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Abstract 
Considering the causes of bullying behavior, the situations caused by it and its impact area, the formation of 
bullying in the cognitive dimension draws attention. In this context, examination of thoughts or cognition about 
bullying becomes an important element in explaining bullying. In this study, it is aimed to examine moral 
disengagement tendencies, attitudes towards violence and irrational beliefs as predictors of bullying cognition of 
adolescents between the ages of 15-18. Study group consisted of 369 individuals, 197 females and 172 males. 
Bullying Cognition Scale, Moral Disengagement Scale, Attitude Towards Violence Scale and Irrational Beliefs 
Scale for adolescents were applied to participants. The data obtained were tested by hierarchical regression 
analysis. Moral disengagement tendency, attitudes towards violence and irrational beliefs (demands for success 
and for comfort sub-dimensions) predicted cognition about bullying significantly. It was determined as a result of 
hierarchical regression analysis that these variables predicted bullying cognition both separately and together. At 
the end of the study, suggestions for the studies to be carried out for bullying, which would be handled within the 
scope of cognitive structure, were presented. 
Keywords: bullying, irrational beliefs, moral disengagement, violence 
1. Introduction 
Bullying is a form of deliberate harm that is constantly inflicted by a stronger person or group (Olweus, 1993, p. 
43; Rigby, 2007, p. 15). The difference in power in bullying can be either physical, social, linguistic, or authority 
(Rigby, 2003, p. 8). In addition to the power abuse mentioned, the victim’s not being able to protect himself, 
bully’s getting the benefit of those actions, the bully’s delight in what he did, etc. also come into question 
(Preventing Violence Against Children Project, 2015). Rigby (2003, p. 10; 2007, p. 20) classified bullying as 
physical bullying, verbal bullying, relational bullying and nonverbal bullying. Physical bullying includes kicking, 
spitting, throwing things, hiding things, gathering people to attack and similar behaviors. In relational bullying, 
certain behaviors such as driving a wedge with friends, making friends against someone, forming a coalition could 
be observed. Nicknaming, making jokes on individuals’ image, insult, unfair criticism, ironizing, spreading 
malicious rumors about it etc. are examples of verbal bullying. Shaking fingers or heads to threaten, intentionally 
ignoring behaviors imply non-verbal bullying. Generally speaking, although bullying seems to be anger of a strong 
person towards a weak person, it is a very complicated phenomenon that includes bullies, victims and bystanders 
(Perdew, 2015). According to Rigby (2002, pp. 65-66; 2003, p. 12), bullying is a dynamic process. Potential 
victims are selected as a bias object, who exhibits certain characteristics such as worthlessness, weakness, 
frailness, introversion, anxiousness, etc. The process, which started with mocking and light mocking at the 
beginning, progresses more with the participation of other children and may even turn into physical bullying. The 
victim looks sad and weak in this situation, while the bully feels stronger and dominant. Especially others’ 
approval of these actions prevents the bully from empathizing, leading to bullying to continue and increase its 
severity. 
Although it cannot be identified with a single profile, people who exhibit bullying behavior have some common 
features. The most dominant feature of those who tend to bully is using brute force. In addition, those who exhibit 
bullying behavior can be defined as those who are aggressive, impulsive, have difficulty in obeying rules, violate 
the rules consciously, have positive attitudes towards violence and less empathy, and enjoy applying power 
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(Olweus, 1993, pp. 56-57). Even, they have such an image that they are popular at school, or have close friends 
(Perdew, 2015) or try to be popular (Aluede, Adeleke, Omoike, & Afen-Akpaida, 2008), do not care about the 
feelings of others and enjoy establishing authority (Smith, Twemlow, & Hoover, 1999). In addition, males are 
more involved in bullying events (Erdur-Baker, 2010; Feigenberg, King, Barr, & Selman, 2008; Perren & 
Gutzwiller-Helfenfinger, 2012; Robson & Witenberg 2013; Turner, 2008). When bullying is taken into 
consideration in terms of using force, it is thought that bullying behaviors make such a difference in terms of 
gender. 
Although bullying is considered as a sub-category of aggression in the literature (Houndoumadi & Pateraki, 2001; 
Pişkin, 2002), it can be excused in real life. In this respect, cognitive assessment of bullying is a prominent issue. 
When the opinions on bullying are examined, it is seen that bullying is a part of growing (Padgett & Notar, 2013); 
