influence the possibility of 

intervening: indirect bullying, perceived seriousness of the incident and teacher’s empathy. 

Feeling empathy for the victim means that the teachers are more likely to understand and 

identify with the experience of being victimized and helping behaviour (Dedousis-Wallace& 

Shute, 2009). There exist also a number of studies that correlate the level of empathy with the 

sex of the teacher. According to this argument, there is a significant difference between male 

and female educators to the point that they show empathy or intervene, with female educators 

to be more sensitive towards the students and strict towards bullying, while male educators 

might consider aggression as normal behaviour among boys. This has mainly to do with 

gender norms and what the educator considers as tolerant behaviour in the classroom.  

   Salmivalli (2010) underlined the term of “classroom norms” based on the Turner’s theory, 

who considered as norm “a rule, value or standard shared by the members of a social group 

that prescribes appropriate, expected, or desirable attitudes and conduct in matters relevant to 

the group” (Turner, 1991; Salmivalli, 2010). Differences between classrooms tend to explain 

why bullying is more likely to happen in one classroom environment and not in another one. 

Salmivalli is also referred to Juvonen & Galvan’s work (2008) who found that is some cases 

students believe that the others (peers, teachers) think that “bullying is OK”.  Mishna et al. 

(2005) found that the meaning read into a bullying incident by teachers determined whether 

they considered the incident to be bullying or normal childhood behaviours(“they are just 

being children”). 
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   Twersky-Glasner (2010) is referred to these occasions when even though the educator is 

willing to help to a bullying situation, they had the victims deny that they were being bullied. 

In those cases, the teachers would normally try to intervene directly with both bully and 

victim, but they also would try to determine “why the victim denied the abuse”. This issue 

empowers the view that bullying is more that an ordinary aggression act. Current research 

mentions that teachers are not familiar with the culture of bullying. 

   In addition, the educator needs to be an area of research interest because of the importance 

he or she has in the intervention programs and efforts. As mentioned above, bullying is 

considered more as a group process than an individual problem. By this, it is meant that the 

implementations of the intervention programs should be applied to the peer-group level rather 

than to the individual bullies and victims (Salmivalli, 2010). The educators need to be familiar 

with the ways the peer group mechanisms should be changed. Salmivalli considers empathetic 

understanding as really important both for the peers and the teachers, who are responsible for 

their awareness- raising. Thus, the problem remains when the teachers seem to be uncertain 

for their efficacy. In order to make the classroom a safe and positive environment it is 

important to focus on the teacher as the creator of this environment. 

 

1.3.   The Model 

   In this study, emphasis is given on the social identity model and the group dynamics as a 

way to understand bullying situations. In addition, the tendency to consider bullying in terms 

borrowed from the fields of aggression or behaviour disorders is seen as misleading. Even 

though bullying consists an aggressive act, it does not mean that bullies and aggressive, 

conduct- disturbed children are a homogenous group “demanding one explanation” (Sutton et 

al., 1999). It is a fact that membership to a group and social influence affect the individual so 

much that his or her behaviour cannot be explained or it is considered opposite to his nature. 

Moreover, a social approach to bullying, is considered the most appropriate model in order to 

explain group behaviour. By this, I am not underestimating of course the personality 

characteristics or the individuality, but I am more interested in the way the classroom and the 

school environment function as systems, by creating roles.  
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   When defining bullying, Olweus’ research and definitions are used as his work is ground-

breaking not only in Scandinavia but also worldwide. At the same time, in order to understand  

bullying I am trying to combine his theories with Salmivalli’s work, who pointed out terms 

such as “victimization”, “participant roles”, “peer group” and “classroom context” 

(Salmivalli, 2010). The group members are seen as having different roles in the process, 

driven by “diverse emotions, attitudes, and motivations” (Salmivalli, 2010). Their individual 

characteristics are in constant interaction with the classroom environment and norms that 

influence the expressed behaviour, while bullying is often described as a “group process” 

(O’Connell et al., 1999; Salmivalli, 2010). Sutton et al. (1999) are referred also to the work of 

DeRosier, Cillessen, Coie and Dodge (1994) who underlined the importance of group 

dynamics as the observation of bullying episodes from the peers tends to encourage such 

incidents and to “lock victims and bullies into their roles”.  

   An effective intervention to bullying would consist of the educator’s role and understanding 

of his responsibility while raising the children's awareness on their role in the bullying 

process. The importance lays on the educator’s ability to recognize bullying and his 

willingness to fight such behaviours in the classroom. 

 

1.4.  Bullying in the Greek School 

   The context of bullying in Greece, was not considered as widespread phenomenon as in 

other countries until recently. As time passes, more bullying episodes tend to come to the 

surface. To my point of view this is because the modern educators are more familiar with 

bullying and society is starting to focus on that aggressive behaviour expressed by students 

that was passing unattended in the past. During the last years we faced incidents that, in some 

cases, led to the death of the victims. These cases involve two young children, one of whom 

was murdered in cold blood while the other committed suicide after being terrorized by his 

classmates. The common factors in these two situations was that the bullies continued to 

harass their victims even after their death and that the educators denied having any 

responsibility. It is easy maybe to understand conflicts and aggression among children but 

when we end up discussing about death, homicide and suicide, the problem is much more 

serious than believed. The main question remains: How do the Greek teachers react to such 

behaviours and what are their attitudes? The argument here is that the educator has to react; if 
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not then we should not be surprised that the young groups engage in aggressive episodes. 

According to Bronfenbrenner (2001) the reason that the youth groups are becoming negative 

is because adults have disengaged from active interaction with them. Olweus (1995) also 

describes factors as teachers’ attitudes, behaviour and routines as having major role in 

expression of bullying in the classroom.  

   Existent research focusing on the Greek reality shows that Greek students tend to report 

bullying to their parents and not to their teachers believing that their teachers are unaware that 

students are being bullied (Houndoumadi& Pateraki, 2001). According to Houndoumadi & 

Pateraki, the students are considering the parents as more aware of bullying while the teachers 

seem to have talked less than parents to the bullies and the victims about bullying. In addition, 

the researchers found that about half of all the pupils (51.1%) reported that they “do not know 

how frequently teachers realize that pupils are being bullied”. Teachers and students have 

different perceptions considering the frequency of bullying and teachers tend also to 

overestimate their ability to intervene. The educators also in the study conducted by 

Athanasiadou & Psalti (2011) were presented as unable to assess the frequency of bullying 

incidents in their school.   In addition, in the Greek context, together with the term “bullying” 

the educators and the school counsellors prefer the terms “victimization” and another that 

could be translated as “terrorizing” (“εκφοβισμός” – ekfovismos= to create feelings of fear to 

another human being). According to Galanaki& Bogiatzoglou (2007) a student is victimized 

when he or she is exposed to aggressive behaviours of the peers. The preference of the terms 

victimization and terrorizing is not random. Greek educators while arguing about bullying 

have the tendency to focus on the personalities of the bully and the victim and the 

consequences of the aggression. For example, the perpetrators are considered hyperactive, 

aggressive, or as wanting to prove that they are strong. Similarly, the victims are passive, 

overt, sensitive or provocative. This is maybe the reason why the phenomenon of bullying 

started to be studied from the law specialists first (Nikolaou, 2005). Only during the last 

twenty years the phenomenon got the attention of the education researchers. Similarly, 

Nikolaou underlines as bullying, the intentional and repetitive victimization of a student with 

negative actions from one or more students. Except from social exclusion, physical bullying 

and calling names, in modern society a new type of bullying made its appearance: cyber 

bullying. Cyber bullying can be regarded as a form of covert bullying that is mediated through 

the use of technology, such as mobile phones or the Internet (Li, 2006, in Byers et al., 2011). 
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    According to Greek reports, the most common bullying pattern is the racist one. Nikolaou 

is referred also to Rigby’s work (2002) who mentioned that the negative actions of the 

perpetrator are more likely to be addressed towards a student of different nationality. It can 

either be depending on a socio-cultural or ethic difference, or on sexual orientation/ deviation. 

Children that have a tendency for example to be victimized at school are the immigrants, the 

ones with special needs, or those whose behaviour does not follow the expectations of their 

sex (for example a boy with female voice characteristics or a girl who is fat and tall). Thus, 

the most important bullying factor remains the national-cultural heterogeneity. The argument 

here lays on the fact that ethnic majority–minority configurations enhance perceptions of “us” 

versus “them” (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). When we are talking about majority and minority 

situations, group relations and dynamics come into the scenery to explain them and teachers 

are called to express their opinion and perception on this crucial issue. At the same time, this 

ingroup- outgroup biases characterize the judgments not only of the teachers’ but also those of 

the peers. Unfortunately, in the Greek schools there are a lot of teachers that show 

“favouritism” towards the majority, the local students. This means that they are more likely to 

blame victims who are members of other ethnic groups, with such mechanisms helping in 

sustaining attitudes “favourable to the in-group and unfavourable to the out-group” 

(Graham& Juvonen, 2001). There are also cases which imply that the Greek educators have 

difficulty telling bullying from conflict and aggression. The procedure of understanding the 

mechanism of bullying in the Greek school is focused on the term “different other”, an 

expression that indicates fear for the unknown and rejection of this difference. This national 

based bullying is an outcome of the period when hundreds of immigrants came massively to 

Greece, during the last three decades. Even from the middle of the 80’s Greece began to 

accept a big migrating wave from the eastern European countries, as much as from Asia and 

Africa. The geographical position of Greece, than unites Asia and Africa with Europe is the 

reason why so many immigrants are coming constantly with hope to have access to Europe 

(Nikolaou, 2005).  

   Greek research on bullying underlines the devastating impact on the child’s personality as 

victimized. Nevertheless, it has damaging results both for the victim and the bully. As 

mentioned above, based on Olweus’ research it is now recognized from the researchers that 

harassed pupils tend to be more depressed and with lower self- esteem as adults, which means 

that effects of bullying are present in later life (persistent victimization). As a result, the need 

of the educator to react becomes crucial.  
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1.5. The research questions 

   This study as discussed before aims to understand the teachers’ attitudes when it comes to 

the crucial issue of bullying behaviour at school. The main research question that aims to be 

answered is: 

-What are the attitudes of the primary school teachers towards bullying?  

The sub- questions are chosen according to the existing bullying literature and are the 

following: 

1st Research Question: Do the teachers have knowledge about bullying? 

2nd Research Question: What is the relationship between the gender and the perceived 

responsibility of the educator?     

3rd Research Question: What is the relationship between the perceived seriousness of 

bullying and the likelihood of intervention? 

4th Research Question: What is the relationship between the gender and the likelihood of 

intervention? 

5th Research Question: What is the relationship between the gender and the perceived 

seriousness of bullying? 

6th Research Question: What is the relationship between the empathy of the teacher and the 

likelihood of intervention? 

7th Research Question: What is their preferred intervention method? 

8th Research question: Which type of bullying the teachers consider as more serious? 

    The results of the questionnaires showed a tendency of the teachers to confuse bullying 

with intergroup conflict and having difficulties assessing its frequency. There seems to exist 

also some gender difference in the teachers when it comes to the seriousness of the episodes 

and the perceived role of the educator, something that can be due to the societal norms and 

gender attitude to aggression. The positive finding of this study is the tendency of expression 

of empathy towards the victim and the teacher willingness to intervene. In addition, the 
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preferred interventions consist mainly of individual discussions with the bully or the victim, 

by overlooking the importance of the group.  

 

1.6. Structure of the present work 

Chapter 1: Introduction to the master thesis’ focus, terms, definitions and the significance of 

the study. 

Chapter 2: Review of the literature, including theories that try to explain bullying as a 

phenomenon and why the social approach is considered more convenient than the individual. 

Teachers’ attitudes to bullying and an introduction to the attitudinal research and why 

teachers’ attitudes are so important. 

Chapter 3: Methodology; here the reader will find a presentation of the methods that were 

considered proper to conduct my research and the steps of the study. 

Chapter 4: Presentation of the data and analysis. What the data show us about the teachers’ 

attitudes to bullying. 

Chapter 5: Discussion about the results and some critical considerations. 

Chapter 6: Conclusion, including two different cases of bullying and reflection on the study 

been done. 
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2  Bullying and Attitude Research 

 

    In this chapter the reader will find significant information about the two models that are 

used from researchers and other specialists as ways to approach bullying behaviours together 

with an introduction to attitudinal research. The theoretical background of a model has a 

direct effect on the perception of the situation and therefore on the solutions and the 

interventions that are going to be preferred over others. In addition, the two theoretical 

bullying approaches have influenced the construction of the present instrument. The chapter 

begins with an effort to present the term “bullying” and its development over time. This 

change of meaning over time is helpful in making us understand also how societal perceptions 

and norms have changed. We proceed with the presentation of the two theoretical models, the 

individual and the social, as they are related to the meanings the educators give to behaviour.  

As this work follows the social model, the reader will find a series of arguments about why 

bullying consists a social problem and why the educators need to be familiar with social 

mechanisms. In the second part of the chapter, the term “attitude” is explained and described 

as there seems to exist a confusion when it comes to the parts that consist an attitude in 

relation to bullying. The teachers according to research feel insecure to recognize bullying 

while there is a disagreement among them over what may constitute bullying (Rigby, 2002). 

The present study consists an effort to measure attitudes so the reader needs to be familiar 

with existent attitudinal research. 

 

2.1. Towards a Definition of Bullying 

    The problem of bullying at schools is a very serious issue and even if it is an old 

phenomenon, it hasn’t been under study until recently (Olweus, 1995). A student is being 

bullied or victimized “when he or she is exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negative 

actions on the part of one or more other students; these actions are repeated overtime and 

there is an imbalance of power when the bullied child has difficulties in defending himself” 

(Olweus, 1993). By negative actions, we mean the motive of someone “to inflict or attempt to 

inflict, injury or discomfort” upon another human being (Olweus, 1973). Thus, by this we do 

not mean just physical aggression, we also include actions such as making faces, gestures or 
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intentional exclusion from the group. “Repeatedly and over time” means mainly the tendency 

of these behaviours to be stable and to have a target. They are not an outcome of a 

circumstance. “Imbalance of power” refers to the incapability of the victim to protect him or 

herself. We consider as asymmetric power relationship differences in physical strength (ie. a 

short, non-muscular boy versus a tall athletic one) or relational strength (shy boy with not a 

lot of friends versus popular boy).  

    In Scandinavia, the term used for bullying is “mobbing” (Norway, Denmark) and 

“mobbning” (Finland, Sweden) with “mob” meaning the usually large and anonymous group 

of people that is taking part in the harassment (Olweus, 1973a in Olweus, 1993). 

Nevertheless, according to Olweus, in defining bullying, both group and individual 

harassment should be included. The previous terms were firstly used by Heinemann, in the 

context of “racial discrimination” (Heinemann, 1969, in Juvonen& Graham, 2001). His 

studies were influenced by the work of the ethologist Konrad Lorenz. In Lorenz’s book (1968, 

in Juvonen & Graham, 2001), mobbing was used to describe the action of a school class or a 

group of soldiers “ganging up against a deviating individual”.  In English, the term bullying 

does not include mob or group explanations (May-Schott& Søndergaard, 2014). If we look up 

to the history of the term “bully” we can see that it has changed from a positive meaning to a 

negative one over the years.  In Middle Dutch, bully has its etymological roots to the word 

“boele”, meaning “sweetheart” and “fine fellow” (May-Schott& Søndergaard, 2014). We can 

observe these changes both in Scandinavian and English cases. According to May-Schott& 

Søndergaard (2014) this “linguistic shift” implies at the same time a moral shift, meaning that 

in today’s society exists a “moral disapprobation of bullying”, while in the past the public 

opinion considered children to be just behaving like children.  

   Survey data show that a percentage of 40% to 80% of students report that they personally 

have been the targets of peer hostilities at school. Harassment is a term also used in addition 

to bullying and it refers to describe “wider range of hostile behaviours” (Juvonen& Graham, 

2001).  Harassed children are experiencing rejection from the peers in the most aggressive 

way while they tend to suppress their fear and internalize their problems. Bullying is a form 

of exclusion- rejection from the peer group and can affect directly the pupil’s capacity to learn 

as “students must feel safe in order to learn” (Olweus & Limber, 1999, in Carter& Spencer, 

2006). At the same time, research data show that the academic performance of victimized 

children decreases significantly over time (Carter& Spencer, 2006).  Research underlines the 
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importance of this problem which is also crucial for Special Needs Education as children with 

disabilities have an increased risk for being victimized (Carter & Spencer, 2006). Bullying is 

also referred as the main reason that students begin to skip school (Junoven& Graham, 2001).  

According to the Convention on the Rights of the Child (UN, 1991) the education should be 

based on the “respect of human rights and fundamental freedoms”. It is every child’s right to 

feel safe at school and accepted by his or her classmates. Peer harassment has damaging 

results on the children that tend to be stable over time (Olweus, 1995). 

 

2.2. Sub-types of bullying 

   After a lot of efforts that tried to address and separate kinds of bullying from each other, the 

following categories seem to be the main ones: 

• Physical bullying, which includes physical harm, hitting or kicking 

• Verbal bullying, as for example name calling 

•          Relational bullying, with forms of direct exclusion from the group (Olweus, 1973; 

1993) 

• Gestural bullying, that refers to “staring deliberately at someone” (Rigby, 2002) 

  Indirect aggression such as spreading rumors and social exclusion are considered bullying if 

they involve the “imbalance of power” that mentioned before. Rigby(2002) referred also to 

Crick & Grotpeters’ work(1995) who considered relational aggression as harming the other 

part through the “purposeful manipulation and damage” of his or her relationships with the 

peers. It is really important to distinguish between direct and indirect bullying according to 

Olweus (1993) as the second consists a less visible form of bullying which makes it even 

more dangerous.  

   In addition, Rigby (2002; 2008) referred to the terms “racial bullying”, “bullying due to 

disability”, “sexual bullying” and “cyber bullying”. Racial bullying or harassment addresses 

to a child from a different national background even though he might be the target of bullying 

for non-racial reasons. A child for example who bullies a member of a racial group might be 

friend with another student that has the same nationality (Rigby, 2002). When it comes to 
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disability bullying, we mean simply the fact that children with some kind of disability are 

more likely to be bullied. Rigby agrees also with Holzbauer and Berven (1996) who identified 

as disablement harassment the “unwelcome bothering, tormenting, troubling ridiculing or 

coercing of another person related to his disability”. This kind of treatment of disabled people 

is described as “evil difficult for most people to understand” (Rigby, 2002). Sexual bullying 

consists of “language with sexual connotations” when children are addressing to each other in 

an aggressive way.  

 

2.3. Two approaches to bullying  

   Antisocial behaviour in children has become the target of interest of a lot of professionals 

who have been trying to define the risk factors and the processes that lead children to behave 

with antisocial and –sometimes- criminal ways. In time, theories have been developed as 

efforts to understand bullying and the mechanisms that are responsible for such behaviours. 

The first model, the individualistic, is a result of approaches based on social/emotional 

development steps. According to this model, the individual deviates from the normal 

developmental procedure due to personality factors, aggression, imitation and deprivation.  

   On the other hand, the second model, the social, is based on the environment that has the 

tendency to affect behaviour. Social mechanisms, group dynamics and leadership are 

considered the most significant factors when we are investigating behaviours occurring in the 

classroom among peers. The interest of this work is the teachers’ beliefs about bullying and 

the reasons they tend to address bullying to different reasons. By this, we mean the tendency 

to consider bullying as either a phenomenon- outcome of problematic personality or as a 

social procedure promoted by seen or unseen aspects of the environment. 