mocking can be seen as friendly and fun in daily life (Olweus, 1997). There may be cognitive dynamics such as 
classifying behaviors such as mocking and naming as low-bullying (Rigby, 2002, p. 42); underestimating other 
types of bullying according to physical bullying (Forsberg, Thornberg, & Samuelsson, 2014), seeing aggression as 
humor (Führ, 2002). However, bullying differs from play and joke due to lack of mutual pleasure or interest (Frey, 
Hirschstein, Edstrom, & Snell, 2009). There are also beliefs that everybody is exposed to bullying (Padgett & 
Notar, 2013). The perception that the victim himself is strange and perverted (Aluede et al., 2008; Thornberg, 
2015) and bullies’ being angry and self-confident (Sokol, Bussey, & Rapee, 2015) may cause the situation to be 
taken less seriously. It is seen that the perception of bully focuses on their power and status demands and problems 
(Thornberg, 2015). If the bully is seen more powerful, brave and talented in situations that bullies are favored, the 
victim is considered to be weaker, fearful and helpless (Baldry, 2004). In fact, people witnessing bullying can enter 
into a form of misleading burden, with logical justifications that the victim deserves it with the assumption of a fair 
world (Budak, 2009). Therefore, it is stated that violence has a cultural aspect that is accepted to be applied to some 
people and some situations (Polat, 2001). Understanding individual-level factors is as extremely important as 
understanding the social context. More detailed studies are required to understand the mechanisms that ensure the 
development and continuity of bullying (Bombay, 2002). In this respect, bullying should be handled in the 
cognitive context. It may also be necessary to address thoughts that may lead to bullying in terms of moral 
evaluations. 
Moral disengagement has been evaluated as cognitive mechanisms that enable people to avoid evaluating 
themselves negatively when people do not comply with moral standards to get rid of guilt, responsibility, empathy 
and shame (Bandura, 1999). Thanks to cognitive restructuring, a situation that is not considered morally becomes 
morally acceptable (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996). Thornberg (2010) mentions that bullying 
is seen by students as a deviation, revenge, an entertaining game and that moral departure can be observed in this 
case. Hymel, Rocke-Henderson, and Bonanno (2005) found that bullying is predicted by moral disengagement and 
there is especially a trend that legitimizes bullying and blames the victim. They also found that a self-centered 
perspective dominates and focuses on earnings. Thus, moral disengagement is seen as a dynamic that can explain 
bullying (Gökkaya & Sütcü, 2015). In this respect, as a result of moral disengagement, bullying can be considered 
as a moral distortion in which moral regulation is disabled (Kuasandra, Sunawan, & Japar, 2020). When it comes 
to moral disengagement, people can exclude themselves from their immoral behavior (Bandura, 2002). However, 
when evaluated by gender; moral disengagement of males has been observed to be higher (Caravita, Sijtsema, 
Rambaran, & Gini, 2014; Turner, 2008). Males are more likely to use moral disengagement mechanisms to justify 
their actions (De Caroli & Sagone, 2014). In addition to using legitimization more, males report lower levels of 
moral and conscience (Perren & Gutzwiller-Helfenfinger, 2012). 
Another concept that can be related to bullying along with moral considerations is irrational beliefs. Cognitive 
evaluations are considered as an important factor in understanding thoughts, behaviors and emotions related to 
bullying. Spirito, Stark, and Williams (1988) stated that in cases where people believe that they cannot cope with 
the problems, they can blame themselves and the environment and harm their environment as a coping strategy. 
Irrational beliefs that are composed of strict, dogmatic, unhealthy, compelling content are also called demanding 
beliefs (Ellis, 2000). Irrational beliefs are examined as three factors that are demand for success, comfort and 
respect. The demand for success refers to that peoples’ constantly wishing for being successful and talented, and 
when this does not happen, it makes them feel inadequate, depressed and sad. The demand for comfort refers to 
that the conditions in which people live are easy, organized and able to fulfill his wishes and when this does not 
happen, it leads to emotions such as depression, anger, intolerance, etc. Lastly, demand for respect can be 
explained as that people are treated with respect and kindness, and when this does not happen, it causes anger and 
hatred (Ellis, 1979; Çivitci, 2006). Bedel (2014) found that irrational beliefs are a predictor of coping strategies 
and also found that there was a positive relationship between the negative coping dimension and the demand for 