 

2.3.1. The Individual Aggression Model  

   The definition of bullying as a form of individual aggression began with the early work of 

Olweus that is very important for the field of bullying research. Due to his background in 

aggression research, focus is given on the behavioral or personality characteristics of the 

child. As mentioned before, a student is considered to be bullied or victimized when he or she 
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“is exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negative actions on the part of one or more other 

students” (Olweus 1986).  With negative actions he means the attempts of a student to 

“inflict, injury or discomfort upon another” (Olweus 1993). According to Olweus these 

negative actions are nothing more than intentional harm-doing and that bullying has its roots 

to aggressive behaviour (May-Schott & Søndergaard, 2014). Aggression is the delivery of an 

aversive stimulus from one person to another, with intent to harm and with an expectation of 

causing such harm, when the other person is motivated to escape or avoid the stimulus (Geen, 

1990). Geen is referred to Buss (1961) who defined aggression as “a response that delivers 

noxious stimuli to another organism”. Similarly, aggression is an act whose goal-response is 

injury to an organism (Dollard et al., 1939, in Geen, 1990). The intent to harm is crucial when 

we want to define an action as aggressive. The “systematic character” of bullying emphasized 

in Olweus’ approach shows that it is an act of aggression, since it often occurs without 

provocation and can be described as a form of abuse.  

   According to May-Schott & Søndergaard (2014), Olweus describes bullies as aggressive 

individuals who “are impulsive and have a need to dominate, with little empathy for their 

victims”. Furthermore, this aggressive reaction pattern is considered a result of poor child 

rearing, while the victims of bullying are described as “passive, submissive, anxious, insecure 

and weak”, again as an outcome of problematic child rearing practices. A common 

characteristic of the typical bully according to Olweus is the aggression towards the peers 

and, sometimes, the adults. Bullies are described as having a “positive attitude towards 

violence” and in cases the bullies are boys, they are likely to be “physically stronger than 

boys in general” (Olweus, 1993). Another argument of this model is to challenge the view 

considering individuals with an aggressive reaction pattern to be insecure and anxious under 

the surface. Olweus mentions that while studying the personality and hormones of aggressive 

children he found “little anxiety and insecurity or were roughly average on such dimensions” 

(1981; 1984 in Olweus, 1993). No poor- self-esteem was revealed. At the same time, bullies 

have the tendency to be popular, or if not, they still do not reach the “low level of popularity 

that characterizes the victims” (Olweus, 1993). Olweus also underlined the three possible 

reasons that lead the bully into bullying behaviour: Firstly, it is the need for power and 

dominance as mentioned above. Then, due to the way they were raised they tend to express a 

level of hostility towards their environment. Lastly, there is a presence of “a benefit 

component” when they are provided with things of value as cigarettes, belongings or money.  
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   Furthermore, Olweus mentions the presence of “prestige” or “status quo” as reinforcement-

reward, based on Bandura’s theory of social learning. A child after having observed a 

“model” being aggressive, he or she can also express aggression. The effect can be even more 

intense if he or she has a “positive evaluation of the model”. Then, social learning perspective 

of modeling and reinforcement may take place if the adults will not intervene. Children are 

more likely to imitate a model when: “the model is a powerful figure; the model is rewarded 

rather than punished for the behavior; and the model shares similar characteristics with the 

child” (Bandura ,1977, in O’Connell, Pepler& Craig, 1999).This could probably explain why 

the peers seem to behave as bystanders or as passive during a bullying episode. In that case, 

the bully is clearly the model figure and the peers are influenced by him. “If everybody is 

doing it then why it is wrong to do it?” This diffusion of responsibility is also the way leading 

to dehumanization processes towards the victim. By this, we mean the perception of the 

bullied student as nothing worthwhile. “He begs to be beaten up”, “he deserves to be 

harassed” (Olweus, 1993).  

   If we go back to the previous sub-title, the theme being discussed was the developmental 

road to social and antisocial behaviour. Bullying could also be viewed as a conduct disorder. 

This perspective according to Olweus is not false, as bullies run a “clearly increased risk of 

later engaging in other problem behaviours such as criminality and alcohol abuse” (Olweus, 

1993).  He also described four factors that are important in creating an aggressive child. The 

first one consists the emotional attitude of the parents, the lack of warmth and involvement. 

The second factor is the point to which the parent has been permissive by not setting limits to 

the child’s behaviour. The third factor is what is called as “power- assertive child rearing 

methods” such as physical punishment and violence in general. What is meant by this could 

be expressed with the sentence “violence begets violence” (Olweus, 1993). Lastly, the child’s 

temperament and personality plays an important role. A child with a “hot-headed 

temperament” can express aggression easier than a shy or quiet child.  

 

2.3.3 Some critical considerations on the aggression model 

   In reviewing the model, what Olweus did was to approach bullying, based on the concept of 

individual personalities, in contrast to the etymological root of the word “mobbning” that is 

social in nature as mentioned above (May-Schott & Søndergaard, 2014).  In addition, he 
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added that he was against the term “mobbing”, considering it as unsuitable due to the fact that 

the term could “easily lead to inappropriate expectations about the phenomenon” (Olweus in 

Juvonen&Graham, 2001). He preferred to focus on another kind of “possible situation”, in 

where the individual is exposed to aggression “systematically and over longer periods of 

time” and not necessarily from another individual, a small group, or a whole class.  According 

to May Schott & Søndergaard he used “fixed personality types” and he did not emphasize the 

importance of the situation in which students find themselves. We could also add, that he did 

not mention the child’s ability to behave sometimes as bully and sometimes as bullied given 

the circumstance.  Research shows that roles and positions are changed as “individuals are 

constantly aware of the precariousness of their roles within a group and feel a need to assert a 

value to it” (May-Schott & Søndergaard, 2014). Another problem with the personal 

aggression model is the emphasis to “intentions”, by meaning the difficulty of the observer to 

address the student’s goals while observing bullying. Briefly, it means that it is not realistic 

for every individual who bullies and causes harm to have common intentions with all the 

other children that bully. 

   The concept of power seems to face some limitations as well. The individualistic approach 

is focusing on the individual’s power to dominate another person (Olweus, 1993).  Thus, it is 

a fact that power is not something stable, power “functions as an institutional context”, the 

context of school (May Schott & Søndergaard, 2014). According to this view, a child is not 

dominant or submissive, on the contrary, he or she is part of the relation system and behaves 

according to the situation. By describing aggressors and victims we might find ourselves 

wrongly and dangerously addressing negative qualities to children, caregivers and teachers 

that is why we need to be more skeptical towards the individual aggression model. Linking 

bullying to family concepts, pathology or criminal behaviour means that it occurs when 

“socially integrative practices fail”. Children behave differently in different situations and 

group contexts, they can bully, they can be passive, and they can be abusive or abused.  

   Nevertheless, we should not underestimate Dan Olweus’ work as in his intervention model 

he mentioned measures on the school, the classroom and the individual level. Olweus himself 

has stated: “Some researchers have—in my view, mistakenly—seen my approach to peer 

harassment or bully/victim problems as predominantly individual-oriented. Such an 

impression may possibly stem from my early research  in which it was of great importance to 

document the possible existence of, and characteristics of, individual “actors,” given the 
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general contemporary Swedish focus on collective aggression implied in the aforementioned 

concept of mobbing” (Olweus, 2001). In addition, together with the personality of the child, 

he was interested in “specific reactions by the social environment”. He described social 

mechanisms taking place in the classroom such as social contagion, weakening of the control, 

diffusion or responsibility and gradual cognitive changes when perceiving the victim 

(dehumanization). When arguing on measures on the school level he included the supervision 

and the role of the teacher in counting bullying. He insisted on the importance of teacher 

groups in creating a positive school environment and underlined the significance of parent- 

teacher collaboration. He was interested also in solutions inside the classroom, such as 

collaborating learning, rule setting, praise, sanctions (negative consequences), class meetings 

and positive activities to ensure the order in the class environment. When it comes to the 

individual level he suggested serious talks with the bully, the victim and the parents and 

discussion groups. The last choice recommended is the change of class or school in means of 

“splitting up the gang” (Olweus, 1993). We could say that his work connects the traditional 

aggression model to the social, as in his late work he commended on “various roles students 

can occupy in relation to bully/victim problems in a class or school” agreeing with 

Salmivalli’s approach to the group mechanisms and roles in bullying situations. “My 

approach to peer harassment or bullying is by no means predominantly individual-oriented” 

(Olweus, 2001 in Juvonen&Graham, 2001). 

 

2.3.4. Antisocial behaviour as a group process  

 

“Bad systems and bad situations have toxic impact in making good people behave in 

pathological ways that are alien to their nature” 

                                                                     Philip Zimbardo, the Lucifer Effect, p. 195 

    When we are focusing on bullying we do not just mean peer rejection. Being rejected by 

the peers does not necessarily mean that the rejected child is victimized or harassed. Bullying 

according to Olweus (1994) is a category of aggressive behaviour in which there is imbalance 

of power and aggressive acts that are repeated over time. Wikipedia’s definition of bullying is 

“the use of force, threat, or coercion to abuse, intimidates, or aggressively dominates others. 
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The behaviour is often repeated and habitual”. We see here the difference between peer 

rejection and bullying. The crucial factor that distinguishes peer harassment from other types 

of negative peer interaction, such as conflict, is that there is an “imbalance of power between 

perpetrator and target” (Juvonen& Graham, 2001). Salmivalli et al. (1996) are referred to 

Pikas (1975) who argued that bullying consists of violent actions in a group context in which 

“the pupils reinforce each other’s behaviour in their interaction”. What researchers and 

teachers have often overlooked is the fact that, like other forms of aggression, “bullying 

occurs within a social context” (O’Connell, Pepler& Craig, 1999). The social context is 

important in Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological model as he considered human development to 

be an outcome of the “ecological system in which growth occurs” (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; 

1994). Vygotsky (1978) insisted also on how interpersonal relationships affect development 

and cognitive knowledge, moral behaviour, language and social, problem- solving skills. 

Bullying is supposed to be occurring in cultural contexts with peer interaction and social 

influence to be crucial determinants.  

   Sutton et al. (1999) criticized the theories which consider bullying behaviours in concepts of 

“the theory of mind”, and “social skills deficit”. Furthermore, the situational approach does 

not care at all about the individual’s personal characteristics, on the contrary all emphasis is 

focused on the environmental context. Zimbardo (2007) argued on the fact that systems create 

“hierarchies of dominance”. This is a cognitive way of “creating an enemy” in the child’s 

mind, based on dehumanization processes. Dehumanization is described to be the perception 

of the other as “nothing worthwhile” (Zimbardo, 2007) and it facilitates “abusive and 

destructive actions” towards him. It is important to try to imagine a bullying situation. Firstly, 

it is given the fact that we have an imbalance of power; the bully is stronger physically or 

socially from the victim. Then, the environment comes to play the most important role, with 

the peers’ and teachers’ attitudes to be affecting the expressed behaviour.  The peers are 

influencing each other, a procedure which is characterized as “social contagion”. Diffusion of 

responsibility is also a mechanism that refers to the peers’ tendency to take part in bullying 

situations, when the sense of individual responsibility is decreased. Similarly, not intervening 

can also be a cause of this diffusion of responsibility, since the students do not consider 

themselves responsible in the event: “If everyone does it, it must be right”. O’Connell, 

Pepler& Craig (1999) suggested that although children would like to protect victims of 

bullying, at the same time they want to maintain the “status quo”.  
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   Group behaviour has always occupied the interest of clinicians and social psychologists as 

there is a big amount of studies and theories to suggest that people perceive themselves and 

the others differently when they are affiliating to a group.  The theories of the social identity 

and self-categorization, with main representatives Tajfel and Turner (1979), try to explain 

how the peoples’ identity together with the motives, evaluations and perception change when 

someone becomes part of a group. When we are talking about bullying we need to observe it 

in its social context. The classroom and the school environment is such context, with the most 

of bullying incidents to occur in the schoolyards. Every child that comes to the school has his 

or her own individual identity. The same applies for the teacher: by the time he enters the 

classroom he has a social identity as well. The argument here is that the people’s 

psychological procedures change in quality when in group situations (Wetherell, 1996). As 

social identity is seen the portion of an individual's self-concept derived from perceived 

membership in a relevant social group.  

   The classroom environment influences directly the construction of identity, both individual 

and social. Tajfel and Turner (1979) argued that in the group concept the basis of self-

determination of the individual changes. The idea in this theory is that “belonging to a social 

group provides its members with a sense of social identity, which not only describes them but 

also prescribes appropriate behaviours”. For example, except from the bully/victim 

characteristics, it is a fact that bullying is related to social identity terms such as social status 

and power. At the same time, the victim is characterized as different from the group norm 

while results show that social power and group status can be the basic motives in peer 

victimization. Peer involvement is also being described in other group mechanisms like social 

contagion, imitation, group norms, and diffusion of responsibility. Olweus also removed the 

responsibility of peer rejection from the child to the characteristics of the peer group realizing 

its importance. What is interested to this point is that once someone is categorized with 

patterns of a group, he or she tends to behave according to his given role. A positive social 

identity is connected with this role and with higher self-esteem (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  

   When we are discussing about the significance of the teacher’s role in the context of the 

classroom we consider it also in terms of leadership. Leadership is a determinant factor for 

group behaviour. Milgram’s experiment (1963) was interested in people’s “Obedience to 

Authority” and measured the willingness of participants to obey an authority figure who 

instructed them to perform acts conflicting with their personal opinion. The participants were 
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divided into two categories, the teacher and the learner.  The subjects that had the role of the 

teacher believed that for each wrong answer that the learner would give, he or she was 

receiving actual shocks. The hypothesis was that by the tenth shock, when the victim demands 

to be free due to pain, most teacher-subjects would stop, but the results were different as the 

majority of the participants continued till the end even though the learners were expressing 

dangerous pain. When trying to understand group behaviour, leadership can provide 

significant explanation in the school environment. As a result, the presence and the attitude of 

the teacher affects the classroom as a whole: the bullies, the bullied and the peers.  

   Peer involvement is also important and can function as reinforcement since peers observe 

the bullying episodes. As mentioned before, Scandinavians use the term “mobbing” which 

refers to incidents of bullying that carry “a group inference” (Craig, Henderson& Murphy, 

2000). According to Rigby (2008) and group process theories, bullying is “the systematic 

abuse of power in interpersonal relationships”. Nevertheless, bullying is an interpersonal 

phenomenon “that is closely linked to the desire to belong and the fear of exclusion” (May-

Schott& Søndergaard, 2014).  

   On the way to understanding power and exclusion, leadership, crowd behaviour and tyranny 

have an important role in Steve Reicher’s work that was influenced by Henri Tajfel and John 

Turner’s social identity theory. He considers crowd behaviour as the sharing of a common 

social identity and he conducted the BBC Experiment (2001) to observe the concepts of 

tyranny and leadership in a prison context. The participants were divided into guards and 

prisoners and the hypothesis was that the guards, as having the control of the prison, would be 

behaving dominantly, by being able of maintaining the control. The results were exactly the 

opposite, the prisoners not only reversed this imbalance of power, but also were they able to 

make the guards withdraw from the situation. What is interesting with this experiment is the 

“difference between someone imposing a group role upon you, and you seeing yourself in 

terms of that role” (Reicher& Haslam, the BBC Prison Study).  It is so important here the way 

the educator perceives his social role and his responsibilities towards the students.    

   Salmivalli et al. have focused on the internal characteristics and roles in bullying: firstly the 

“victim”, the “bully”, the “assistants of the bully” that join the incident, the “reinforcers” of 

bullies who give positive feedback, the “outsiders” that do nothing and do not take sides, and 

the “defenders” who may comfort the victim or try to stop bullying (May-Schott& 

Søndergaard, 2014). Salmivalli’s research focuses on the bystanders’ role in harm-doing, 
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“either by actively reinforcing the harm” or by just being passive. Olweus (2001, in 

Salmivalli, 2010) has described the “bullying circle” in which eight different bystander types 

of reaction represent the children's attitudes to bullying (positive–neutral–indifferent–

negative) and behaviours (those who act and those who don’t). Again, we find ourselves 

dealing with the importance of the participants’ roles and the way each of them perceives his 

or her role. Similarly, Rigby (2002) mentions that the “experimental literature in social 

psychology is replete with examples of how adoption of a role can lead to serious bullying”.  

   Salmivalli (1996) is referred to Lagerspetz et al. (1982) saying that there are two important 

features among school children when it comes to bullying: firstly, there is a collective 

character in it and secondly, it is based on social relationships in the group. They also 

suggested that aggression in a group can be studied as a “relationship between people taking 

different roles, or having roles assigned to them”. As bullying is taking place when several 

members of the group are present, it gives them specific roles that influence the possibility of 

bullying to continue. The important aspect here lays in the fact that even if the students in 

front of the incident do not take part in bullying, ignoring it can also function as approval of 

the bullying behaviour. “Participant roles” of the children are crucial elements in bullying 

conditions. DeRosier, Cillessen, Coie and Dodge(1994) discussed  the importance of group 

dynamics as the observation of bullying episodes by the peers means that they encourage such 

incidents and they “lock victims and bullies into their roles” by “conferring reputations that 

become self-fulfilling prophecies” (in Sutton et al.,1999).Salmivalli (1996) mentions also 

Rigby and Slees’ (1993) work who suggested three different dimensions of interpersonal 

relations in children: first the tendency to bully others, second to be victimized by others and 

third to relate to others in a prosocial way. The participant role that a student has is 

determined both by personal and contextual factors. One of the contextual factors is the 

child’s popularity and the position he has in the peer group. For example, a low status child 

might be scared of been victimized himself if he made an effort to protect the victim.   

 

2.4. Attitudinal research and introduction to the term “attitude” 

   In this part of the chapter the interest turns to the importance of the teachers’ attitudes when 

it comes to the bullying phenomenon. As stated before, what the educator thinks is crucial for 

the way he will handle occurring behaviors in the classroom. So, what are the beliefs and 
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perceptions of the educators when they face such incidents? Rigby refers to Rivers and 

Soutter’s opinion (1996, in Rigby, 2002) who insisted that “bullying is primarily a situational 

phenomenon rather than a result of personality factors as Olweus suggests”. He also describes 

this claim as “unfair” to Olweus who as referred before, described an intervention model 

based on a warm, caring school environment. The question that is always coming together 

with bullying is the following: Is it a result of personality, situation, or both? What do the 

teachers think? What are their attitudes? And what do we mean with the term attitude? 

   According to Wetherell (1996) the most exciting characteristic of the term attitude is, that 

despite the fact that we know little about it, we have the impression that we know what it is. 

When we are speaking about attitudinal research, we mainly mean the effort to specify and 

measure what in everyday language is called “opinion” or “preference” of people. Wetherell 

insists that in order to understand what an attitude really is, we should observe the history of 

the term and the way the attitudes are expressed in other cultures (Wetherell, 1996). In 

English, the term attitude got its meaning very lately. During the 15th and 16th century, the 

term was used to describe the way in which human figures were imprinted in paintings and 

sculptures. Thus, during the next two decades the term meant mainly the body position, a 

position that implies a psychological condition or action. Likewise, the expression: “to strike 

an attitude” means for someone to take a position or express himself. The contemporary 

meaning of the term “attitude of mind”, the positive or negative position of an individual 

when it comes to a specific subject was not in use until the middle of the 19th century. 

Obviously, the meaning that we address to the term “attitude”, by taking it for given, is 

nothing but a new idea. Wetherell also refers to Zanna and Rempel, who define as attitude the 

categorization of a subject-stimuli across an assessment scale. Every categorization is either 

based on three general types of information or produced by the following: 1) cognitive 

information, 2) emotional information and 3) information that is related to previous 

behaviours or motives of behaviour (1988, in Wetherell, 1996).  

   In the present study the teachers are called to express their attitude towards bullying. If we 

follow the previous attitude definition then we need to begin firstly with the teachers’ 

definition of bullying. By this, we mean the procedure of giving bullying a specific identity 

and quality, to add it to a category. In addition, as the subject- stimuli I chose the use of 

vignettes and the questions chosen for my questionnaire. According to Zanna and Rempel 

(1988), the attitudes are evaluating things in different ways. A subject can be good or bad 
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depending on specific criteria. In this work as an attitude evaluation from a teacher could be 

used: “bullying is unacceptable in my classroom”. Lastly, we mentioned information as 

responsible for positive or negative attitudes, what the teachers know, what they feel or 

experience and the way they used to experience situations in the past. Zanna and Rempel 

provided more than just a definition of the term attitude; they gave us at the same time the 

ways in which an attitude can be changed. It can be through cognitive information, by setting 

arguments and facts. It can also be emotional, by connecting something to warm feelings. In 

the case of bullying, changing a teacher’s passive or negative attitude is the alpha and the 

omega when we are occupied with the classroom or the school environment. This can also 

happen according to the previous definition, by just convincing someone to do something 

ethically right, without carrying about his attitude, by hoping that this change will take place 

as a result.  

   Attitudes consist also of three components: affective, cognitive, and behavioral (Olson & 

Zanna, 1993, in Grames, &Leverentz, 2010). The affective component represents the 

emotional portion of an attitude while the cognitive component refers to ideas, beliefs, and 

opinions (Antonak & Livneh, 1988, in Grames, &Leverentz, 2010). The behavioural 

component refers to a person‘s willingness to interact with the subject and the way in which 

he will do so. It is important to understand the components of attitudes since understanding 

attitudes should help predict teachers’ behaviour towards bullying.  

    Allport (1935) regarded attitudes  as “the most distinctive and indispensable concept in 

contemporary American Social Psychology”, and suggested that understanding attitudes 

would  allow us understand not only the preferences and behaviour of the individual but also 

give us an idea about actions of groups of people  and cultures. He considered at the same 

time an attitude as “a mental and neural state of readiness, organized through experience, 

having a direct influence upon the individual’s response to all objects and situations with 

which it is related” (Allport, 1935). McGuire (1968) considered definitions to be “stifling and 

yet, since we have to use words when we talk, it probably helps to sketch out occasionally 

what we mean by our terms”. He also used some of Allports’ definitions and concluded to 

what he described as “readiness to respond”.  Eagly & Chaiken (2007) defined attitudes as 

having consequences to the individual in responding directly or indirectly to an issue, it is “a 

psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of 

favor or disfavor” (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993, in Gawronski, 2007). Similarly, Bem (1970) 
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described attitudes as “likes and dislikes”. When Thurstone insisted that “attitudes can be 

measured,” he opened the gates for what has become one of the most important constructs in 

social psychology (Gawronski, 2007).  

   If we realize these definitions it should not impress us why the teachers’ attitudes to a 

specific area (for example bullying in this work) play such an important role in understanding 

the phenomenon and in planning intervention programs.  

 

2.5. Factors that influence teachers’ attitudes to bullying 

   Modern research on bullying and attitudes has underlined a series of aspects that are more 

likely to affect teacher’s attitudes and likelihood of intervention when they are in front of a 

bullying situation. Despite the fact that this work is focusing on the social context of 

behaviour, when it comes to this case, most of the factors are based on the teachers’ personal 

characteristics and knowledge of social behaviour. Some predictors of teacher attitudes that 

have been investigated to some point have to do with the perceived seriousness of a bullying 

episode, the empathy of the teacher, the gender of the teacher, the expressed likelihood to 

intervene  and whether they realize the importance of the peer culture or not.  

 

2.5.1. Teachers’ ability to recognize bullying and its seriousness 

   Teachers play a leading role in the prevention of bullying as we mentioned before (Bauman 

& DelRio, 2005) while the teachers’ responses to bullying behaviours influence current and 

future behaviours of both bullies and victims (Yoon & Kerber, 2003).  In addition, according 

to previous studies, the way the teachers evaluate the seriousness of bullying predicts their 

likelihood of intervention. Unfortunately, research on the way the teachers are perceiving 

bullying is not enough. Mishna et al. (2005) pointed out that the meaning read into a bullying 

incident by teachers determined whether they considered the incident to be bullying or normal 

childhood behaviours. According to Troop and Ladd (2002, in   Kochenderfer-Ladd & 

Pelletier, 2008) teachers who believed that peer victimization among children is “normative” 

were less likely to punish acts of aggression. How seriously teachers perceive bullying 

predicts their likelihood of intervening (Yoon, 2004). 
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   Furthermore, as stated before, what remains the most important issue is that, like children, 

the educators are confusing bullying with “fighting with someone” or intergroup conflict 

(Rigby, 2002). Individual aggression and conflicts between children may be important in 

producing victimization attitudes, but it is not sufficient explanation. Likewise, the teacher 

cannot approach a bullying incident with the same way he would handle an aggressive 

episode among children. What teachers think about bullying is crucial for intervention at 

schools (Rigby, 2002). Lack of bullying knowledge may even make wrong intervention end 

up to opposite and harmful results. Studies imply also that there is a negative relationship 

between the supervision of teachers during break-time and bullying behaviour. As a result, the 

significance of the break time is big and the educator’s role crucial.  

   The study of Pepler et al. (1994) showed that despite the fact that 85% of the teachers 

answered that they would intervene to a bullying incident, only 35% of the students’ answers 

implied the teachers’ intervention. In the same way, Olweus’ study (1984) showed that the 

teachers intervened “once in a while” or “almost never” to bullying incidents. In studies 

where students perceived a lack of teacher intervention there was implied a tendency of 

reinforcement of both the bullying behaviours of the bully and the sense of helplessness and 

isolation of the victim (Yoon, 2004). Existing data also insist that there is a relationship 

between the perceived seriousness and the type of bullying, depending on whether it is direct 

or relational. 

 

2.5.2. Direct versus indirect bullying 

   Studies like the above notice the fact that teachers’ intervention is not sufficient and 

effective. This could be due to the fact that there is a difficulty in defining exactly which 

actions consist bullying. Boulton (1997) insisted that even though teachers tend to consider 

actions of physical assaults and verbal threats as bullying, in his study, 25% of the them 

would not perceive name calling or rumor spreading as bullying (relational bullying). The 

teachers would characterize behaviours as bullying, but there were more likely to describe 

some specific behaviours as bullying more often than others, for example “threatening 

verbally” over “leaving people out”. A crucial outcome is that a significant number of the 

teachers would not consider social exclusion as bullying. The argument here is that if the 

educator does not see indirect aggression as bullying, then it is a result that he or she will not 
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intervene. Another approach to understanding why teachers have low rate in intervening is 

that children may hesitate to report bullies to them. Indirect bullying is more difficult to detect 

and therefore more difficult to answer (Boulton, 1997; Craig et al., 2000; Yoon & Kerber, 

2003).  

 

2.5.3. Empathy 

   Yoon & Kerber’s work (2003) implies that there is a relationship between the empathy of 

the teacher, the type of bullying and the will to intervene in bullying situations. This agrees 

with the study of Craig, Henderson& Murphy (2000) that revealed that teachers who show 

low empathy tend to overlook bullying behaviours or they minimize their impact. Moreover, 

teachers expressing least empathy towards victims of indirect aggression are least likely to 

help them (Craig Henderson& Murphy, 2000). Feeling empathy for the victim means that the 

teachers are more likely to understand and identify with the experience of being victimized 

and its harmful results on the student (Byers et al., 2011). In addition, according to Byers et 

al. (2011) teachers tend to feel more empathy for victims of overt bullying than for those 

victims of covert bullying. 

   Byers et al. (2011) are also referred to Rigby’s work on student surveys which implied that 

one reason that students denied to inform teachers was because they believed that “their 

situation was made worse”. Bullied children for example may be scared that they will be more 

harassed if they ask for the teacher’s help or that the teacher will not understand.  

 

2.5.4. The sex of the teacher 

   While looking in the literature about factors influencing attitudes to bullying, there is a 

significant number of research that underlines the opinion that there exist individual 

differences among the teachers influenced by the gender (Craig, Henderson& Murphy, 2000). 

Research results show that “the sex of the teacher influences teachers’ attitudes towards 

various undesirable classroom behaviours” (Craig, Henderson& Murphy, 2000). Green, 

Shriberg, & Farber’s (2008) study noticed also that female teachers would consider bullying 

situations as more severe than the male teachers and that they would seek help for these 
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behaviors more often.  In addition, female teachers tend to show less tolerance to aggressive 

behaviour than the male teachers while they are more likely to show empathy towards the 

victims. Likewise, the Green et al. (2008) study revealed that female teachers considered 

bullying situations to be more severe than the males and that they would seek help from 

school personnel more often. This difference in attitudes might have to do with societal rules 

and expectations about the gender role, how it influences behaviour and at the same time 

which kinds of incidents are considered acceptable or not in the classroom. 

 

2.5.5. The understanding of the group importance 

   The realization of the peer culture importance from the educators plays a significant role in 

the preferred intervention method from their side. If they for example recognize the peers as 

having a responsibility when bullying behaviour is taking place then they would probably 

intervene on a classroom level. They would talk to the classroom as a whole or choose peer 

resolution as a way to fight bullying. Pepler et al. (1994) found that raising teachers’ 

awareness of bullying behaviours increased their likelihood of intervention. Therefore, they 

should be familiar with the group mechanisms that are present in bullying situations as, these 

incidents take place in a certain context. It is a fact that some other educators have “their 

classes under such control that bullying is rare” (Rigby, 2002). “Class and school rules should 

reflect strong disapproval of socially exclusive behaviours, and should be clearly 

communicated to students” (Yoon & Kerber, 2003). According to Salmivalli et al. (1996) the 

roles of the peers are crucial in the bullying incidents and the educator should be familiar with 

them in order to intervene. Lack of group knowledge would lead the educator to individual 

punishments and interventions that are not going to show positive results. Yoon and Kerber 

noticed also that in the cases of social exclusion, the teachers were less sympathetic to the 

victim and were less likely to get involved in intervention efforts. They also reported using 

more “lenient intervention strategies” such as ignoring (Yoon & Kerber, 2003). 

 

2.6. Conclusion 

   In this chapter the reader will find significant data based on existing literature and studies 

that investigated bullying theories and the importance of the teachers’ attitudes. Therefore, I 
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chose to divide the chapter in two parts. In the first part, effort was made to define the 

phenomenon of bullying, based on existing research and the ways the definitions have been 

changed through the years. In reviewing previous studies, we have the first theories that 

approached bullying in terms of individual aggression, by considering bullying as a 

combination of aggressive temperament and personal factors. But since bullying is agreed to 

be more than just an expression of antisocial behaviour, another view is discussed: bullying as 

a group process. What is important here is the ability to recognize bullying over other forms 

of aggression such as intergroup conflict and its social nature.   

   Lastly, in the second part of this chapter the interest is focused on the term attitude and its 

significance. Aim was the investigation of the nature of the teachers’ attitudes when it comes 

to bullying among peers. I chose to begin with a historical review of the term attitude so that 

the reader could form an idea in his mind of why attitudinal research is so important and how 

the concept of the attitude is developed over time. Then, there are reviewed the factors that 

have a good chance to influence teachers’ attitudes to bullying based on the existing literature 

and research. The argument here lays on the fact that if teachers are not fully aware of the 

“extent to which bullying affects students or do not perceive bullying behaviours as serious, 

they will have passive attitudes towards bullying, and effective intervention efforts are 

unlikely” (Yoon& Kerber, 2003). 
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3 Methodology 

 

    In this chapter the reader is presented to the path I followed while planning and conducting 

the present research. Information about the research design, the chosen instrument and 

measures and at the same time description of the procedure and the sample are stated so that it 

is easier for this study to be understood and followed up. Moreover, the steps of the data 

collection and analysis are also reviewed together with the research questions that aimed to be 

answered with this work. 

 

3.1. The Research Design 

    As research designs we mean types of inquiry that “provide specific direction for 

procedures” (Creswell, 2003). Likewise, for some other researchers they are considered as 

strategies of inquiry. The chosen research design that was considered appropriate for my 

research questions is the quantitative research.  Quantitative research is an approach that tests 

“objective theories by examining the relationship among variables” (Creswell, 2003). As 

variable is described everything that can be measured usually on instruments and they can be 

analysed through statistical procedures. The two quantitative instruments are firstly the 

experimental designs and secondly, non-experimental designs such as surveys. Survey 

research offers a description, quantitative or numeric, of attitudes, trends, or opinions of a 

population (Creswell, 2003).  

   This work can also be characterised as descriptive research. “Descriptive research deals 

with questions of what things are like, not why they are that way”, while it plays a key role in 

uncovering the existence and extent of social problems(i.e. bullying) and can enable social 

action and provide the “basis of well-targeted social policy interventions” (DeVaus, 2002). 

Descriptive statistics are those that “summarize patterns” in the responses of a sample 

(DeVaus, 2014). Likewise, the way that the data are going to be analysed depends on the 

things we want to know, meaning the number of the variables. Since in this research I am 

focusing on the characteristics of one variable (i.e. general knowledge of the sample on a 

special issue) or two variables simultaneously (gender of the teacher and attitude towards 
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bullying) we will use both univariate and bivariate (two variable) method. According to 

DeVaus (2014) the aim of the bivariate analysis is to test whether two variables are related. 

We consider two variables as related when the distribution of values on one variable differs 

for different values of the other, for example if the way teachers react to bullying differs 

according to their gender then reaction and gender are associated.  

   Quantitative research is characterized also as having the ability of its findings to be 

generalized to the population (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007). At the same time, quantitative 

research is considered appropriate for measuring attitudes. “The data are collected on an 

instrument that measures attitudes, and the information collected is analysed using statistical 

procedures and hypothesis testing” (Creswell, 2003). Hartas (2010) mentioned that 

quantitative research was originally situated within the philosophical tradition of empiricism 

and logical positivism. Creswell also agrees by stating that postpositivist assumptions “hold 

true more for quantitative research” (2003). Quantitative research is considered to provide 

what is characterized as “strong evidence” (DeVaus, 2002).  

 

3.2. Instruments  

   According to Creswell (2003) the researchers collect data based on an instrument or test or 

collect information through a checklist. The most common instrument for collecting survey 

data is the questionnaire according to DeVaus (2002; 2014) which was chosen for this study. 

Gall, Gall & Borg (2007) argue also that a questionnaire has two mentioned advantages when 

compared to interviews. Firstly, the cost of sampling when it covers a wide geographic area is 

not so high and, secondly, we do not spend much time in collecting data.  In this research, 

which consists a field work in the Greek school environment, an interview or discourse 

analysis would be difficult to be conducted as, firstly, the educators would feel insecure to 

reveal their true attitudes in a face-to-face interview and, secondly, it would be more time 

consuming. What is more, the questionnaire has highly structured design. Quantitative data 

are in the meantime objective, can be measured and they target to test a specific hypothesis 

(Connolly, 2007).  To my point of view, a questionnaire can be more objective as eye-to-eye 

contact is avoided and the participants answer with more freedom and without pressure of 

time. It is a fact for example that the teachers have more and more pressure from the law to 

fight bullying at schools; as a result their direct answers to interview questions would be 
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biased and not applying to reality. In addition, another reason that made me chose quantitative 

questionnaires as an instrument is that I have never worked with this before, so it was my 

personal preference to deal with something new and challenging and increase my knowledge 

on this research field. 

  While structuring my study, I decided to use the Statistical Package for Social Sciences 

(SPSS 22) to analyse my data. This means that my variables had to be converted to numerical 

data during the procedure. According to DeVaus (2002) this procedure consists what is 

known as “coding”. As my aim is to measure attitudes, it is constructed as an attitude scale, 

with “substantial number of items” according to Gall, Gall & Borg (2007). Likert scales, 

meaning a five point scale starting from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” are really 

useful when wanting to measure the point to which an individual agrees with an attitude.  An 

example of an ordinal variable in my questionnaire is: “I agree that the break time is 

important for the teachers to rest”. The provided answers are: 1= I strongly agree, 2= I agree, 

3= I disagree, 4= I strongly disagree. The question categories are formed based on the 

background theories and the research problem. The assessment contains 30 items. Two 

questions are demographics (gender and years of teaching experience) and 13 have to do with 

the definition of bullying and the role of the educator. I have chosen to have 2 parts in my 

questionnaire: the first addresses, as mentioned before, to the individual characteristics such 

as sex and experiences, while the second consist of an already existing attitudinal 

questionnaire developed by Yoon and Kerber.  

   In the second part I chose to use three vignettes to measure personal opinions and 

evaluations based on the Bullying Attitude Questionnaire (Craig, Henderson& Murphy, 2000) 

as it was developed from Yoon & Kerber (2003). Originally it consisted of 18 vignettes, 

including the bullying type of sexual harassment. The original questionnaire included also 

vignettes that addressed to bullying witnessed and not witnessed from the teacher. Yoon & 

Kerber decided to examine three types of bullying behaviours and disciplinary strategies used 

by teachers by including 5 questions based on their six vignettes (3 Likert scales and two open 

questions- the only open questions in my questionnaire). Their study examined teachers' 

perceptions of three types of bullying: physical, verbal, and social exclusion. The survey 

comprised six bullying scenarios followed by questions about teachers' attitudes, such as 

seriousness, empathy for victims, likelihood of intervention, and teachers' intervention 

strategies (Yoon & Kerber, 2003). Yoon and Kerber (2003) studied teachers' feelings of 
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sympathy for victims along with their efficacy for dealing bullying episodes. What was found 

is that teachers tend to have different attitudes to the three types of bullying and that they use 

different intervention strategies. I am including just three out of the six vignettes as in my 

pilot study the teachers found it difficult to answer all the questions. Therefore, I realized that 

a briefer questionnaire would be more reliable and convenient.  

   I coded the items of the questionnaire according to Conolly’s suggestions, started from 

value 1 for the first option of answer, 2 for the second and so on. Nevertheless, for the 

dichotomous variables (ex. gender) the coding starts with value 0. For the coding of the open 

questions in the second part, I followed the coding that the authors chose, with interpreting 

the answers according to their categories. There are 6 values in total, starting from 1) No 

intervention, 2) Peer resolution, 3) Discuss rules with the whole class, 4) Indication of 

intolerable behaviours, 5) Discipline students’ bullying behaviours, 6) Report to higher 

authority, inform parents. Because of the fact that I am new in the field of quantitative 

research, in order to avoid some difficulties with multiple coding I asked for one answer to 

each one of the open questions. In categorizing them I used the coding pattern that Yoon & 

Kerber used. 

   What is important about vignettes is that they are widely used in attitudinal research as they 

assimilate real-life decision making and judgmental thinking (Bauman& DelRio, 2006). They 

are a methodological tool that contains “short, descriptive sketch of an incident and then 

presenting it to informants to elicit their opinions and reactions to its contents” (Schoenberg 

&Ravdal, 2000).  Furthermore, vignette methodology, is considered as a well-established 

technique for providing standardised stimuli that “highlight selected parts of the real world 

that can help unpack individuals’ perceptions, beliefs and attitudes to a wide range of social 

issues” (Hughes, 1998, in Dedousis-Wallace& Shute,2009). The argument here is that with 

the use of vignettes the teachers would feel more distant from the episode and therefore their 

answered would be less biased. 