ies.ccsenet.org International Education Studies Vol. 13, No. 10; 2020 

49 
 

comfort, and that the demand for comfort was an important predictor of negative coping. Kılıçarslan and Atıcı 
(2010) found that the demand for success and comfort is a greater predictor of aggression than the demand for 
respect. In parallel to this, bullying tendency has a negative relationship with irrational beliefs (Şahin, & Sarı, 
2010). In addition, bullying has been found to be associated with cognitive distortion that includes self-centered 
attitudes, mislabeling, assuming the worst, and blaming others sub-dimensions (Bombay, 2002). However, 
irrational belief in not tolerating the blocking of the rules has been found to predict especially physical aggression 
(Fives, Kong, Fuller, & DiGiuseppe, 2011). This situation raises attention to evaluate the attitude towards 
aggression and violence while addressing bullying. 
Adolescents who believe that aggression is an appropriate (relational and physical) response were reported more 
aggressive behavior than adolescents who believe that aggression is not an acceptable response (Werner & Nixon, 
2005). Schwartz et al. (1998) found that proactive aggression was associated with positive outcome expectations, 
high levels of ambitious social behavior, and low obedience. In addition, reactive aggression is associated with 
hostile attributional tendencies and frequent victimization. In the light of all that information, when an evaluation 
within the cognitive framework arises questions on the role of moral disengagement, attitudes towards violence, 
and irrational beliefs in predicting bullying cognition. 
In this study, it is aimed to investigate whether moral disengagement, attitude towards violence and irrational 
beliefs play a role in predicting cognition related to bullying. The research questions in line with this main purpose 
of the research are as follows: 
1) Do moral disengagement, attitude towards violence and irrational beliefs significantly predict bullying 
cognition? 
2) Do the participants’ moral disengagement, attitude towards violence, irrational beliefs and bullying cognition 
differ significantly according to gender? 
2. Method 
2.1 Research Design 
This study was designed according to correlational research techniqes as it aims to examine the predictive effects 
of independent variables on the dependent variable. So, the relationships between the variables were tested by 
regression analysis and independent samples t-test. 
2.2 Participants 
The population of the study consists of adolescents aged between 15-18, who live in Istanbul and participants were 
selected through convenience sampling. The sample consisted of 369 participants.. 
According to demographic variables, 53.4% of the participants are female (N = 197) and 46.6% of them are male 
(N = 172). In addition, 22.7% of the participants continued to the ninth grade (N = 84), 39.8% to the tenth grade (N 
= 147), 28.1% to the eleventh grade (N = 104) and 9.2% to the twelfth grade (N = 34). Considering the distribution 
of the participants according to their birth order, 40.9% were the first child (N = 151), 33.8% were the second child 
(N = 125), 14.01% were the middle child (N = 52) and 11% were the last child (N = 41). 
2.3 Instruments 
In the study, Moral Disengagement Scale, Attitude towards Violence Scale, Irrational Beliefs Scale and Bullying 
Cognition Scale were utilized as data collection tools. Psychometric information about scales is given in this 
section. 
2.3.1 Moral Disengagement Scale 
The original form of the scale was developed by Bandura et al. (1996). It covers eight different cognitive and social 
situations in order to determine to what extent individuals tend to adopt moral behavior justification. These are 
legitimization, labeling negative behavior positively, comparing negative behavior, spreading responsibility, not 
taking responsibility, distorting the results, dehumanization and putting the blame on the victim. Adaptation of the 
scale into Turkish was carried out by Gezici-Yalçın, Şenyurt, Gültepe, and Coşkun (2016) with 285 participants. 
While answering the scale, a triple rating that includes agree-partially agree-disagree options is used. The scale 
adapted reveals a single-factor structure. Confirmatory factor analysis was performed to test the construct validity 
of the scale in Turkish version and it was determined that there were acceptable fit values (χ2/df = 2.31, GFI = .79, 
RMSEA = .06, RMR = .10). Cronbach Alpha coefficient calculated for reliability of the scale was found as .86 and 
Guttman Split Half coefficient was found as .78. In line with these values, it was evaluated that the scale used to 
determine moral disengagement tendency is reliable and valid. 
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2.3.2 Attitudes Towards Violence Scale 
It was developed by Çetin (2011) to evaluate youth’s attitudes towards violence. Validity and reliability studies 
were conducted with 583 participants between the ages of 14-21. The total variance explained as a result of the 
principal components analysis to test the construct validity was calculated as 43.826% under one factor. The 
item-total correlation of the scale items varies between .47 and .67. The values of goodness of fit obtained from the 
confirmatory factor analysis were determined to be in the acceptable range for the construct validity of the scale 
(χ2/df = 2.31, GFI = .96, AGFI = .94, CFI = .95 RMSEA = .06, RMR =. 0037). Cronbach Alpha coefficient was 
calculated for the reliability of the scale and this value was found as .85. The scale consisting of a total of 10 items 
is five-point Likert type. 
2.3.3 Irrational Beliefs Scale for Adolescents 
It was developed to measure the irrational beliefs of adolescents in terms of demands for comfort, respect and 
success. The reliability and validity studies were conducted with data obtained from 694 participants. The scale is 
a five-point Likert type and consists of 8 items in the demand for success sub-dimension, 7 items in the demand for 
comfort sub-dimension and 6 items in the demand for respect sub-dimension. The increase in the score shows that 
the level of irrational belief increases. Results of the analysis of the principal components performed to test the 
construct validity of the scale revealed that factor loads varied between .40 and .69, and three factors explained 
33.04% of the total variance. Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficients of the scale were found as .71 for 
total score, .62 for success demand sub-dimension, .61 for comfort demand sub-dimension and .67 for respect 
demand sub-dimension. Corrected item total correlation coefficients of the scale ranged between .28 and .68. In 
line with these findings, the Irrational Beliefs Scale for Adolescents was found to be valid and reliable (Çivitci, 
2016). 
2.3.4 Cognition of Bullying Scale 
This scale, in which cognition related to bullying is evaluated, was developed by Gökkaya and Sütcü (2015) with 
the participation of 1740 students attending secondary school. In this study, the Cronbach Alpha internal 
consistency coefficient of the scale was calculated as .90. In the first stage, items, which were developed as 25 
items originally, with low item-total correlations, and items that decrease the internal consistency, were removed 
and analyzes were conducted with 22 items. To test the construct validity of the scale, principal components 
analysis was performed by using varimax rotation. As a result, it was determined that the scale showed a 
three-factor structure, 19.02% of the variance of first factor, 18.9% of the variance of the second factor, 11.42% of 
the variance of the third factor and 48.73% of the variance of all items. Item-factor loads vary between .31 and .74. 
The Cronbach Alpha coefficient of the scale was found to be .91, which indicates that the scale has a high internal 
consistency. Based on these findings, the scale is valid and reliable. 
2.4 Data Analysis 
As mentioned before, this study aims to investigate the relationship of moral disengagement, attitude towards 
violence, and irrational beliefs with bullying cognition and to what extent participants’ moral disengagement 
behaviors, attitudes towards violence and irrational beliefs played a role in determining the factors that may affect 
bullying cognition. Firstly, independent groups’ t test was conducted on whether the mean scores of moral 
disengagements, attitude towards violence, irrational beliefs and bullying cognition differ according to gender. 
Statistical differences were also examined in terms of effect sizes. For the differences between the groups, 0.2 
indicates that the effect size is low, 0.5 indicates the moderate effect size and 0.8 shows the effect size (Cohen, 
1988). Based on the main purpose of the study, hierarchical regression analysis was carried out in determining the 
relationship between the independent variables of the study and bullying cognition. Before proceeding to the 
hierarchical regression analysis, it was evaluated whether the regression analysis assumptions, normality of the 
distribution, multicollinearity, autocorrelation and covariance, were satisfied (Field, 2013). 
3. Results 
3.1 Demographic Findings 
The means, standard deviations and standard errors of the mean obtained from Moral Disengagement, Attitudes 
towards Violence, Irrational Beliefs and Bullying Cognition scales based on gender, grade level and birth order are 
presented in Table 1, 2, and 3. The mean score of female students towards violence is 25.13 (SD = 8.46), while the 
mean score of male students is 27.42 (SD = 7.93). Again, the irrational beliefs mean score of female students is 
61.54 (SD = 8.91) while the mean score of male students is 64.22 (SD = 9.45). While the moral disengagement 
mean score of male students is 69.59 (SD = 9.40), the mean score of female students is 73.38 (SD = 8.73). Bullying 
cognition mean score is 76.59 (SD = 10.85) for female students, while the mean score for male students is 70.88 
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(SD = 12.09). 
 