   In the construction of this research questionnaire the next steps were followed: 1) definition 

of the research objects, 2) selection of the sample, 3) designing the format of the 

questionnaire, 4) pre-test of the questionnaire, 5) pre-contact of the sample, 6) cover letter and 

distribution of the questionnaire, 7) follow up with non-respondents and 8) analysing the 

questionnaire data (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007).  As the research questions have been decided, 

the next move is the identification of the population from which the sample will be selected.  
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Based on my interest in this study, applying the questionnaire to a group that cannot provide 

the desired knowledge of bullying situations must be avoided. Furthermore, the returned 

questionnaires need to be complete, with the respondents to have enough “specific knowledge 

about the topic” (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007, p. 231).  The questionnaire item is in closed form, 

with “pre-specified responses” (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007). This made it easier both for the 

respondents to answer and for me to quantify, code and analyse the results. In addition, my 

questionnaires are anonymous. Anonymity is important in this research as personal and 

“threatening” for someone information is requested (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007).  Especially 

when we are focusing on teachers, they know what attitude society expects them keep 

towards children, so I need to be sure that they will answer the questionnaires as honestly as 

possible.  

 

3.3. The Research Questions 

   As mentioned before, my goal is to be able to address teachers’ perceptions when it comes 

to bullying behaviours. This is the main research question that I am trying to answer with my 

questionnaire: 

- What are the attitudes of the primary school teachers towards bullying??  

   The hypothesis is that the teachers have the tendency to perceive bullying in terms of 

individual aggression. Furthermore, they overlook the importance of the social environment 

in the expression of such behaviours. In addition, trying to have this question answered I 

focus on a series of sub-questions in my work: 

Sub-questions: 

1st Research Question: Do the teachers have knowledge about bullying? 

2nd Research Question: What is the relationship between the gender and the perceived 

responsibility of the educator?   

3rd Research Question: What is the relationship between the perceived seriousness of 

bullying and the likelihood of intervention? 
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4th Research Question: What is the relationship between the gender and the likelihood of 

intervention? 

5th Research Question: What is the relationship between the gender and the perceived 

seriousness of bullying?  

6th Research Question: What is the relationship between the empathy of the teacher and the 

likelihood of intervention? 

7th Research Question: What is their preferred intervention method? 

8th Research question: Which type of bullying the teachers consider as more serious? 

 

According to the above research questions the hypotheses are the following: 

Hypotheses 1: The teachers have difficulties understanding the mechanisms of bullying. 

Hypotheses 2: There is a relationship between the gender and the perceived responsibility of 

the educator.  

Hypotheses 3: There is a relationship between the perceived seriousness of bullying and the 

likelihood of intervention 

 Hypotheses 4:  There is a relationship between the gender and the likelihood of intervention.   

Hypotheses 5: There is a relationship between the gender and the perceived seriousness of 

bullying  

Hypotheses 6: There is a relationship between the empathy of the teacher and the likelihood 

of intervention.  

Hypotheses 7: The educators prefer individual intervention methods underestimating the 

importance of the classroom as a whole. 

Hypothesis 8: The teachers consider physical bullying as more serious than verbal and 

relational. 



39 

 

   The previous sub-questions and hypotheses were the guidelines in constructing the 

questionnaire. When it comes to the three used vignettes, they address to the three different 

kinds of bullying used by Yoon and Kerber (2003). The scenarios are the following: 

1. At the writing centre a student chant to another child: “Teacher's pet”. This refers to 

verbal bullying. 

2. During some break a kid says to another student, “No, absolutely not. I already told 

you that you can't play with us.”(relational bullying) 

3. A child goes over and smacks another student’s head, demanding his eraser. The child 

refuses at first, but eventually gives in. (physical bullying). 

   After reading each scenario, participants rated their agreement on a Likert Scale from 1 to 5. 

Each question is related to 1) seriousness of the situation, 2) empathy towards the victim, 3) 

intervention, 4) method of intervening. The perceived seriousness of the situation has to do 

with the levels of empathy according to Craig, Henderson & Murphy (2000). The more the 

teacher is able to take the child’s perspective, the greater the chance of intervention. Similarly, 

the method of intervening is connected to the teachers’ uncertainty as to what is the best 

“course of action” (Rigby, 2002). The hypothesis is that the intervention is differentiated 

depending on the form of bullying. 

 

3.4. Data analysis 

   While selecting scales to include in my study, it is important to find scales that are reliable 

(Pallant, 2007). One of the most important aspects to this point is the scale’s internal 

consistency. This applies to the level the items that make up the scale “hang together”.  One 

of the mostly used indicators of internal consistency is Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. The 

desirable outcome would be for a scale to be above .7, and since mine appeared to be .8 we 

consider it to have strong reliability.  What is more, when we deal with Cronbach’s alpha it is 

important to have in mind that it is quite sensitive to the number of items of the scale. This 

simply means that since in my second part of the questionnaire I have scales that consist of 3 

items each, that could maybe create some reliability issues.  This did not happen since 

Cronbach alpha was .8 and this can be due to the selection of the sample (Pallant, 2007, 
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DeVaus, 2014). The reliability of a scale can vary depending on the sample used.    In 

addition, while interpreting the output from reliability, I checked if the number of cases was 

correct and if the number of items was correct (Pallant, 2007).  

     I chose to use the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 22) in order to analyse my 

data. Frequencies and means were extracted for items of the questionnaire: while Levene's 

Test, Kendall’s tau-b, Mann Whitney U test and Wilcoxon signed-rank test were used. 

 

3.5. Participants and Sampling 

   The first step in this research was to go in person to the Office of Primary Education located 

in the town of Larissa to get my sample. Larissa is located in the centre of Greece and 

research in this area is considered easier as it is my hometown and at the same time it is less 

influenced by the economic crisis, meaning that the teachers are less frustrated than the ones 

who work in a problematic environment of poverty or migration issues. Furthermore, there is 

no such heterogeneity among the students as in other cities. There are 47 schools in total 

including the ones of the surroundings. The “selecting the sample” procedure means 

“collecting information about only some members of the population” (DeVaus, 2002). The 

principal of the Primary Education Office agreed to see me and she was interested in my 

research. She also told me that the letter from the University of Oslo would help the 

procedure in meaning that the teachers would feel less biased to answer the questionnaire 

knowing that the results would not be analysed by a Greek University. What I asked her was 

to name me some schools that were, according to what she knew, described as having some 

bullying incidents. She told me than according to teacher reports and school counsellors, there 

were four schools described as having significant bullying problems. Therefore, my sample 

consists of a total of 60 teachers, 19 male and 41 female, working at these schools.  

    Even though when selecting a sample from a sampling frame the goal is to do so in such a 

way that it is representative of the population, my sample is not representative of Larissa’s 

population. I chose purposive sampling, also known as judgmental in my research, which is a 

type of non-probability sampling technique. The aim of purposive sampling is not to 

randomly select parts from a population in order to create a sample so that it will make 

generalisations. The goal of purposive sampling is to focus on particular characteristics of a 
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population that are of interest, which will best enable the answering of the research questions. 

In my case, I needed teachers who had experienced some bullying episodes and whose 

schools were considered with high rates of bullying according to the Primary Education 

Office. I wanted to measure the attitudes and perceptions of people that had some bullying 

knowledge. This is also known as expert sampling, by meaning that the present research 

needs to glean knowledge from individuals that have particular expertise on the subject of 

bullying (Babbie, 2013). Purposive sampling is selecting a sample “on the basis of your own 

knowledge of the population, its elements, and the nature of your research aims” (Babbie, 

1997). The advantage of non-probability sampling is that it is a convenient way for 

researchers to assemble a sample with little or no cost and does not require representativeness 

of the population (Rubin& Babbie, 1997).    

    After the first part, ten teachers from the first school I visited, agreed to answer the pilot 

questionnaire. The primate format included all of the six vignettes from the Yoon and Kerber 

Questionnaire (2003) in the second part. Thus, only four out of the ten teachers answered 

every question of that part. Some modification was considered appropriate so that skipping 

and random answering could be avoided. As a result, I kept only three vignettes, referring to 

three different kinds of bullying: relational, physical, verbal. After the pilot stage was over, 

the questionnaire was applied to the four schools. Sixty teachers completed the questionnaires 

anonymously and the names of the schools are not been referred to ensure that sensitive data 

are not exposed.  

 

3.4. The procedure 

   I went in person to the four schools, talked to the principals and introduced myself as a 

master student of the University of Oslo. Then, during break time I talked to the teachers in 

the personal room and they were assured that no one would have access to their answers. 

They were also told that the questionnaires would remain anonymous so no personal data 

would be used. This would not bring up bias issues while answering the questionnaire. A 

cover letter was included in the last page of the questionnaire. Moreover, most of the teachers 

answered the questionnaire during break time so I gathered a high percentage of the 

questionnaires on the first day (50 out of 60). 
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   The rest of the completed questionnaires were picked up one week later from each 

principal’s office. As 6 questionnaires were missing in total, I had to contact again those who 

were missing. My data collection took part unfortunately during the national elections, a 

stressful for Greece situation, so the unanswered questionnaires were from those who went to 

vote in another city. I had to go for a second time to the schools and get the missing 

questionnaires. The number used in every questionnaire helped in recognising who did not 

submit the questionnaire and from which school. After the gathering of the questionnaires, the 

list with the names and the codes was thrown away.  

 

   3.6. Ethical Issues 

   A researcher wishing to conduct a study asking participants to contribute should be aware of 

a series of ethical issues concerning them, the harm they could suffer and the privacy that 

should be respected (DeVaus, 2002). When we discuss about research ethics we mean “a 

complex set of values, standards and institutional schemes that help constitute and regulate 

scientific activity” (Guidelines for Research Ethics in the Social Sciences, Law and 

Humanities, 2006). While conducting the research some issues were considered as crucial, for 

example, the respondents had to be informed from the beginning about the purposes of the 

project. Towards the participants, five ethical responsibilities were followed: “voluntary 

participation, informed consent, no harm, confidentiality/ anonymity and privacy” (DeVaus, 

2002). Voluntary participation, means that the willingness of the participant to take part in the 

research is minimizing the risk of biased answering.  

    My participants were also informed about my research, my interest and the research aim 

while not detailed information was provided. For example, if I told them that my research 

interest is group and social processes then maybe their answers would be heading towards that 

direction. Over-information to the participants “about the study design, the hypotheses and 

theories being tested can distort responses and undermine the validity of the findings” 

(DeVaus, 2002). When it comes to no harm principle we mean the avoidance of “questions 

such as those about family relationships, sexual behaviour, unpopular attitudes, can distress 

and embarrass respondents and may create psychological harm” (DeVaus, 2002). In this case, 

as the examples of the death of the children were used in the cover letter, the teachers might 

have felt emotions of guilt if they realized that they haven’t acted properly in bullying 
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incidents in the past. This is the reason that I used more vignettes in my questionnaire, so that 

the educators would feel safe and distant while answering. Furthermore, the most dangerous 

way in which participants can be harmed in research is if the confidentiality of their responses 

is not “honored”. Anonymity and confidentiality are crucial and the participants were ensured 

that neither their school not their names would be exposed. The same applies to the principle 

of privacy, no one could contact them after the procedure was finished.  

   Respect of the participants’ integrity, freedom and right to participate was important in 

contacting my sample while it was explained to them that the answering of the questionnaire 

was voluntarily and anonymous (Guidelines for Research Ethics in the Social Sciences, Law 

and Humanities, 2006). Likewise, the results of this research are not going to be reused or 

used for reasons different from the ones decided from the beginning. My research participants 

were informed about my study, its purpose and their role in it and at the same time they were 

assured about my respect to confidentiality. The research material was as mentioned before, 

anonymised, and information that would make it possible to identify individuals were 

destroyed. Furthermore, my role as a researcher was defined, and in the meantime I tried not 

to lead their answers with my words or my attitude.  

 

 3.7. Reliability and Validity 

   As reliable measurement we consider the one that gives us the same results on repeated 

occasions (DeVaus, 2014). We ensure that a test is reliable when the questions are answered 

“in the same way on different occasions if given to the same person” with consistent 

responses (DeVaus, 2002). The reliability of a scale shows how free it is from random error 

(Pallant, 2007) and a way of it to be avoided is the test-retest reliability. This means that the 

results of the test would be the same if the test was applied again. When it comes to internal 

consistency, we mean the extent to which the items of the questionnaire have the ability to 

collide with each other. As mentioned before, the most used statistic for this is Cronbach’s 

coefficient alpha. Values range from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating greater reliability. A 

minimum level of .7 Cronbach alpha is recommended according to Nunnally (1978, in 

Pallant, 2007). Cronbach's Alpha coefficient was extracted by the items of the second part of 

my questionnaire and is 0.812 which is satisfactory, indicating the reliability of the attitude 

scale (see appendix 6). 
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Table 1. Reliability Statistics 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Cronbach's 

Alpha Based on 

Standardized 

Items N of Items 

.812 .830 15 

 

   In this study, bad wording was tried to be avoided and effort was made for coding to be as 

careful as possible. Nevertheless, even well-developed questions can cause unreliability 

problems (DeVaus, 2014). Similarly, another kind of reliability problem can occur while 

coding, since different coders can code the same response. Therefore, the interest was focused 

on the coding process.     

   The validity of a scale addresses to the degree to which it measures what it is supposed to 

measure (DeVaus, 2002). Thus, according to DeVaus, it is not the measure that is valid or 

invalid but “the use to which the measure is put”. Furthermore, the validity of a measure will 

depend on how the researcher has defined the concept it is designed to measure (DeVaus, 

2014). In order to ensure this, the terms “bullying” and “attitude” were explained to the 

participants as the validity depends on our own definition of the concept.  Even though there 

is no clear indicator for validity, there are some main types of validity that are discussed, such 

as content validity, criterion validity and construct validity. In this study, emphasis was given 

on content and construct validity. Content validity refers to the extent to which the indicators 

measure the different aspects of the concept and to the adequacy with which a scale was 

sampled from the domain of content (DeVaus, 2002, 2014; Pallant, 2007).  Content validity 

depends ultimately on how ourselves are defining the concept it is designed to test, but 

considering the fact that there is a disagreement about the content in the field of social 

sciences, it is difficult for measures to be developed that have agreed on validity. Similarly, 

construct validity is the testing of a scale in terms of “theoretically derived hypothesis” 

concerning the nature of the variable (Pallant, 2007). Furthermore, it evaluates a measure 

depending on how well the measure “conforms to theoretical expectations” (DeVaus, 2014).  

Criterion validity refers to the relationship between the scale scores and the specified 

criterion, and we compare how people answered our measure of a concept with already 
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existing, “well-accepted” measures of the concept. In conclusion, there is no ideal way to 

determine the validity of a measure; the situation will affect the method that is chosen.  

 

3.8. Critical Considerations 

   Nikolaou is referred to Strohmeier et al. (2008) who mentioned the difficulties of the 

research considering bullying at school. The methodological difficulties are due to the fact 

that the used methods are mainly based on the reports of those involved in bullying incidents 

(bullies, victims, peers, teachers or parents). These reports are characterized with subjectivity, 

as every part is experiencing bullying in different ways and experiencing different emotions. 

Maybe an observation as a method of data collection would provide more objective results, 

but its technical and practical difficulty is even more challenging. It is a fact for example that 

bullying incidents are rare in an environment where supervising exists.  

   In addition, we need to realise that the questionnaire as a tool has its limits. It is more 

difficult for example for an attitude, experience or opinions to be expressed properly when the 

subject has to answer a structured questionnaire (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007). Moreover, after 

the distribution of the questionnaire, there is no possibility to modify the items, “even if they 

are unclear to some respondents” (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007, p. 228). Quantitative methods are 

also characterized as “simplistic” and unable to “capture realities of social life” (Connolly, 

2007, p.4) with no possibility to focus on the unique words that the respondents would use to 

describe a situation, the narrative colour, or even the body language. It is not so rare for some 

answers in a questionnaire to be unreal, just because the participant thinks that they respond to 

what the norm would expect him to answer. According to Connolly (2007) a big sample size 

(160) is considered more trustworthy than 50, with results having a very small chance to be 

due to a “quirk of the random sampling procedure” or a sampling error.   

   Furthermore, because I chose to follow the anonymity of the respondents when answering, I 

faced problems in the rate of returning them (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007). To avoid this practical 

issue I used a code list, with a code for every individual in the sample which was applied on 

the questionnaires. Since I did not know personally the participants and I informed them that I 

was about to leave the country after my data collection, I thought they would feel less biased 

in answering the questionnaires. Reliability issues were taken into consideration and tried for 
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poorly asked questions to be avoided (Connolly, 2007). In addition, I had to be careful with 

validity issues, by meaning that my questions actually are measuring what they were 

supposed to be measuring. My interest is the measuring of attitudes so emphasis was given on 

different dimensions not only one (Connolly, 2007). Likewise, LaPierre insisted that it must 

be recognized that “any study of attitudes through direct questioning is open to serious 

objection, both because of the limitations of the sampling method and because in classifying 

attitudes the inaccuracy of human judgment is an inevitable variable” (LaPierre, 1934). 

   To continue with, I had some significant difficulties while writing items for my 

questionnaire (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007). What was of great importance for me was to ensure 

that “relevant questions” are asked, that are related to the research problem and that they have 

the same meaning for the respondents (DeVaus, 2002).  I needed to have in mind the 

characteristics of my sample so that I would use appropriate language and help them 

understand the questions without leading (DeVaus, 2002). For example most of the teachers 

are not familiar with the terms of social psychology such as “social identity theory” or 

“affiliation to a group processes”. Instead of asking for example if they perceive the group 

antisocial behaviour as an outcome of peer influence, I preferred to use a question where they 

had to answer if they consider pressure from the peers to affect how the individual reacts. It 

should also be referred the fact that my research questions were still under construction while 

I was applying the questionnaire, something that could have affected the quality and quantity 

of the asked questions. More specifically, the educational interest and existing data were so 

wide that I was not sure about the parts I should be focusing more. This is the reason that 

some of the questions are not being used for discussion in the data analysis chapter. When it 

comes to ordinal variables, to deal with the problem of individuals who are not familiar with a 

question, “I do not know” option is included. Thus, “don’t know” opinion is defined as 

“missing” in SPSS (Connolly, 2007). This means removing anyone in this category from the 

analysis and focus on the other categories. I needed to explain that the data I am analysing 

refer to those correspondents who expressed an opinion. At the same time, no responding 

needed to be “minimized both because of the loss of information and the data analysis 

difficulties it introduces” (DeVaus, 2002). That is the reason I insisted on answering them 

while I was in front of them, during break time. Another way of controlling it was by creating 

false and unreliable answers, and in this case I also chose the use of vignettes (Converse & 

Presser, 1986, in DeVaus, 2002). 
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   Problems can also occur due to preference of closed questions as it will limit the 

respondents’ ability to answer freely any response they would wish to give. Thus, according 

to Gall, Gall & Borg (2007) evidence suggests that closed and open form question formats 

“produce similar information”. There was an effort for leading and ambiguous questions to be 

avoided (DeVaus, 2002) and the design of the closed questions to be careful, after asking 

open form questions to a small number of respondents first.  

   While conducting this research some other barriers had to be faced. As I am addressing to 

teachers of “troubled” schools, it was normal to face communication barriers, some teachers 

seemed to be distant or tired, with lack of interest in participating. Nevertheless, I was 

prepared that some of the participants were also likely to not return the questionnaires or 

answer randomly. The most important fact is that I am interested in exactly those teachers 

whose experiences are so important, so it was crucial to contact them personally and explain 

why they have a key-role in my attitude research. Moreover, expert sampling has some 

disadvantages as well. Firstly, it can be highly prone to researcher bias as the whole procedure 

is up to the researcher judgement. Secondly, as stated before, the results cannot be 

representative of the population or generalized (Henry, 1990). 

   In addition, the cover letter explained clearly and briefly the purpose of the research, and 

motivated the participants to reply truthfully and quickly. It was mentioned why their opinion 

was so important and how the results are going to be used. Another struggle also in the 

present study was that my role as a researcher and my role as psychologist were difficult to be 

understood from the participants. For example, there was a tendency from their side to form 

small discussions around me about their difficulties in teaching and controlling the classroom 

together with bullying incidents at school and other kind of problems that they struggle with. 

Their view of me as a specialist created a diffusion of roles and of why I was really there.  

 

3.9. Conclusion 

   Aim of this chapter was for the reader to understand the methods that were chosen and 

followed in this study. The research design was described first, including the reasons why the 

quantitative research was considered appropriate for this work, and then continued a 

description of the instruments, the participants and the sampling. In addition, followed the 
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steps of the procedure, together with the elements that consist this work such as the research 

questions, the ethical issues taken into account and the cases of validity and reliability that are 

important while proceeding with a research. Lastly, there were included some critical 

considerations referring to the methodology used in this study. The questionnaire as a tool has 

its limits, especially when it comes to sensitive issues such as attitudes and bullying. Closed- 

typed questionnaires do not enable the participants to use their own words and a lot of 

significant knowledge might be lost. Nevertheless, since it was my first experience on 

quantitative methods I explained the difficulties that I faced during my research and here the 

reader finds all the necessary information about how I conducted the study.  
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4 Presentation of Data & Analysis 

    

   In the present chapter are stated the results of the present study as outcomes in order for the 

research questions to be answered. In the beginning there is a brief theoretical preface to the 

study and why it is so important while directly after the reader will find the statistical data and 

their meaning. At the same time, the data that are discussed, are presented together with the 

research tables so that it will be easier to understand the hypothesis and whether it is valid or 

not in each case.  

 

4.1. Preface on the study 

  The interest of the present paper focuses on the knowledge and the attitudes of primary 

school teachers related to the important issue of bullying in schools. According to worldwide 

research data, the direct intervention of the educators to deal with bullying is considered the 

first step and crucial factor for a successful application of an anti-bullying program against 

bullying and victimization at school (Bauman & DelRio, 2005; Olweus, 1993). In addition, 

among existing intervention programs, the most successful are considered the ones that aim in 

the changing of the attitudes and perception of the teachers and the adoption of a more 

positive attitude when it comes to dealing with bullying episodes (Clarke & Kiselica, 1997, in 

Athanasiadou & Psalti, 2011).  

   According to Yoon & Kerber’s research (2003), bullies often go without punishment for 

their behaviour, a condition that functions as a reinforcement for bullying to continue. What is 

even more alarming is Song and Swearer’s study (2002) that underlies the fact that teachers 

and other school staff tend to model bullying behaviours unintentionally. As mentioned in 

previous chapter, Pepler et al. (1994) pointed out that 85 % of teachers reported intervening 

“always” or “often” to stop bullying which is in contrast to the 35 % of the students’ own 

evaluation of the teachers’ intervention. Teachers tend to over-evaluate their ability to 

intervene. At the same time, their intervention varies depending on whether the bullying is 

direct (physical) or indirect (relational). 
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   When it comes to the present research, the data collection began in September 2015 and 

lasted one and a half week. In addition, in order for the research questions to be answered, a 

new questionnaire was constructed (first part) while an existing questionnaire modified from 

Yoon and Kerber (2003) was used as a second part (Bullying Attitude Questionnaire). The 

questionnaire was answered from 60 educators that were chosen with purposive sampling. It 

is divided in two parts, the first one consists of questions relating to demographics such as age 

and years of experience and elements that have to do with school bullying such as 

understanding of bullying incidents, expression of opinion on specific vignettes, the perceived 

role of the educator and commends on bullying behaviour. The second part is a shorted 

version of the Bullying Attitude questionnaire, modified from Yoon and Kerber (2003) and it 

has the form of vignettes. The statistical analysis was made with the program of SPSS 22. 

Furthermore, the Kendall’s tau-b correlation coefficient was used. Kendall's tau-b (τb) 

correlation coefficient is a nonparametric measure of the strength and direction of association 

between two variables measured on at least an ordinal scale. It is considered a nonparametric 

alternative to the Pearson’s correlation when data has failed one or more of the assumptions 

of this test. Moreover, it is appropriate in my case since it aims to measure gender that is a 

dichotomous variable and “thus can be regarded as being at any level of measurement” 

(DeVaus, 214). In addition, the Mann-Whitney U test was used for examining the relationship 

between the gender and and the perceived role of the educator and between the gender and the 

likelihood of intervention to the three types of bullying. The Mann-Whitney U test is used to 

compare differences between two independent groups when the dependent variable is either 

ordinal or continuous, and it compares medians. It then evaluates whether the ranks of the two 

groups differ significantly (Pallant, 2007). Then, the independent-samples t-test was 

considered appropriate to compare the means between two unrelated groups on the same 

continuous, dependent variable (in this case, gender and seriousness). Lastly, the Wilcoxon 

Signed-Rank Test was chosen to compare two sets of scores that come from the same 

participants and consists a non-parametric test. 

 

4.2. Demographics of the sample 

   The participants of this research come all from the city of Larissa, the third biggest city of 

Greece after Athens and Thessaloniki. The teachers are occupied in the four schools that were 
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described as having serious bullying incidents according to the Office of Primary Education 

data and reports.  

   To start with, when it comes to gender, my 60 teachers’ sample consists of 19 males and 41 

females. This huge gender difference is not considered problematic since in the Greek schools 

the educators are mostly women, while men have mainly the positions of principals or the 

classes of gymnastics. 

Table 1. Gender 

 

Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Male 19 31.7 31.7 31.7 

female 41 68.3 68.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

   Concerning the teachers' teaching experience in years, a high percentage of 95, 0% (57 

teachers) have been teaching more than 10 years and the other 5.0% (5 teachers) from 5 to 10 

years. This means that all my educators are experienced and with a lot of knowledge, both 

related to the learning process and to the behaviour of the students inside the classroom.  

Table 2. Years of experience 

 

years of experience 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 5-10 3 5.0 5.0 5.0 

10-more 57 95.0 95.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

4.3. Results of the Research Questions 

1st Research Question: Do the teachers have knowledge about bullying? 
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Hypothesis: The teachers have difficulties understanding the mechanisms of bullying.  

  In order for this research question to be answered we have to look at the frequencies of the 

teachers’ answers related to the first part of the questionnaire. When they were called to 

answer whether or not they consider themselves as familiar with bullying behaviour, the 

majority, 53 out of 60 teachers (percentage of 88%) answered positively as having some 

experience with bullying incidents. 11% answered negatively, but still, since it consists the 

percentage of 11, 7% of the teachers working in schools with serious bullying problems it is 

considered important as number (Appendix 5).  

Table 3. Awareness of bullying                           

awareness of bullying 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 53 88.3 88.3 88.3 

No 7 11.7 11.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

    Furthermore, in the fourth question of my questionnaire which includes three vignettes 

considering whether they can describe a presented episode as bullying, there seems also to 

exist a disagreement among them.  

 Which of the following are according to your opinion bullying behaviour?  

4Α:  “Two children are fighting during a game. One of them starts making gestures and his 

peer punches him badly on his nose”. 

  In this case that consists conflict between two children since there exists an equality of 

power between the two students,  18 out of the 60 educators (percentage of 30%) described it 

as bullying in addition to more 6 that chose “I do not know” as an answer. 36 teachers (60%) 

answered correctly that the incident is not bullying. 

Table 4. Conflict      

conflict 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 
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Valid yes, it is bullying 18 30.0 30.0 30.0 

I do not know 6 10.0 10.0 40.0 

No 36 60.0 60.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

        

4Β: “George is constantly teasing Bill, using bad language and making fun of him in front of 

all over the classroom. Bill never tries to stand up for himself and student A is continuing this 

behaviour as a pattern”. 

   When it comes to the second incident there is an agreement that the episode consists 

bullying. Student A constantly teases student B while the second student do not stand up to 

protect himself. One educator answered “I do not know” while one more does not recognise it 

as bullying. Maybe this has to do with the difficulty the educators face when they witness 

relational bullying.  

Table 5. Verbal bullying 

verbal bullying 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid yes, it is bullying 58 96.7 96.7 96.7 

I do not know 1 1.7 1.7 98.3 

No 1 1.7 1.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

4C: “Den is sitting quietly during the break while Mary comes and with ironic polite voice 

says that immigrants should not have a place in her country and among her friends. Her 

friends agree”. 

   This is even more obvious in the third episode which is also relational bullying. 48 teachers, 

a percentage of 80% characterize it as bullying in contrast to 9 teachers (15%) who do not 

consider it as bullying. The last 3 teachers are undecided with “I do not know” as an answer.  

Table 6. Relational bullying 
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relational bullying 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid yes, it is bullying 48 80.0 80.0 80.0 

I do not know 3 5.0 5.0 85.0 

No 9 15.0 15.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

    Meanwhile, when the educators were asked about the frequency of the bullying episodes at 

their school a 42% answered that these incidents are often. What was not expected was the 

percentage of 38% that said bullying takes place rarely together with the 7% who answered 

never. 13% (8 teachers) chose “I do not know” as an answer. Considering that the schools I 

visited were described as with serious bullying problems we see that the educators’ answers 

are implicating an alarming lack of knowledge.   

Table 14. Frequency of bullying incidents 

frecuency 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid never 4 6.7 6.7 6.7 

Rarely 23 38.3 38.3 45.0 

Often 25 41.7 41.7 86.7 

I do not know 8 13.3 13.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

2nd Research Question: What is the relationship between the gender and the perceived 

responsibility of the educator?   

Hypothesis: There is a relationship between the gender and the perceived responsibility of 

the educator. 

   A Mann Whitney U test revealed a Z value of -2.066 with a significance level of p=.039< 

.05. Therefore, there exists a statistically significant difference in the perception of the role of 

the educator scores of males and females. Females had an average rank of 32.98 while males 
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had an average rank of 25.16 (Appendix 6). Therefore, we accept the hypothesis, the women 

tend to perceive the role of the educator in bullying as more important. 

Table 2. Test Statistics gender/role of the educator 

 

Test Statisticsa 

 educator'srole 

Mann-Whitney U 288.000 

Wilcoxon W 478.000 

Z -2.066 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .039 

a. Grouping Variable: sex 

 

Table 3. Ranks gender/ role of the educator 

Ranks 

 
sex N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 

educator'srole male 19 25.16 478.00 

female 41 32.98 1352.00 

Total 60   

 

 

3rd Research Question: What is the relationship between the seriousness of bullying and 

the likelihood of intervention? 

Hypothesis: There is a relationship between the perceived seriousness of bullying and the 

likelihood of intervention 

   According to the correlation coefficient Kendall’s tau-b (tb= 0.961), there seems to be a 

strong correlation between the perceived seriousness of a bullying episode and the likelihood 

of intervention for a level of significance of .01. So we can accept the hypothesis: when the 

educators consider a bullying episode as serious, they are more likely to intervene (Appendix 

6). 

Table 4. Seriousness and likelihood correlation 

Correlations 
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seriousness_gro

uped 

likelihood_group

ed 

Kendall's tau_b seriousness_grouped Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .961** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 

N 60 60 

likelihood_grouped Correlation Coefficient .961** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . 

N 60 60 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

 

4th Research Question: What is the relationship between the gender and the likelihood of 

intervention?  

Hypothesis:  There is a relationship between the gender and the likelihood of intervention.   

   A Mann-Whitney U test applied to the variables referring to each of the bullying episodes 

revealed the following: for the case of verbal bullying the Z value is -.604 with a significance 

level of p=0.546. Likewise, for the relational bullying Z= -.027 and p= 0.978. Lastly, in the 

case of physical bullying there is Z= -.685 with a significance level p=0.494. Therefore, we 

reject the hypothesis, there is no statistically significant difference in the likelihood of 

intervention scores in each bullying episode of males and females. 

Table 5. Test Statistics (gender and likelihood of intervention) 

 

Test Statisticsa 

 

likelihood of 

intervention to 

verbal 

likelihood of 

intervention to 

relational 

likelihood of 

intervention to 

physical 

Mann-Whitney U 356.000 388.000 365.500 

Wilcoxon W 1217.000 1249.000 555.500 

Z -.604 -.027 -.685 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .546 .978 .494 

a. Grouping Variable: sex 
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5th Research Question: What is the relationship between the gender and the perceived 

seriousness of bullying? 

Hypothesis: There is a relationship between the gender and the perceived seriousness of 

bullying.  

A Levene's Test for Equality of Variances showed that in the case of seriousness with p< 0.05 

there is a difference in the answers of males and females. Therefore we accept the hypothesis, 

being a male or a female influences the perception of an episode as serious.  

Table 6. T-test 

 

 

6th Research question: What is the relationship between the empathy of the teacher and 

the likelihood of intervention?  

Hypothesis: There is a relationship between the empathy of the teacher and the likelihood of 

intervention. 

   According to the correlation coefficient Kendall’s tau-b, there exists a strong positive 

relationship between the empathy of the teacher and the likelihood of intervening to verbal, 

bullying. Kendall's tau-b correlation coefficient, τb= .300, and is statistically significant (p = 

0.012).The hypothesis is accepted since the level of significance is α=0.05. Likewise, for the 

relational bullying tb = .424 and p= .00 and for the physical tb= .331 and p=.009. Therefore 

we accept the hypothesis, the educator’s likelihood of intervention is influenced by his or her 

level of empathy towards the victim (for relational and physical see Appendix 6). 

Table 7. Empathy-likelihood correlation (verbal bullying) 

Lower Upper

Equal variances assumed
.241 .626 2.034 58 .047 .968 .476 .015 1.921

Equal variances not 

assumed
1.878 29.279 .070 .968 .515 -.086 2.021

Std. Error 

Difference

95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference

seriousness(3x)

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference
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Correlations 

 

empathy to 

victim verbal 

likelihood of 

intervention to 

verbal 

Kendall's tau_b empathy to victim verbal Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .300* 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .012 

N 60 60 

likelihood of intervention to 

verbal 

Correlation Coefficient .300* 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .012 . 

N 60 60 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

7th Research Question: What is their preferred intervention method to the different kinds 

of bullying? 

Hypothesis: The educators would prefer individual intervention methods underestimating the 

importance of the classroom as a whole. 

 

Chart 1. Intervention to bully 
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    In the above chart there is information about the way the teachers named the preferred 

intervention methods in handling the bully in each bullying episode. The chart was created 

based on the frequencies of the teachers’ answers (See appendix 5). With a quick look we 

could say that undoubtedly the majority of the teachers would follow the pattern of 

“indication of intolerant behaviours” as intervention. With indication of intolerant behaviours 

is meant the private discussion of the teacher with the bully about his actions and why they 

are unacceptable. This is the preferred measure regardless the type of bullying with a 

percentage of 61.7%  preferring it in the case of verbal bullying, in addition to 51.7% when it 

comes to relational and 35% referring to the physical bullying episode. What is even more 

interesting here is that in the case of physical bullying the answers address to the three most 

authoritarian choices: 35% as mentioned before addresses to indication of intolerant 

behaviours, 31.7% refers to discipline the students’ behaviour and 25% of the teachers would 

report to higher authority such as principal and parents. The discussion with the whole 

classroom is considered as a choice for a percentage of 11.7% in the case of verbal bullying, 

20% for relational and 6.7% for physical.  

 

Chart 2. Intervention to victim 
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   When it comes to dealing with the victim, again we see a favouritism of the teachers’ 

answers to “indication of intolerant behaviours”. In this case, we mean the private talks with 

the victims about them standing on themselves, protect themselves, or talking to the teachers. 

68.3 % of the educators would choose this measure in the case of verbal bullying, 46.7% in 

the case of relational and 65% in physical bullying. What is highly positive is the fact that in 

the case of handling the victim, a good percentage of the educators would include discussions 

with the whole classroom as an answer: 10% of the educators in the case of verbal bullying, 

20% in the case of relational and 28.3 % in the case of physical bullying. 

    Based on the teachers’ answers, they would prefer indication of intolerant behaviours as a 

measure, both in dealing with the bully and in handling with the victim, therefore we can 

accept the hypothesis: the educators tend to prefer individual intervention methods.   

 

8th Research question: Which type of bullying the teachers consider as more serious? 

Hypothesis: The teachers consider physical bullying as more serious than verbal and 

relational.  

A Wilcoxon signed-rank test showed that physical bullying (Mean Rank= 21. 83), was rated 

as more serious from the educators than the verbal bullying (Mean Rank= 15), while Z= -

5.514 and p=.0< .05. 

Table 10. Ranks physical/ verbal 

 

 

Ranks 

 N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 

seriousness physical – 

seriousness verbal 

Negative Ranks 2a 15.00 30.00 

Positive Ranks 40b 21.83 873.00 

Ties 18c   

Total 60   

a. seriousness physical < seriousness verbal 

b. seriousness physical > seriousness verbal 

c. seriousness physical = seriousness verbal 
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Table 11. Test Statisticsa     

 

Test Statisticsa 

 

seriousness 

verbal - 

seriousness 

physical 

Z -5.514b 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

a. Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test 

b. Based on negative ranks. 

 

 

 Likewise, a Wilcoxon signed-rank test showed that physical bullying (Mean Rank=19. 34) is 

considered as more serious than relational bullying (Mean Rank=11. 50) with Z= -4.176 and 

p= .0< .05.  

 

Table 12.  Ranks physical/ relational 

 

Ranks 

 N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 

seriousness physical - 

seriousness relational 

Negative Ranks 6a 11.50 69.00 

Positive Ranks 29b 19.34 561.00 

Ties 25c   

Total 60   

a. seriousness physical < seriousness relational 

b. seriousness physical > seriousness relational 

c. seriousness physical = seriousness relational 
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Table 13.  Test Statisticsa   

 

Test Statisticsa 

 

seriousness 

physical - 

seriousness 

relational 

Z -4.176b 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

a. Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test 

b. Based on negative ranks. 

 

 

   Therefore we accept the hypothesis, the educators tend to consider physical bullying as 

more serious than verbal and relational bullying.  

 

Chart 3. Seriousness of the bullying episodes 
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4.4. Conclusion  

    

   The teachers’ answers in the present questionnaire implied that the teachers have difficulties 

in understanding the mechanisms of bullying. More specifically, they could not separate 

bullying from conflict among students and they would consider physical bullying as more 

serious than verbal bullying and social exclusion.  Similarly, the most preferred methods of 

dealing with the bullying situation were on the individual level, by trying to discipline the 

bully and talk to the victim, while peer involvement was not considered as a preferred 

intervention method. At the same time there seems to exist a relationship between the level of 

empathy of the teacher and the likelihood of intervention and between the perceived 

seriousness of the bullying episode and the likelihood of intervention. When it comes to the 

gender, there exists a relationship between the gender of the teacher and the perceived 

responsibility of the educator and between the gender of the educator and the perceived 

seriousness of bullying. Women tend to score higher when it comes to the importance of the 

role of the educator when he faces a bullying incident but the gender according to this study 

would not influence the likelihood of intervention. Male and female educators would 

intervene equally to the episodes of bullying. 
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5 Discussion of the research 

outcomes and limitations of the study 

 

    In the previous chapter were stated the results as outcomes of the questionnaire data 

considering the teachers’ attitudes towards the crucial issue of bullying. In this chapter, the 

reader will find some critical discussion on the research results and rethinking of the present 

study in relation to existing research, and whether the results agree or disagree with the ones 

that were under study in the past. As mentioned before, when someone aims to measure 

attitudes, it is important to keep in mind that, especially in the educational field, research is 

not easy to conduct (Nikolaou, 2003). Furthermore, it is seen as important for some critical 

aspects of this study to be reviewed together with some limitations of it. After all, data 

analysis is not just a technical matter according to DeVaus while the only “antidote” to 

subjective analysis is to realize our own position and present evidence that might disprove our 

own theory (DeVaus, 2014). 