Table 1. Means, standard deviation and standard error of mean of scales by gender 

 MD ATV IB CBUL 
 female male female male female male female male 

N 197 172 197 172 197 172 197 172 
M 73.381 69.593 25.127 27.419 61.538 64.221 76.589 70.884 

SE of M 0.622 0.716 0.603 0.605 0.635 0.721 0.773 0.922 
SD 8.725 9.396 8.462 7.932 8.913 9.451 10.851 12.093 

Note. N: Sample size, M: Mean, SEM: Standard error of mean, SD: Standard deviation, MD: Moral 
disengagement, ATV: Attitudes towards violence, IB: Irrational beliefs, CBUL: Cognition of bullying. 
 
According to the grade level of the participants, moral disengagement, the attitude towards violence, irrational 
beliefs and bullying cognition mean scores and standard deviations are as follows: The attitude towards violence 
mean score was estimated as 26.62 (SD = 9.16) for ninth grade students, 25.37 (SD = 7.83), for the tenth-grade 
students, 27.26 (SD = 8.21) for the eleventh-grade students and 25.44 (SD = 8.08) for the twelfth-grade students. 
The moral disengagement mean score was calculated as 71.23 (SD = 9.62) for the ninth-grade students, 72.48 (SD 
= 9.07) for the tenth-grade students, 71.32 (SD = 9.01) for the eleventh-grade students and 69.74 (SD = 9.60) for 
the twelfth-grade students. The irrational beliefs mean score was calculated as 64.49 (SD = 10.57) for the 
ninth-grade students, 61.83 (SD = 8.49) for the tenth-grade students, 62.64 (SD = 9.56) for the eleventh-grade 
students and 63.21 (SD = 7.60 for the twelfth-grade students. Bullying cognition mean scores were calculated as 
73.77 (SD = 11.62) for the ninth-grade students, 73.61 (SD = 13.15) for the tenth-grade students, 74.34 (SD = 9.46) 
for the eleventh-grade students and 74.44 (SD = 12.75) for the twelfth-grade students. 
 
Table 2. Means, standard deviation and standard error of mean of scales by grade level 

  N M SD SE of M

MD 

Ninth-grade 84 71.23 9.62 1.05 
Tenth-grade 147 72.48 9.07 0.750 

Eleventh-grade 104 71.32 9.01 0.88 
Twelfth-grade 34 69.74 9.60 1.65 

ATV 

Tenth-grade 84 26.62 9.16 0.99 
Eleventh-grade 147 25.37 7.83 0.65 
Twelfth-grade 104 27.26 8.21 0.81 
Tenth-grade 34 25.44 8.08 1.39 

IB 

Tenth-grade 84 64.49 10.57 1.15 
Eleventh-grade 147 61.83 8.49 0.70 
Twelfth-grade 104 62.64 9.56 0.94 
Tenth-grade 34 63.21 7.60 1.30 

CBUL 

Tenth-grade 84 73.77 11.62 1.27 
Eleventh-grade 147 73.61 13.15 1.09 
Twelfth-grade 104 74.34 9.46 0.93 
Tenth-grade 34 74.44 12.75 2.19 

Note. N: Sample size, M: Mean, SEM: Standard error of mean, SD: Standard deviation, MD: Moral 
disengagement, ATV: Attitudes towards violence, IB: Irrational beliefs, BUL: Cognition of bullying. 
 