 

5.1. Discussion of the outcomes 

   The reason why the educator’s attitudes are so important in fighting bullying in schools is 

obvious since research data show that the most successful anti-bullying programs are the ones 

focusing on the attitude change of the teachers (Athanasiadou& Psalti, 2011).  If we had to 

sum up the main outcomes of existing research and theories, then we could say in brief words 

that the teachers play an important role in creating a positive school climate (Yoon & Kerber, 

2003) and are the ones most likely to handle a bullying incident (Smith& Thompson, 1991). 

Therefore, their attitudes are crucial factors in preventing and controlling bullying activities 

(Olweus, 1993). Aim of this quantitative study was to try to measure these attitudes.  The 

teachers’ responses to the present questionnaire showed a series of important facts.  

   To begin with, the teachers face a serious difficulty in recognizing bullying situations as 

they have the tendency to confuse bullying with conflict among children. Indeed, with a 

closer look to the frequency tables, we can see that the teachers’ answers imply a difficulty to 
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understand a bullying condition. This is indeed alarming and agrees with Rigby’s opinion 

who mentioned that there is a disagreement among educators over what may constitute 

bullying (Rigby, 2002).  The outcomes of the present research agree with Houndoumadi & 

Pateraki’s research (2010) who pointed out the teachers’ lack of awareness after 

questionnaires were applied to the students. More specifically, in their study the students are 

considering the parents as more aware of victimization issues while the teachers appeared to 

have talked less than the parents to the bullies and the victims about bullying. In addition, the 

researchers found that about half of all the pupils (51.1%) answered that they “do not know 

how frequently teachers realize that pupils are being bullied”. Boulton (1997) stated also that 

there exists a disagreement among the teachers over incidents of bullying such as physical, 

verbal and relational, the same way they answered in the present research. The same was 

found in the Yoon and Kerber research (2003). 

   To continue with, the answers of the educators in this study showed that they considered 

their role in bullying situations as important. Similarly, in Boulton’s research they admitted 

that they felt a responsibility to prevent bullying in the classroom. Present outcomes on the 

teachers’ attitudes show that the perception of the episode of the teacher will form the 

likelihood of intervention. Likewise, Mishna et al. (2005) described that the meaning a 

bullying incident has for the teachers was responsible for whether they considered the 

incident to be bullying or normal childhood behaviours. Furthermore, this research has some 

differences referring to awareness when compared to Athanasiadou & Psalti’s (2011) study. 

The researchers found out that the educators were able to recognize bullying and its indirect 

forms such as gossip and rumors while in the present case they would confuse bullying with 

conflict between two children. Moreover, the educators in the present research seem as not 

able to assess the frequency of bullying incidents in their school, something that agrees with 

the findings of Athanasiadou & Psalti (2011).  

   When it comes to the gender, the present study revealed that being a man or a woman 

affects the perceived seriousness of bullying.  This agrees with research such as Green et al. 

(2008) who investigated the way the gender of the teacher affects their perceptions. The 

teachers’ answers in Green’s study showed that female teachers considered bullying situations 

to be more severe than the males and that they would seek help from school personnel more 

often. Likewise, Green, Shriberg, & Farber’s (2008) study noticed also that female teachers 

would consider bullying situations as more severe than the male teachers.  This gender 
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difference can easily be considered due to the societal expectations of the gender, and the fact 

that women are usually stricter to which behaviours consist aggressive episodes than the 

males. In this research was pointed out also that there is a difference in the perceived role of 

the educator depending on the sex of the teacher. For example, women scored higher, 

something that implied that the role of the educator in bullying incidents is considered as 

more important for the female educators than the male. What is of interest also, is that there 

seems to be no difference in the male and female answers when it comes to likelihood of 

intervention. Both genders would be likely to intervene equally, and the only difference 

addresses to the seriousness of the episode and not to their intervention willingness. 

  The findings of Craig et al. (2000) study underline also the relationship between empathy 

and intervention, results that agree with the present research. Indeed, there seems to be a 

relationship between the empathy of the teacher and more intervention efforts.  Moreover, in 

the present questionnaire we see a consensus from behalf of the teachers to intervene when it 

comes to bullying. Craig et al. (2000) though reported that even though 84% of teachers 

answered that they intervene “always” or “often”, the 35% of the students would not agree 

with that. According to their study the students would describe a lack of teacher intervention a 

situation that was pointed out also in Olweus’ study (1984) that showed that the teachers 

intervened “once in a while” or “almost never”.  Similarly, Pepler et al. (1994) stated that the 

educators over-estimate their ability to recognize and to address bullying.   

   Another goal of the present study was to examine whether or not teachers have different 

perception of seriousness referring to the three types of bullying behaviours (verbal bullying, 

physical bullying, and social exclusion). The finding implied that teachers have a tendency to 

consider physical bullying as more serious than relational or verbal. This was also an outcome 

of Yoon and Kerber’s research (2003) as they found that for seriousness, empathy, and 

likelihood of intervention, teacher ratings were lower for social exclusion than verbal and 

physical bullying. Teachers rated physical bullying more seriously than verbal bullying. Byers 

et al. (2011) findings give similar results: Overt bullying (physical) was perceived by teachers 

to be more serious than the cases of covert bullying. In addition, teachers felt more empathy 

for victims of overt bullying than for victims of covert bullying and they were also more 

likely to intervene in overt bullying incidents than they were if the incidents were covert in 

nature (indirect bullying).In this paper, individual characteristics, such as the gender, the 

empathy level, the perceived seriousness of bullying, and perceptions about peer victimization 
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affect teachers’ response to bullying, an outcome that agrees with previous research 

(Kochenderfer- Ladd & Pelletier, 2008; Yoon & Kerber, 2003; Yoon, 2004). In a similar way, 

the present data agree also with Craig et al. (2000) research which implied that teachers’ 

attitudes, as well as empathy, are important in determining the seriousness of bullying and the 

likelihood of intervention. According to the findings, physical aggression was characterized 

more often as bullying from the teachers who are underestimating relational bullying. 

Dedousis-Wallace and Shutte (2009) support the fact that the teachers are less aware of the 

impact of indirect, than of direct bullying and that those who view bullying more seriously 

and report greater empathy, are more likely to report that they will intervene. One more 

important aspect in the researchers’ findings is that while perceived seriousness remains a 

positive predictor of likelihood of intervening, empathy is not (Dedousis-Wallace &Shutte, 

2009). This does not agree with the present research that pointed out that there is a 

relationship between the level of empathy of the teacher and the likelihood of intervention.   

   When it comes to attitudes to intervention, the findings of this research showed a favoritism 

of the teachers to individual measures such as talks with the victim and the bully and 

discipline efforts. In the case of verbal bullying, 68% of the teachers chose personal talks with 

the victims about the ways they should handle the situation while Yoon and Kerber found 

measures indicating that teachers were more likely to get involved in physical and verbal 

bullying than in social exclusion. Similarly, the preferred methods of intervention according 

to the researchers showed a 10% of teacher responses for social exclusion to involve 

disciplining the perpetrators, and about 50% of teacher responses for verbal and physical 

bullying to be also referring to discipline. Another 10% of the answers included ignoring and 

having students ‘work it out’. Also, Dake et al. (2003) study revealed that less than one third 

of the teachers discussed bullying and bullying prevention in their classrooms. The tendency 

of the teachers’ attitudes to underestimate relational aggression and to prefer individual 

measures is dangerous (Yoon & Kerber, 2003). The effects of indirect bullying are underlined 

in a series of studies conducted in the past that indicate social and psychological adjustment 

problems for both the victims and the perpetrators (Olweus, 1993; Yoon & Kerber, 2003; ).  

   To conclude with, we can see a series of facts that are underlined both in the present study 

as well as in previous research. The most important outcome is that the teachers struggle to 

recognize bullying, for example conflict among children can be easily mistaken for bullying. 

Furthermore, we see that the perceived seriousness of an episode, the empathy of the teacher 
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and the likelihood of intervention are related. Lastly, the educators have the tendency to 

consider physical bullying as more serious than relational, and a will to intervene more when 

they empathize with the victim. The underestimation of relational bullying is alarming 

together with the fact that the most preferred interventions are on the individual level by 

ignoring the peer culture and its influence.  

 

5.2. Limitations of the study 

   The present paper had as goal to measure primary teachers’ attitudes towards bullying 

situations. As in every research, there exists a series of limitations that need to be taken into 

consideration when someone is commending on the research outcomes. The main issue when 

we want to describe the limitations of a study is to keep in mind that it is not difficult at all to 

analyze and report the results in a way that “distort the underlying patterns” (DeVaus, 2014). 

This means simply that the researcher-me in this case- could have misrepresented or distorted 

the results by inappropriate data analysis (DeVaus, 2014). It would be easy for example to say 

that my analysis could have been based on particular variables that produce the desired results 

and with production of poor- quality scales that give the desired patterns.  Likewise, while 

commending on the research questions and each hypothesis, I focused on specific parts of the 

frequency tables that supported what I wanted to discuss. This tendency might have led to 

overlooking other parts of the data that could have contradicted my hypothesis.  

      At the same time, while discussing on the present study, it is normal for it to be seen as 

affected by my values and my point of view when it comes to the controversial issue of 

bullying. I could not support the opposite; indeed I was convinced from the beginning that the 

Greek educators have not sufficient knowledge regarding bullying, mainly from personal 

experience. Someone could have added that this had as a result for some misleading questions 

to be asked in my questionnaire so that I could find what I wanted to find. Furthermore, I 

constructed the first part of the questionnaire on my own, which, considering my lack of 

experience, created some problems with the coding and the measurement process.  

   When it comes to the application of the questionnaire to the sample, it can be regarded as a 

limitation of the study as well. Even though I went personally to the four schools and I handed 

the questionnaires to the educators that were ensured about the anonymity of the procedure, 
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we cannot overlook the fact that many were not in the mood of filling any papers nor take part 

in a research. Some of them wanted to get things done quickly so that they could get some 

coffee or food while some others were lazy to answer according to reality. In addition, a 

number of teachers wanted to answer them home as they “were not in the mood”, a condition 

that created difficulties for me as I had to go to the schools more than two times so that I 

could gather the last questionnaires. What is more, from personal experience, I know that 

answering to Likert scales is not as easy as it might look. The answers “I strongly agree” and 

“I agree” might mean exactly the same to someone that is not familiar with scale answering. 

Meanwhile, there existed answers in the questionnaire that might have been confusing for the 

participants such as the question: Bullying behaviours are a result of: a) the school 

environment, b) the child’s personality and c) both of the previous.   These answers enabled 

the educator to choose the third answer even if he was thinking for example about choosing 

only the first one. Plus, as mentioned in the methodology chapter, the “I do not know” option   

could also be functioning as a safe answer when it comes to revealing of personal or sensitive 

data.  

  Similarly, while discussing about the sample matter, it is a fact that a larger sample covering 

a wider area would be more convincing.  What I wanted to underline in this point is my 

inexperience with quantitative research. Therefore I decided to keep the work simple, so that 

complicating procedures would be avoided in this new challenge. The same applies for the 

preferred research design. Even if I considered in the beginning about following a mixed 

methods design that would include some interviews together with the questionnaires, I 

preferred the questionnaire alone as an instrument since I wanted to avoid an upcoming chaos 

in the interpretation of the results.  

  What I tried to do in order to avoid the previous issues was to learn about quantitative 

research and the SPSS program so that I could feel secure about my skills on this project 

(DeVaus, 2014). Moreover, I included all my data in the form of tables, so that it would be 

easy for the reader to study them to a point of a secondary analysis. According to DeVaus, 

making data available to the reader to analyse, is the researcher’s “closest approximation of 

replication”. In addition, I tried to look at the data as a whole, by avoiding focusing on the 

ones that would just support my purposes. I tried to give emphasis on both validity and 

reliability for my variables, and in the cases the results were not convenient enough the 

readers must know that it was not on purpose. As limitation could be also added the analysis 
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of the second part of the questionnaire. Is consists of four different scales constructed: 

seriousness, empathy, likelihood of intervention and involvement. This could mean (since we 

have 3 vignettes) few items and no significant Cronbach’s alpha. Even though the items were 

reduced to three and the scale was weak the results were positive, by meaning an acceptable 

result of Cronbach’s alpha. Another issue that is important to be referred to this point is that I 

used a scale that has been used before, so it was difficult to modify the items or the way of 

coding. I simply followed the suggestions of the researchers.  

   To continue, I made references before to my decision of including vignettes in my 

questionnaire. Vignettes have the tendency to create personal distance from the under 

discussion subject as they are hypothetical episodes that assimilate real life situations. 

Therefore, I consider my decision wise since I wanted to measure attitudes that are difficult to 

be assessed otherwise. I also had a small presentation of myself in order for the participants to 

get to know me and the reasons of my research. I included a cover letter in the questionnaire 

so that I could sensitize them to answer correctly and take part in my study. As for the 

application difficulties, I chose the break time while I was present. By this way they had the 

chance to answer all items and give the questionnaires to me immediately after answering. 

Therefore, no questionnaire was lost during the procedure, all items were answered and I had 

control over who did not answer that day. When I came back to collect the last questionnaires 

I knew whom to look for. In addition, the fact that they were all gathered in the teachers’ 

room affected everyone taking part in my study. Even the more sceptical ones by seeing the 

others answering were convinced to answer themselves. Group psychology seemed to have 

worked well in this case.  

   Lastly, when it comes to the methods and the results of the study, even though some parts 

seemed to create some difficulties with interpreting them or analyse them (due to my 

inexperience with the quantitative methods and numbers), I did my best to analyse and 

commend on the results and to present information as correctly as possible. 

 

5.3. Conclusion 

   Aim of this chapter was firstly to investigate the level that the results of my study are 

similar to other studies that tried to measure the teachers’ bullying attitudes and, secondly, the 
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limitations of this work. The comparison to other studies showed that the results imply a lot of 

connections and similarities between the present paper and previous research. Indeed, teachers 

were more likely to consider physical bullying as more serious than verbal bullying and social 

exclusion while a disagreement exists among them about what exactly consists bullying.  

Similarly, the most preferable methods of dealing were on the individual level, by trying to 

discipline the bully while peer involvement was not considered as the preferred intervention 

method. At the same time there seems to exist a correlation between the level of empathy of 

the teacher and intervention and the gender of the teacher and perceived seriousness of 

bullying. The results are alerting and underline the necessity of more intensive research to be 

conducted in the future as bullying affects the educational procedure as well. In the second 

part of the chapter are discussed some limitations of the study that are likely to have 

influenced the research outcomes. Most of them address to the application of the 

questionnaire, the choice of the instrument and the research design and the size of the sample. 

The way I constructed the questionnaire and created the scales could be seen as a result of 

personal bias and values, a condition that is likely to create reliability and validity problems. 

Lastly, I explained the way I worked in order to avoid these problems.  
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6 Concluding Remarks 

 

6.1. Other types of bullying 

   In the previous chapters the concept of bullying among the peers has being discussed as 

factor that does not only influence the present life of the victim, but also his or her 

developmental path. The interest of this study has indeed focused on bullying as a group 

condition and the educator’s role and attitudes while facing a bullying incident. Nevertheless, 

in the modern school environment bullying among peers is not the only kind of bullying that 

may take place. I considered appropriate to conclude the present study with two different 

types of bullying that tend to remain unseen in the educational context: the educator as a bully 

and the educator as a victim of bullying. Since this area is new in the educational field and 

research on these cases is limited, I used information from educational websites with personal 

experiences from educators and parents.  

 

6.1.1. The teacher as a bully 

   Existing bullying research has mainly focused on these incidents that involve peer 

harassment based on bully/victim questionnaires and attitudinal research. It is true that in 

cases as “the mean girls”, the perpetrators and the passive or provocative victims are real and 

threatening for the child’s development but there exists also another type of bullying even 

more difficult to assess: the educator that bullies. Even though teacher bullying is recognized 

as serious and harmful, there exist no statistics on this case (bullyingstatistics.org). When a 

teacher abuses verbally or physically the child that he is supposed to protect, it is rarely called 

bullying. In addition, there is a common false belief that the teacher is not a bully in any case; 

he might be considered strict or without tolerance but he would not be characterized as a 

bully. Moreover, according to literature, it appears that students with learning disabilities may 

be especially at risk for teacher bullying (greatschools.org). 

   Following Samivalli’s peer roles in bullying, the same roles can be applied to the teachers: 

they can function as observers, as perpetrators, and as victims. According to the Bullying 

Statistics Organization, other school employees except from the teachers can bully students, 
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including coaches, custodians, security personnel, and the front office staff, even the 

principal. To this point I would really like to add my personal experience on this case. I 

remember as a child that I started ballet at a very early age. Someone could describe me as a 

shy child at the age of 6 and with normal weight. My ballet teacher would commend about me 

being fat or ignoring me while I was struggling with the stretching exercises. She would even 

be ironic towards me and another girl as we were not born with blond hair, flexible or 

extremely tiny. I started hating ballet and after some months I stopped.  

   Teacher bullying may go unreported for several reasons. The bullied child may not trust the 

system to support or believe him or her. What is important here is the relationship between 

him or her and the parents. A strong relationship with the parents, at least with one of them 

shows that there are chances for the situation to change (World Health Organization, 2006). 

There is also a difference in the outcome depending on whether the teacher is bullying the 

whole class or is picking on one single student.   

   Bullying by a teacher is a dangerous and harmful situation. “Children are taught by adults to 

obey, and to trust them because they are older and wiser” (nobullying.com).  What is more, 

the child might feel responsible for the bullying addressing to him or her from the teacher. 

Bullying from the side of the teacher consists a clear case of power abuse.  

 

6.1.2. The teacher as victim of bullying 

“Fifty years ago, students who acted out in class would be sent to sit in the corner, wear a 

dunce cap, or be slapped on the wrist. This was punishment enough to usually stop the bad 

behaviour. In today’s schools, this is non-existent, and laughable. Children feel the need to 

push the line to find the teacher’s limit. They find satisfaction in challenging the teacher 

mentally, socially, and physically. Learn about the trend of students bullying teachers…” 

                                                               (No Bullying Intervention Program, nobullying.com) 

   If we consider the fact that there is no statistical data existing for “bad teachers” and their 

bullying behaviours, even less facts can show these special cases that the teacher can be 

himself a victim of bullying. Teachers may be the victims of bullying in a variety of ways. 

Especially in high status areas, where the level of the school is high rated, the teachers have 
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great pressure from the behaviour of the children, their parents and the administration. 

“Disruptive classroom behaviour is one way in which students seize power in class and use it 

to distress a teacher (Bullying Statistics Organization). Furthermore, student bullying to 

teachers may pass for “free speech” while it is likely for pupils to give “wrong reports” about 

their teachers. In schools today, teachers struggle to keep control of a classroom, students can 

go home and “ruin the teacher’s reputation very easily by using social media, or by texting 

and instant messaging”. Parents can be considered also a big problem depending on their 

attitude towards the teacher. Lastly, teachers may also be the victims of bullying from other 

teachers (bullying in the work place).  

 

6.2. Implications for further considerations 

   While reviewing the data and conducted research related to the significant problem of 

bullying, the reader will realise the big gap in the literature when it comes to the teachers’ 

attitudes to this important issue. Their attitudes for example have the tendency to be 

investigated more in relation to the educational process or individual problems of the students. 

As mentioned before, existing research focuses more on the students’ experience by 

answering to bullying questionnaires (Olweus, 1993). The teacher’s role was not been taken 

into consideration until recently. 

   The present study together with previous educational research reveal that teachers are in a 

big need of training regarding bullying behaviour. While most of their studies focus on the 

learning process and strategies, important attention should be focused also on the 

management of the classroom and on social mechanisms occurring in schools. The results of 

the present questionnaire showed a significant difficulty of the teachers to recognise bullying 

over other kinds of aggressive behaviour and a tendency to consider direct bullying as more 

important that relational. It is important for the educators to realise that the effects of 

relational bullying might be more serious than the physical since relational aggression is the 

one difficult to be seen and the one occurring the most among pupils.  Therefore, sensitization 

programs seem to be a good solution in countering peer harassment in the school context.  

   The societal expectations from the teachers are numerous: they are expected to be 

responsible for preparing the lesson, teaching the classroom and handling every problem 
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occurring in the school context.  These multiple duties lead to the fact that they might feel 

overlooked as being human and with personal struggles and needs. While contemporary 

research is focusing on ways to make learning easier for the student significant interest should 

be focused also on empowering the teachers. Teachers are not unaffected by personal 

problems and they do struggle in their personal life as well. This is not of course an excuse for 

abusing attitudes from their side but it can provide some understanding in the same way we 

show empathy and understanding to a child’s difficult behaviour if we know for example that 

he lost his or her mother. What is more, some problems from the teachers’ side may be due to 

“a generation gap” (nobullying.com). Modern society is changing really fast and it is not 

uncommon for some teachers with thirty years of experience to face difficulties in 

understanding the new generation of children.  

   Empowering of the teachers should be the first step while we are discussing about bullying 

or any kind of disruptive behaviour in the classroom or in the school in general. 

Understanding of the teachers’ experiences and problems while basing on their resources are 

the starting points of programs such as the ICDP (International Child Development 

Programme, 2010). Through these kind of mediating programs the teachers are becoming 

more able to lead the children in a positive way and the teacher- pupil interaction is becoming 

more personal and direct. Programs like the ICDP should be conducted in schools and all the 

educators worldwide should have access to them. 

  

6.3. Conclusion 

   The present study aimed to investigate the primary teachers’ attitudes towards bullying 

situations at school, their ways of interpreting such behaviours and at the same time the 

factors that are more likely to influence their views and their likelihood of intervention. 

According to existing research and literature, the teachers’ attitudes are the ones that are 

important when we are interested in implementation of intervention programs in schools. 

What the educator thinks about bullying is important and influences the kind of behaviour he 

or she will prefer when facing a bullying incident. Meanwhile, the rules set by the teacher are 

the ones that implicate which kinds of behaviours are considered as appropriate or 

inappropriate in the classroom environment. Teachers that make it clear that bullying is 

unacceptable in their classroom tend to keep it under control with no bullying taking place. 



76 

 

Similarly, teachers who consider bullying as “children being children” do not pay attention to 

their leading role in the bullying mechanisms nor do they intervene during break time when 

most of bullying behaviours take place. 

   Together with the term bullying, in this paper significant attention was focused on the 

importance of the term attitude. Attitudinal research is reviewed as a way for the reader to 

understand its existence and its role in the educational context. When it comes to the teachers’ 

attitudes to bullying, research on this issue is scant and not enough to enable us understand 

the way they evaluate their role or the behaviour they witness. This work consists an effort to 

investigate their attitudes and understand their perceptions when they face a bullying 

situation. The factors that are likely to influence their attitude consist of the ability to 

recognise bullying, the teacher’s empathy, the kind of bullying (physical vs. relational), the 

perception of the educator’s role, the gender of the teacher and the realization of the 

importance of the social environment (peer dynamics).  By acknowledging these factors, it is 

more possible for intervention programs to be successful and efficient enough to encounter 

bullying at schools.  

   In addition, since my aim was to measure attitudes, the use of quantitative questionnaire 

was considered as the appropriate method. It was answered anonymously and the closed-

ended questions enabled the educators to answer it easily and quickly. Even if a questionnaire 

is not enough to provide significant results when it comes to personal beliefs, the teachers 

seem to openly prefer it over other kind of instruments such as observations and interviews 

since they have a limitation of time. Four schools were included in my study and 60 teachers 

were called to answer the questionnaire. It was important for me to try and create a 

questionnaire for the first time, while working with the SPSS program was an experience also 

new for me. In order to have a more professional and sufficient instrument I included Yoon 

and Kerber’s Questionnaire that has the form of vignettes as a second part in my 

questionnaire. The results underlined the problem of the teachers to understand bullying 

behaviour and to recognize it, while a relationship exists between the gender and the 

perception of the educator’s role as important, the gender and the perceived seriousness of 

bullying, the level of empathy of the teacher and the likelihood of intervening and the 

perception of bullying as serious and the likelihood of intervention. Lastly, there is a tendency 

of the educator to intervene on the individual level (ex. punishment of the bully) 

underestimating the effect that the peer culture and social influence have on such incidents. 
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The positive finding here is that the educators expressed a tendency of empathy towards the 

victim and they reported likelihood to intervene. Thus, the fact that their interventions consist 

mainly of individual discussions with the bully or the victim, shows that they tend to overlook 

the importance that the whole classroom plays in bullying behaviours.  

   The data of this study are important to the point that they underline the need of extended 

research focused on the educators to be conducted and with a combination of instruments so 

that it can be more detailed and sufficient. Modern schools face more and more challenges as 

time passes, with a great diversity not only among the students but also among the teachers. 

Personal attitudes and believes, the experience of the role as an educator and self- evaluation 

are important aspects that need to be investigated deeply. Besides, the evaluation of the 

bullying episodes from the teachers is responsible for the implementation of anti-bullying 

programs and it is their evaluation that will show if a program has positive results or not. At 

the same time, all this research should take place in a sensitive climate of respect so that the 

educator will feel free to participate, sufficient to evaluate and confident to intervene. His or 

her opinion should be taken into consideration while they should be enabled to develop their 

knowledge on the bullying subject through further training. 
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Appendices  

Appendix 1  

Questionnaire in English 

 

                              Questionnaire for Primary School Teachers 

Please circle your answer: 

Part 1 

1. Gender 

Male       0                 Female  1 

 

2. Years of teaching experience 

1-5      1                5-10      2         10- more    3 

 

3. I am aware of the incidents that consist bullying 

Yes       0                No       1 

 

4. Which of the following are according to your opinion bullying behaviour 

A)  Two children are fighting during a game. One of them starts making gestures and his 

peer punches him badly on his nose. 

Yes, it is bullying        1                I do not know            2         No, it is not        3 
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B) George is constantly teasing Bill, using bad language and making fun of him in front of all 

over the classroom. Bill never tries to stand up for himself and student A is continuing this 

behaviour as a pattern 

Yes, it is bullying       1                 I do not know         2            No, it is not             3 

 

C) Den is sitting quietly during the break while Mary comes and with ironic polite voice says 

that immigrants should not have a place in her country and among her friends. Her friends 

agree. 

Yes, it is bullying       1                 I do not know           2          No, it is not                3 

 

5.          I agree that most of the aggressive episodes take place during the break time 

I agree      1           I disagree      2 

 

6. Usually the child that is the target of the bully has an external deviance for example he 

is fat or comes from a minority background 

I strongly agree     1           I agree        2         I disagree      3         I strongly disagree     4 

 

7. Break time is important for the teachers to rest 

I strongly agree    1            I agree    2             I disagree  3             I strongly disagree   4 

 

8.         The educator’s role in bullying incidents is  

Very significant   1          Significant    2        Insignificant     3      Completely Insignificant  4 
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9.  Aggression in school is a very important issue and it has to do mainly with the 

personality of the child and the home environment 

I strongly agree    1            I agree   2              I disagree   3            I strongly disagree     4 

 

10. The role of the peers in bullying incidents is considered 

Very significant   1          Significant    2        Insignificant     3      Completely Insignificant  4 

 

11. Bullying behaviours are a result of: 

The school environment     1            The child’s personality     2            Both      3 

 

12. How often do you think bullying is taking place at your school? 

Never       1             Rarely       2        Often        3       I do not know    4 

 

13. Who bullies most at your school? 

Both boys and girls    1 

Group of boys             2 

An individual boy       3 

Group of girls             4 

An individual girl       5 

I do not know             6 
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Part 2 

3 Episodes 

A) At the writing center you hear Kostas chant to another child, “Teacher's pet, brown-

nose, suck-up, kiss-ass.” The child tries to ignore the remarks but sulks at his desk. 

You saw this same thing happen the other day. 

 

1. In your opinion how serious is the situation? 

not at all serious        not very serious        moderately serious           serious         very serious 

           1                                2                                 3                               4                        5 

 

2. I would be upset by the student’s behavior and I would be sympathetic to the child 

Strongly disagree        disagree          neither disagree or agree         agree           strongly agree 

          1                             2                                  3                                4                       5 

 

3. How likely are you to intervene in this situation? 

Not at all likely           not very likely           somewhat likely            likely           very likely     

          1                                  2                                3                              4                      5  

 

4. If you would respond to this situation what would you do with the perpetrator? 

5. What would you do with the victim? 
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B) You have allowed the kids in your class to have a little free time because they've 

worked so hard today. You witness John say to Mikael, “No, absolutely not. I already 

told you that you can't play with us.” Mikael is isolated and plays alone for the 

remaining time with tears in her eyes. This is not the first time John has isolated 

someone from playing. 

 

6. In your opinion how serious is the situation? 

Not at all serious        not very serious        moderately serious           serious          very serious 

           1                                2                                 3                               4                        5 

 

7. I would be upset by the student’s behavior and I would be sympathetic to the child 

Strongly disagree        disagree          neither disagree or agree         agree           strongly agree 

          1                             2                                  3                                4                       5 

 

8. How likely are you to intervene in this situation? 

Not at all likely           not very likely           somewhat likely            likely           very likely     

          1                                  2                                3                              4                      5  

 

9. If you would respond to this situation what would you do with the perpetrator? 

10. What would you do with the victim? 
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C)  A student brought a dinosaur shaped eraser to school. He boasts that it was a prize 

from a game arcade. Another child goes over and smacks his head, demanding the 

eraser. The child refuses at first, but eventually gives in. 

 

11. In your opinion how serious is the situation? 

Not at all serious        not very serious        moderately serious           serious          very serious 

           1                                2                                 3                               4                        5 

 

12. I would be upset by the student’s behavior and I would be sympathetic to the child 

Strongly disagree        disagree          neither disagree or agree         agree           strongly agree 

          1                             2                                  3                                4                       5 

 

13. How likely are you to intervene in this situation? 

Not at all likely           not very likely           somewhat likely            likely           very likely     

          1                                  2                                3                              4                      5  

 

14. If you would respond to this situation what would you do with the perpetrator? 

15. What would you do with the victim? 
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Cover Letter 

 

Dear educator, 

During the last years unfortunately more and more bullying and harassment incidents are 

making their appearance in the Greek school environment. According to a research conducted 

in the schools of Greece in 2014, a percentage of 10% of the students has admitted that they 

have been victims of harassment from their peers or children from other classes.  

The most known cases of bullying in Greece are the ones that occupied the media and public 

opinion as the victims of bullying ended up dead. Alex Meshisvili from Veroia was murdered 

from his classmates and Vaggelis Giakoummakis from Rethymn committed suicide after 

being harassed constantly from his peers. Our country comes on the 4rth place among 41 

countries when it comes to school bullying, while referring to a new type of bullying, the 

cyber bullying, Greece is coming second after Romania. 

                                                                                                       (newpost.gr) 

 

My master thesis is interested in investigating the sensitive issue of bullying, a problem that 

tends to be overlooked both from the parents, the educators and society in general. It is a fact 

that the teachers’ knowledge is important when someone wants to investigate the school 

context. Therefore, I ask you to be included in my small research and answer my 

questionnaire since you are the only ones who could put some light on the issue of the 

teachers’ attitudes towards bullying in the Greek school.  

 

Thank you so much for your time, 

Aikaterini Gkougkoudi 

Master student 
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Appendix 2 

Questionnaire in Greek   

                                  

                                           Ερωτηματολόγιο για εκπαιδευτικούς 

Παρακαλώ κυκλώστε την απάντησή σας 

Μέρος 1ο 

 

1. Φύλο 

Άνδρας         0                  Γυναίκα      1 

 

2. Χρόνια εκπαιδευτικής εμπειρίας 

1-5    1               5-10      2               10- περισσότερα       3  

 

3. Έχω υπόψη μου  συμπεριφορές που αποτελούν bullying 

Ναι     0         Όχι         1 

 

4. Ποια από τα παρακάτω θα μπορούσαν να αποτελούν bullying  

Α) Δύο παιδιά μαλώνουν κατά τη διάρκεια ενός ομαδικού παιχνιδιού. Ο πρώτος αρχίζει να 

κοροϊδεύει και να κάνει χειρονομίες και ο δεύτερος τον χτυπάει δυνατά στη μύτη 

προκαλώντας του αιμορραγία. 

Ναι, αποτελεί bullying     1          Δεν γνωρίζω       2         Όχι       3 
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Β) Ο Γιώργος επανειλημμένα πειράζει το Βασίλη, χρησιμοποιώντας απρεπή γλώσσα και 

κοροϊδεύοντάς τον μπροστά σε όλη την τάξη. Ο Βασίλης ποτέ δεν προσπάθησε να 

υπερασπιστεί τον εαυτό του, αντίθετα είναι ένα ντροπαλό και ήσυχο παιδί. 

Ναι, αποτελεί bullying     1          Δεν γνωρίζω     2             Όχι         3 

 

Γ)Η Ντεν κάθεται ήσυχα στη θέση της κατά τη διάρκεια του όταν η Μαρία μπαίνει στην τάξη 

και  της λέει με ειρωνικό τόνο ότι οι μετανάστες δεν έχουν θέση στην πατρίδα και την παρέα 

της. Τα υπόλοιπα κορίτσια συμφωνούν. 

Ναι, αποτελεί bullying     1            Δεν γνωρίζω       2           Όχι     3 

 

5. Τα περισσότερα επεισόδια σχολικού εκφοβισμού λαμβάνουν χώρα κατά τη διάρκεια 

του διαλείμματος 

Συμφωνώ      1                 Διαφωνώ      2 

 

6. Συνήθως το παιδί-στόχος της επίθεσης έχει ένα εξωτερικό ελάττωμα, είναι για 

παράδειγμα χοντρό ή μέλος μιας μειονότητας.  

Συμφωνώ απόλυτα    1         Συμφωνώ     2       Διαφωνώ     3        Διαφωνώ απόλυτα   4 

 

7. Η ώρα του διαλείμματος είναι σημαντική για τους εκπαιδευτικούς για να 

ξεκουραστούν 

Συμφωνώ απόλυτα   1       Συμφωνώ    2     Διαφωνώ     3       Διαφωνώ απόλυτα   4 

 

8. Ο ρόλος του εκπαιδευτικού σε ότι αφορά επεισόδια βίας είναι  

Πολύ Σημαντικός   1           Σημαντικός    2     Ασήμαντος   3   Εντελώς Ασήμαντος    4 
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9. Η θυματοποίηση- bullying είναι ένα πολύ σημαντικό θέμα που κυρίως έχει να κάνει 

με την προσωπικότητα του παιδιού και την ανατροφή του 

Συμφωνώ απόλυτα   1        Συμφωνώ    2       Διαφωνώ   3          Διαφωνώ απόλυτα   4 

 

10. Ο ρόλος των συμμαθητών στα περιστατικά βίας είναι 

Κρίσιμος   1           Σημαντικός     2     Ασήμαντος  3      Εντελώς Aσήμαντος      4 

        

11. Θεωρώ τις συμπεριφορές εκφοβισμού ως αποτέλεσμα  

Του σχολικού πλαισίου    1      Της προσωπικότητας του παιδιού   2      Και των δύο    3 

 

12. Πόσο συχνά θεωρείς ότι λαμβάνουν χώρα; 

Ποτέ   1                Σπάνια   2            Συχνά    3           Δεν γνωρίζω     4 

 

13. Ποιος έχει την τάση να εκφοβίζει περισσότερο στο σχολείο σου; 

Το ίδιο αγόρια και κορίτσια     1 

Ομάδα αγοριών                        2 

Ένα συγκεκριμένο αγόρι          3 

Ομάδα κοριτσιών                     4 

Ένα συγκεκριμένο κορίτσι       5 

Δεν γνωρίζω                              6 
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Μέρος 2ο 

3 Επεισόδια 

Α) Κατά τη διάρκεια του γραψίματος ακούς τον Κώστα να φωνάζει στο Γιώργο:  

«Είσαι τσιράκι της δασκάλας και γλείφτης» και άλλα παρεμφερή. Ο Γιώργος 

προσπαθεί να αγνοήσει το συμμαθητή του και παραμένει στο θρανίο του. Βλέπεις το 

ίδιο περιστατικό να επαναλαμβάνεται μετά από μέρες.  

1. Κατά τη γνώμη σου πόσο σημαντικό είναι το περιστατικό; 

Καθόλου σοβαρό      Όχι σοβαρό     Μέτρια σοβαρό      Σοβαρό    Πολύ Σοβαρό   

           1                                2                        3                       4                  5 

2. Θα με ενοχλούσε η συμπεριφορά του πρώτου παιδιού και θα υποστήριζα τον ευάλωτο 

μαθητή 

Διαφωνώ απόλυτα     Διαφωνώ     Δεν ξέρω      Συμφωνώ      Συμφωνώ απόλυτα 

          1                             2                   3                    4                          5 

3. Τι πιθανότητα παρέμβασης θα είχες στο επεισόδιο; 

Καμία          Όχι και τόσο       Ίσως        Κάποια πιθανότητα       Σίγουρα 

     1                       2                    3                       4                              5  

4. Αν όντως παρέμβαινες στο επεισόδιο πώς θα χειριζόσουν το θύτη; 

 

5. Τι θα έκανες με το θύμα; 

 

Β)Αποφασίζεις να αφήσεις στους μαθητές σου λίγο ελεύθερο χρόνο στο τέλος του 

μαθήματος καθώς δούλεψαν σκληρά. Ξαφνικά παρατηρείς το Γιάννη να λέει σε 

κάποιο άλλο μαθητή: «Όχι, σε καμία περίπτωση. Σου έχω πει ότι δεν μπορείς να 

παίξεις μαζί μας!» Ο μαθητής απομακρύνεται λυπημένος και παίζει μόνος του για 
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το υπόλοιπο της ώρας. Δεν είναι η πρώτη φορά που ο Γιάννης απομονώνει ένα 

παιδί από το παιχνίδι. 