Mean scores and standard deviations of the participants’ attitudes towards violence, moral disengagement, 
irrational beliefs and bullying cognition by birth order are presented in Table 3. The mean score of attitudes 
towards violence of the first children is 27.06 (SD = 8.34), the mean of the second children is 25.61 (SD = 7.95), 
the mean of the third children is 25.87 (SD = 9.41) and the mean of the last children is 25.22 (SD = 7.58). Moral 
disengagement mean scores are 70.94 (SD = 9.84) for the first children, 71.97 (SD = 8.43) for the second children, 
73.42 (SD = 9.30) for the third children and 70.73 (SD = 9.06) for the last children. The irrational beliefs mean 
score of the first children was 63.35 (SD = 8.99), the mean of the second children was 62.50 (SD = 9.13), the mean 
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of the third children was 61.27 (SD = 9.69) and the mean of the last children was 63.54 (SD = 10.10). Bullying 
cognition mean scores were found as 73.85 (SD = 11.57) for the first children, 74.21 (SD = 11.50) for the second 
children, 75.56 (SD = 12.43) for the third children and 71.29 (SD = 12.52) for the last children. 
 
Table 3. Means, standard deviation and standard error of mean of scales by birth order 

  N M SD SE of M

MD 

First child 151 70.94 9.84 0.80 
Second child 125 71.97 8.43 0.75 
Middle child 52 73.42 9.30 1.29 

Last child 41 70.73 9.06 1.42 

ATV 

First child 151 27.06 8.34 0.68 
Second child 125 25.61 7.95 0.71 
Middle child 52 25.87 9.41 1.30 

Last child 41 25.22 7.58 1.18 

IB 

First child 151 63.35 8.99 0.73 
Second child 125 62.50 9.13 0.82 
Middle child 52 61.27 9.69 1.34 

Last child 41 63.54 10.10 1.58 

CBUL 

First child 151 73.85 11.57 0.94 
Second child 125 74.21 11.50 1.03 
Middle child 52 75.56 12.43 1.72 

Last child 41 71.29 12.52 1.96 
Note. N: Sample size, M: Mean, SEM: Standard error of mean, SD: Standard deviation, MD: Moral 
disengagement, ATV: Attitudes towards violence, IB: Irrational beliefs, BUL: Cognition of bullying. 
 
3.2 Findings on Gender Differences of Regarding Moral Disengagement, Attitudes Towards Violence, Irrational 
Beliefs and Bullying Cognition 
The participants’ mean scores of moral disengagements, attitude towards violence, irrational beliefs and bullying 
cognition were compared. Significant differences were found between the mean scores of female and male 
participants. The mean score differences according to gender were analyzed by independent groups t test and the 
findings are given in Table 4. 
Female participants’ moral disengagement mean scores are significantly higher than male participants and the 
effect size is medium (t = 4.013, p <.001, d = 0.419). Accordingly, it can be stated that female participants tend to 
be more morally distanced than male participants. 
Male participants’ mean score of attitudes towards violence is significantly higher than female participants and the 
effect size is low (t = -2.672, p = .008, d = -0.279). Based on this finding, it can be said that males have higher 
attitudes towards violence than female participants. 
Another variable is irrational beliefs. Irrational beliefs of male participants are significantly higher than female 
participants and their effect size is low (t = -2.804, p = .005, d = -0.293). Male participants have more irrational 
beliefs than female participants. 
Considering the cognition of bullying, female participants were found to have a significantly higher mean score 
than male participants, and the effect size was moderate (t = 4.776, p <.001, d = 0.498). It is seen that female 
participants have more bullying cognition than male participants. 
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Table 4. The findings of independent sample t-test on moral disengagement, attitudes towards violence, irrational 
beliefs and cognition of bullying in terms of gender 

  N M SD SE t p Cohen’s d 

MD 
female 197 73.381 8.725 0.622 4.013 <.001 0.419 
male 172 69.593 9.396 0.716    

ATV
female 197 25.127 8.462 0.603 -2.672 .008 -0.279 
male 172 27.419 7.932 0.605    

IB 
female 197 61.538 8.913 0.635 -2.804 .005 -0.293 
male 172 64.221 9.451 0.721    

CBUL
female 197 76.589 10.851 0.773 4.776 <.001 0.498 
male 172 70.884 12.093 0.922    

Note. significant level is .05, MD: moral disengagement, ATV: attitudes towards violence, IB: irrational beliefs, 
CBUL: cognition of bullying. 
 