 

6. Κατά τη γνώμη σου πόσο σημαντικό είναι το περιστατικό; 

Καθόλου σοβαρό      Όχι σοβαρό     Μέτρια σοβαρό      Σοβαρό    Πολύ Σοβαρό   

           1                                2                        3                       4                  5 

7. Θα με ενοχλούσε η συμπεριφορά του πρώτου παιδιού και θα υποστήριζα τον ευάλωτο 

μαθητή 

Διαφωνώ απόλυτα     Διαφωνώ     Δεν ξέρω      Συμφωνώ      Συμφωνώ απόλυτα 

          1                             2                   3                    4                          5 

8. Τι πιθανότητα παρέμβασης θα είχες στο επεισόδιο; 

Καμία          Όχι και τόσο       Ίσως        Κάποια πιθανότητα       Σίγουρα 

     1                       2                    3                       4                              5  

9. Αν όντως παρέμβαινες στο επεισόδιο πώς θα χειριζόσουν το θύτη; 

 

 

10. Τι θα έκανες με το θύμα; 

 

Γ) Ένας μαθητής φέρνει όλο χαρά στην τάξη μια καινούρια γόμα με ένα 

αγαπημένο ήρωα επάνω, λέγοντας πως αποτελεί έπαθλο από έναν αγώνα. Ένας 

συμμαθητής του τον πλησιάζει και χτυπώντας τον στο κεφάλι απαιτεί τη γόμα. Το 

αγόρι αρχικά αρνείται όμως τελικά υποκύπτει και την παραχωρεί.  
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11. Κατά τη γνώμη σου πόσο σημαντικό είναι το περιστατικό; 

Καθόλου σοβαρό      Όχι σοβαρό     Μέτρια σοβαρό      Σοβαρό    Πολύ Σοβαρό   

           1                                2                        3                       4                  5 

12. Θα με ενοχλούσε η συμπεριφορά του πρώτου παιδιού και θα υποστήριζα τον ευάλωτο 

μαθητή 

Διαφωνώ απόλυτα     Διαφωνώ     Δεν ξέρω      Συμφωνώ      Συμφωνώ απόλυτα 

          1                             2                   3                    4                          5 

13. Τι πιθανότητα παρέμβασης θα είχες στο επεισόδιο; 

Καμία          Όχι και τόσο       Ίσως        Κάποια πιθανότητα       Σίγουρα 

     1                       2                    3                       4                              5  

14. Αν όντως παρέμβαινες στο επεισόδιο πώς θα χειριζόσουν το θύτη; 

 

 

15. Τι θα έκανες με το θύμα; 
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Σημείωμα 

Αγαπητέ εκπαιδευτικέ, 

 

Τα τελευταία χρόνια δυστυχώς όλο και περισσότερα επεισόδια εκφοβισμού ή αλλιώς bullying 

λαμβάνουν χώρα στο σχολικό πλαίσιο Σε έρευνα που διενεργήθηκε σε όλα τα σχολεία της 

Επικράτειας το 2014, ποσοστό 10% του συνόλου των μαθητών είχαν δηλώσει ότι έχουν πέσει 

θύματα επιθετικής παρενόχλησης από συνομηλίκους τους ή παιδιά διαφορετικών ηλικιών. 

Τα πιο γνωστά περιστατικά bullying στην Ελλάδα είναι εκείνα που κατέληξαν στο θάνατο 

του θύματος: του Άλεξ Μεσχισβίλι από τη Βέροια και του Βαγγέλη Γιακουμάκη από το 

Ρέθυμνο. Η χώρα μας καταλαμβάνει την 4η θέση ανάμεσα σε 41 χώρες σε περιστατικά 

ενδοσχολικής  βίας και εκφοβισμού, ενώ όσον αφορά τη νέα μορφή εκφοβισμού που 

αναπτύσσεται μέσω των κινητών τηλεφώνων αλλά κυρίως μέσω του διαδικτύου, το cyber 

bullying, η Ελλάδα είναι στη δεύτερη θέση μετά από την Ρουμανία. 

                                                                                                               (Νewpost.gr) 

 

Το θέμα της πτυχιακής μου εργασίας έχει να κάνει με τον σχολικό εκφοβισμό που αποτελεί  

είναι φαινόμενο εντελώς υποτιμημένο τόσο από τους γονείς και τους περισσότερους 

εκπαιδευτικούς όσο και από την κοινωνία γενικότερα. Είναι δεδομένο ότι οι ρόλοι και οι 

εμπειρίες των δασκάλων είναι χωρίς όρια. Για αυτό το λόγο παίρνω το θάρρος να ζητήσω τη 

συμμετοχή σας στην έρευνά μου, καθώς θα ήθελα να μάθω τις στάσεις και απόψεις των 

Ελλήνων δασκάλων απέναντι στο σχολικό εκφοβισμό. 

                         

Ευχαριστώ εκ των προτέρων, 

Αικατερίνη Γκουγκούδη 

Μεταπτυχιακή φοιτήτρια 
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Appendix 3 

Bullying Vignettes with Bullying Type Labeled (Yoon & Kerber, 2003) 

 

At the writing center you hear a student chant to another child, “Teacher's pet, brown-nose, 

suck-up, kiss-ass.” The child tries to ignore the remarks but sulks at his desk. You saw this 

same thing happen the other day. [verbal bullying] 

 

During project time you overhear a child say to another student, “If you don't let me have the 

purple marker, I won't invite you to my birthday party.” This is not the first time you have 

heard this child say this type of thing. [relational bullying] 

 

Your class is getting ready to go to lunch and the kids are in line at the door. You hear a kid 

say to another child, “Hey, give me your lunch money or I'll give you a fat lip.” The child 

complies at once. This is not the first time this has happened. [verbal bullying] 

 

A student brought a dinosaur shaped eraser to school. He boasts that it was a prize from a 

game arcade. Another child goes over and smacks his head, demanding the eraser. The child 

refuses at first, but eventually gives in. [physical bullying] 

 

You have allowed the kids in your class to have a little free time because they've worked so 

hard today. You witness a kid say to another student, “No, absolutely not. I already told you 

that you can't play with us.” The student is isolated and plays alone for the remaining time 

with tears in her eyes. This is not the first time this child has isolated someone from playing. 

[relational bullying] 
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You have assigned the kids in your class to work in groups of 4 to do projects. While the kids 

are getting in their groups you see a student push another child with enough force that he falls 

to the ground. The push was clearly intentional and was not provoked. The child that fell 

yells, “Stop pushing me around! You always do this, just go away.” [physical bullying] 

 

 

Questions on the vignettes 

 

1. In your opinion how serious is the situation? 

not at all serious        not very serious        moderately serious           serious          very serious 

           1                                2                                 3                               4                        5 

 

2. I would be upset by the student’s behavior and I would be sympathetic to the child 

Strongly disagree        disagree          neither disagree or agree         agree           strongly agree 

          1                             2                                  3                                4                       5 

 

3. How likely are you to intervene in this situation? 

Not at all likely           not very likely           somewhat likely            likely           very likely     

          1                                  2                                3                              4                      5  

 

4. If you would respond to this situation what would you do with the perpetrator? 

5. What would you do with the victim? 
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Appendix 4 

  Descriptions of rating criteria for teacher involvement in bullying- Coding of the 

second part 

 

Rating Description                                                                    Example 

1 No intervention                                                                         Ignoring 

2 Peer resolution                                                    Have themselves talk about their problems 

3 Discuss rules with the whole class                         Have class discussions with my students 

4 Indication of intolerable behaviours                  Sit down with the student and discuss that         

                                                                               Bullying behaviour is not acceptable 

5 Discipline students’ bullying behaviours             Privileges are immediately taken away,  

                                                                                 Time-out 

6 Report to higher authority; inform parents          Send the student to the office, Call parents 
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Appendix 5 

Frequencies  

Part 1 of the Questionnaire 

 

Table 1. Gender 

 

gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid male 19 31.7 31.7 31.7 

female 41 68.3 68.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 2. Experience 

 

years of experience 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 5-10 3 5.0 5.0 5.0 

10-more 57 95.0 95.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 3. Awareness 

awareness 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid yes 53 88.3 88.3 88.3 

no 7 11.7 11.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  
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Table 4. Conflict 

 

conflict  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid yes, it is bullying 18 30.0 30.0 30.0 

I do not know 6 10.0 10.0 40.0 

no 36 60.0 60.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 5. Verbal bullying 

 

verbal bullying 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid yes, it is bullying 58 96.7 96.7 96.7 

I do not know 1 1.7 1.7 98.3 

no 1 1.7 1.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 6. Relational bullying 

relational bullying 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid yes, it is bullying 48 80.0 80.0 80.0 

I do not know 3 5.0 5.0 85.0 

no 9 15.0 15.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 7.  Break significance 
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break significance 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid agree 38 63.3 63.3 63.3 

disagree 22 36.7 36.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 8. External characteristics 

 

external characteristics 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid strongly agree 4 6.7 6.7 6.7 

agree 38 63.3 63.3 70.0 

disagree 17 28.3 28.3 98.3 

strongly disagree 1 1.7 1.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 9. Break time importance and educator 

 

educatorandbreak 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid strongly agree 13 21.7 21.7 21.7 

agree 32 53.3 53.3 75.0 

diasgree 15 25.0 25.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 10. The educator’s role 
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educator'srole 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very significant 43 71.7 71.7 71.7 

significant 17 28.3 28.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 11. Personality of the child 

 

personality 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid strongly agree 20 33.3 33.3 33.3 

agree 36 60.0 60.0 93.3 

disagree 4 6.7 6.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 12. The role of peers 

 

peer'srole 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very significant 21 35.0 35.0 35.0 

significant 38 63.3 63.3 98.3 

insignificant 1 1.7 1.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  
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Table 13.  Addressing of bullying behaviours 

 

environment/personality 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid school environment 3 5.0 5.0 5.0 

child's personality 16 26.7 26.7 31.7 

both 41 68.3 68.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 14.  Frequency of bullying 

 

frecuency 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid never 4 6.7 6.7 6.7 

rarely 23 38.3 38.3 45.0 

often 25 41.7 41.7 86.7 

I do not know 8 13.3 13.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 15. The bully 

 

bullies 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid both boys and girls 28 46.7 46.7 46.7 

group of boys 23 38.3 38.3 85.0 

a boy 4 6.7 6.7 91.7 

group of girls 1 1.7 1.7 93.3 

it depends 4 6.7 6.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  
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Part 2 of the Questionnaire 

Vignette 1 

Table 16. Seriousness of verbal bullying 

 

seriousness of verbal bullying 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not very serious 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

moderately serious 24 40.0 40.0 41.7 

serious 26 43.3 43.3 85.0 

very serious 9 15.0 15.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 17. Empathy to victim of verbal bullying 

 

empathytowardsvictim 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Disagree 6 10.0 10.0 10.0 

neither disagree or agree 4 6.7 6.7 16.7 

Agree 36 60.0 60.0 76.7 

strongly agree 14 23.3 23.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 18. Likelihood of Intervention to verbal bullying 

likelihoodofintervention 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 
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Valid somewhat likely 4 6.7 6.7 6.7 

likely 23 38.3 38.3 45.0 

very likely 33 55.0 55.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 19. Intervention to bully of verbal bullying 

 

intervention to verbal bully 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid no intervention 7 11.7 11.7 11.7 

peer resolution 2 3.3 3.3 15.0 

discussion in the classroom 7 11.7 11.7 26.7 

indication of intolerable 

behaviours 
37 61.7 61.7 88.3 

discipline measures 4 6.7 6.7 95.0 

authority reports/parents 3 5.0 5.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 20. Intervention to victim of verbal bullying 

 

intervention to verbal victim 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid no intervention 7 11.7 11.7 11.7 

peer resolution 3 5.0 5.0 16.7 

discussion in the classroom 6 10.0 10.0 26.7 

indication of intolerable 

behaviours 
41 68.3 68.3 95.0 

authority reports/parents 3 5.0 5.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  
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Vignette 2 

Table 21. Seriousness of relational bullying 

seriousness of relational bullying 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not very serious 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

moderately serious 16 26.7 26.7 30.0 

Serious 25 41.7 41.7 71.7 

very serious 17 28.3 28.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 22. Empathy to victim of relational bullying 

empathytowardsvictim 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Disagree 5 8.3 8.3 8.3 

neither disagree or agree 4 6.7 6.7 15.0 

Agree 32 53.3 53.3 68.3 

strongly agree 19 31.7 31.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 23. Likelihood of intervention to relational bullying 

Likelihoodofintervention 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not very likely 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

somewhat likely 3 5.0 5.0 6.7 

Likely 21 35.0 35.0 41.7 

very likely 35 58.3 58.3 100.0 
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Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table. 24. Intervention to relational bully 

intervention to relational bully 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid no intervention 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

peer resolution 4 6.7 6.7 10.0 

discussion in the classroom 12 20.0 20.0 30.0 

indication of intolerable 

behaviours 
31 51.7 51.7 81.7 

discipline measures 6 10.0 10.0 91.7 

authority reports/parents 5 8.3 8.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 25. Intervention to relational victim  

intervention to relational victim 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid no intervention 4 6.7 6.7 6.7 

peer resolution 14 23.3 23.3 30.0 

discussion in the classroom 12 20.0 20.0 50.0 

indication of intolerable 

behaviours 
28 46.7 46.7 96.7 

authority reports/parents 2 3.3 3.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Vignette 3 

Table 26.  Seriousness of physical bullying 
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seriousness of physical bullying 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid moderately serious 7 11.7 11.7 11.7 

Serious 12 20.0 20.0 31.7 

very serious 41 68.3 68.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 27. Empathy to the victim of physical bullying 

Empathytowardsvictim 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Disagree 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

neither disagree or agree 2 3.3 3.3 5.0 

Agree 15 25.0 25.0 30.0 

strongly agree 42 70.0 70.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 28. Likelihood of intervention to physical bullying 

Likelihoodofintervention 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid somewhat likely 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Likely 5 8.3 8.3 11.7 

very likely 53 88.3 88.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 29. Intervention to physical bully  

intervention to physical bully 
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 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid no intervention 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

discussion in the classroom 4 6.7 6.7 8.3 

indication of intolerable 

behaviours 
21 35.0 35.0 43.3 

discipline measures 19 31.7 31.7 75.0 

authority reports/parents 15 25.0 25.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table 30. Intervention to physical victim  

Intervention to physical victim 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid no intervention 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

peer resolution 2 3.3 3.3 6.7 

discussion in the classroom 11 18.3 18.3 25.0 

indication of intolerable 

behaviours 
39 65.0 65.0 90.0 

authority reports/parents 6 10.0 10.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  
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Appendix 6 

Analysis Data 

Table 1. Reliability Statistics 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Cronbach's 

Alpha Based on 

Standardized 

Items N of Items 

.812 .830 15 

 

 

Table 2.  Test Statistics gender/ educator’s role 

Test Statisticsa 

 educator'srole 

Mann-Whitney U 288.000 

Wilcoxon W 478.000 

Z -2.066 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .039 

a. Grouping Variable: sex 

 

 

Table 3. Ranks gender/ educator’s role 

Ranks 

 
sex N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 

educator'srole male 19 25.16 478.00 

female 41 32.98 1352.00 

Total 60   
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Table 4. Seriousness and likelihood of intervention 

Correlations 

 

seriousness_gro

uped 

likelihood_group

ed 

Kendall's tau_b seriousness_grouped Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .961** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 

N 60 60 

likelihood_grouped Correlation Coefficient .961** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . 

N 60 60 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

 

Table 5.  Test Statisticsa 

Test Statisticsa 

 

likelihood of 

intervention to 

verbal 

likelihood of 

intervention to 

relational 

likelihood of 

intervention to 

physical 

Mann-Whitney U 356.000 388.000 365.500 

Wilcoxon W 1217.000 1249.000 555.500 

Z -.604 -.027 -.685 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .546 .978 .494 

a. Grouping Variable: sex 
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Table 6.  T-test  

  

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

seriousness(3x) Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,241 ,626 2,034 58 ,047 ,968 ,476 ,015 1,921 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

    1,878 29,279 ,070 ,968 ,515 -,086 2,021 

empathy(3x) Equal 

variances 

assumed 

1,511 ,224 ,716 58 ,477 ,386 ,539 -,693 1,466 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

    ,618 25,582 ,542 ,386 ,625 -,899 1,672 

likelihood(3x) Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,512 ,477 ,032 58 ,975 ,013 ,406 -,801 ,826 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

    ,030 30,196 ,977 ,013 ,434 -,873 ,898 

involvement(6x) Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,403 ,528 ,565 58 ,574 ,650 1,150 -1,652 2,951 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

    ,472 24,146 ,641 ,650 1,375 -2,188 3,487 

 

Table 7. Empathy of the teacher and likelihood (verbal bullying) 

 

 

Correlations 

 

empathy to 

victim verbal 

likelihood of 

intervention to 

verbal 

Kendall's tau_b empathy to victim verbal Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .300* 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .012 
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N 60 60 

likelihood of intervention to 

verbal 

Correlation Coefficient .300* 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .012 . 

N 60 60 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

Table 8. Empathy of the teacher and likelihood (relational bullying) 

 

Correlations 

 

empathy to 

victim relational 

likelihood of 

intervention to 

relational 

Kendall's tau_b empathy to victim relational Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .424** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 

N 60 60 

likelihood of intervention to 

relational 

Correlation Coefficient .424** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . 

N 60 60 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

Table 9. Empathy of the teacher and likelihood (physical bullying) 

 

Correlations 

 

empathy to 

victim physical 

likelihood of 

intervention to 

physical 

Kendall's tau_b empathy to victim physical Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .331** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .009 

N 60 60 

likelihood of intervention to 

physical 

Correlation Coefficient .331** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .009 . 

N 60 60 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 10. Ranks physical/ verbal 

 

Ranks 

 N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 

seriousness physical – 

seriousness verbal 

Negative Ranks 2a 15.00 30.00 

Positive Ranks 40b 21.83 873.00 

Ties 18c   

Total 60   

a. seriousness physical < seriousness verbal 

b. seriousness physical > seriousness verbal 

c. seriousness physical = seriousness verbal 

 

 

 

Table 11. Test Statisticsa     

 

Test Statisticsa 

 

seriousness 

verbal - 

seriousness 

physical 

Z -5.514b 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

a. Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test 

b. Based on negative ranks. 
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Table 12.  Ranks physical/ relational 

 

Ranks 

 N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 

seriousness physical - 

seriousness relational 

Negative Ranks 6a 11.50 69.00 

Positive Ranks 29b 19.34 561.00 

Ties 25c   

Total 60   

a. seriousness physical < seriousness relational 

b. seriousness physical > seriousness relational 

c. seriousness physical = seriousness relational 

 

 

 

Table 13.  Test Statisticsa   

 

Test Statisticsa 

 

seriousness 

physical - 

seriousness 

relational 

Z -4.176b 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

a. Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test 

b. Based on negative ranks. 
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Appendix 7 

Pie Chart 1. Gender 

 

 

Pie Chart 2. Experience 

 

Pie Chart 3. Awareness 
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Pie Chart 4. Vignette 1-Conflict 

 

 

Pie Chart 5. Vignette 2- Verbal Bullying 

 

Pie Chart 6. Vignette 3- Relational Bullying 
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Second Part 

Graph 1. Seriousness of verbal bullying 

 

Graph 2. Empathy to victim of verbal bullying 

 

Graph 3. Likelihood of intervention to verbal bullying 
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Graph 4. Intervention to bully of verbal bullying 

 

Graph 5. Intervention to victim of verbal bullying 

 

Graph 6. Seriousness of relational bullying 
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Graph 7. Empathy to victim of relational bullying 

 

 

Graph 8. Likelihood of intervention to relational bullying 

 

Graph 9. Intervention to bully of relational bullying 
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Graph 10. Intervention to victim of relational bullying 

 

Graph 11. Seriousness of physical bullying 

 

Graph 12. Empathy to victim of physical bullying 
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Graph 13. Likelihood of intervention to physical bullying 

 

Graph 14. Intervention to bully of physical bullying 

 

 

Graph 15. Intervention to victim of physical bullying 
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Research Charts  

Chart 1. Intervention to Bully 

 

 

 

Chart 2. Intervention to Victim 
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Chart 3. Seriousness of the bullying episodes 
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