3.3 Findings on Hierarchical Regression Analysis Assumptions 
Firstly, in order to determine whether regression analysis assumptions are provided or not, the skewness and 
kurtosis coefficients are examined whether they are between -2 and +2 to test the normality of the distribution 
(Field, 2013). Based on scale scores obtained from the participants, the fact that the skewness and kurtosis 
coefficients are between -2 and +2 indicate the distribution is normal. Autocorrelation between the errors, the 
second assumption, was examined by Durbin-Watson test. The test result being around 2 indicates that the errors 
are independent from each other (Field, 2013). Durbin-Watson value was calculated 2.23 and this assumption was 
met. Tolerance value and VIF values were calculated to test the multicollinearity, which is another assumption. It 
was found that this assumption was also provided when the tolerance value was above 0.1 and VIF values were 
below 10. Finally, the scatter plot was examined to check homoscedasticity and linearity assumption (Field, 2013) 
and this assumption was also met. Then, hierarchical regression analysis was performed. 
 
Table 5. Skewness and kurtosis coefficients of variables, tolerance values and VIF 

 MD ATV IB CBUL
N 369 369 369 369 
M 71.62 26.20 62.79 73.93
SD 9.23 8.29 9.25 11.78

Skewness -0.15 0.09 0.14 -0.89
SE of skewness 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 

Kurtosis -0.13 -0.32 0.003 0.06 
SE of kurtosis 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 

Tolerance 0.79 0.84 0.23 - 
VIF 1.27 1.19 4.28 - 

 
3.4 Relationship Between Independent Variables and Bullying Cognition-Hierarchical Regression Analysis 
Findings 
Hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between attitudes towards violence, 
moral disengagement and irrational beliefs, and the demands for comfort and for success sub-dimensions with 
bullying cognition. 
As a result of the analysis, 5 different models were obtained. In the first model, it was seen that moral 
disengagement significantly predicted bullying cognition. Accordingly, the 26% change in bullying cognition is 
explained by one unit change in moral disengagement (∆R2 = .26, F (1,367) = 133.21 p < .001, β = .52, t = 11.54). 
In the second model, it was found that moral disengagement and attitude towards violence significantly predicted 
bullying cognition. It was determined that both two variables together explained a 29% change in bullying 
cognition by one unit change (∆R2 = .29, F (2,366) = 77.26, p < .001, β1 = .45, t1 = 9.60; β2 = -.19, t2 = -3.99). 
In the third model, the sub-dimension of irrational beliefs, demand for comfort was another variable that 
significantly predicted bullying cognition along with moral disengagement and attitude towards violence. It was 
seen that this model explained 31% of change in bullying cognition (∆R2 = .31, F (3,365) = 55.97 p < .001, β1 = .41, 
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t1 = 8.36; β2 = -.16, t2 = -3.49; β3 = -.15, t3 = -3.12). 
In the fourth model, along with the sub-dimension of irrational beliefs, the demand for success was included, and it 
was determined that these two variables significantly predicted bullying cognition along with the moral 
disengagement and attitude towards violence. Moral disengagement, attitude towards violence, and the demand for 
comfort and success were found to explain 32% of change in bullying cognition (∆R2 = .32, F (4,364) = 44.57, p 
< .001, β1 = .40, t1 = 8.23; β2 = -.15, t2 = -3.21; β3 = -.13, t3 = -2.74; β4 = -.12, t4 = -2.72). 
 
Table 6. Findings on hierarchical regression analysis on predictors of bullying cognition 

  R ΔR2 F p B SE B β t p 

1 
Model 0.52 0.26 133.21 < .001 26.746 4.122  6.489 < .001 

Moral disengagement     0.659 0.057 0.516 11.542 < .001 

2 
Model 0.55 0.29 77.26 < .001 39.763 5.195  7.655 < .001 

Moral disengagement     0.574 0.060 0.450 9.596 < .001 
Attitudes towards violence     -0.266 0.067 -0.187 -3.987 < .001 

3 

Model 0.56 0.31 55.97 < .001 48.645 5.872  8.284 < .001 
Moral disengagement     0.518 0.062 0.405 8.362 < .001 

Attitudes towards violence     -0.233 0.067 -0.164 -3.488 < .001 
Comfort demand     -0.315 0.101 -0.147 -3.116 0.002 

4 

Model 0.57 0.32 44.57 < .001 53.458 6.084  8.787 < .001 
Moral disengagement     0.506 0.061 0.397 8.234 < .001 

Attitudes towards violence     -0.213 0.067 -0.150 -3.205 0.001 
Comfort demand     -0.277 0.101 -0.129 -2.735 0.007 
Success demand     -0.261 0.096 -0.121 -2.722 0.007 

 
4. Discussion 
In this section, findings were discussed with previous studies. When findings are revisited, it was found that moral 
disengagement, attitudes towards violence and irrational beliefs predicted the bullying cognition significantly as 
the main finding of the study. Also, females had higher mean score of moral disengagement and of bullying 
cognition than males. On the other hand, males had higher mean score of attitudes towards violence and of 
irrational beliefs than females.  
Talking about violence means addressing the complex issues of morality, ideology and culture (World Health 
Organization, 2002). In this regard, addressing issues such as bullying, moral disengagement, attitudes towards 
violence, and irrational beliefs can provide a framework for understanding and making this idea understandable. 
Within the scope of this study, the factors that may affect the course of the formation of violence in cognitive 
dimension before being transformed into behavior were examined. How and in what direction the role of cognitive 
factors in predicting bullying cognition come true is discussed. In addition, the differences of moral 
disengagement, attitude towards violence, irrational beliefs and bullying cognition by gender were also examined. 
In this study, the role of moral disengagement, attitude towards violence and irrational beliefs as predictors of 
bullying cognition were examined. As a result, one of the predictors of bullying cognition is moral disengagement. 
Especially when it comes to traditional bullying, seeing that the victim is suffering and the desire to move away 
from this situation brings about moral disengagement (Perren & Gutzwiller-Helfenfinger, 2012). Studies show that 
students experiencing more moral disengagement are more likely to bully (Hymel et al., 2005; Menesini, 
Palladino, & Nocentini, 2015; Menesini et al., 2003; Thornberg, Pozzoli, Gini, & Jungert, 2015). Moral 
disengagement was positively associated with both direct and indirect bullying (Bussey, Quinn, & Dobson, 2015; 
Kokkinos & Kipritsi, 2018; Turner, 2008). In fact, Stein and Jimerson (2020) stated that moral disengagement 
should be investigated to be taken into consideration in anti-bullying programs. While beliefs and attitudes 
towards supporting the use of violence are positively associated with bullying, having a non-violent attitude is 
associated with low level of bullying (Espelage, Bosworth, & Simon, 2001). Thornberg and Jungert (2014) found 
that bullying is related to attribution to victim and moral justification among moral disengagement mechanisms. 
Bjärehed, Thornberg, Wänström, and Gini (2020) studied the relationship between moral disengagement and 
direct and indirect bullying and pro-bullying behavior of students attending secondary school. They found that 
both direct and indirect bullying is related to moral legitimization, optimistic labeling, advantageous comparison, 
spreading responsibility, displacement of responsibility, and distorting results. It has been observed that 
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pro-bullying behavior is not only related to advantageous comparison but also with other moral disengagement 
sub-dimensions. They also found that all of them were predicted by the victim-oriented loading. The existence of a 
relationship between the victim’s perspective and bullying reminds of the importance of empathy. While there is a 
negative relationship between bullying and empathy, there is a positive relationship with moral disengagement. 
Males with low levels of emotional empathy have been associated with moral disengagement, which increases 
participation in bullying. For females, when both cognitive and emotional empathy scores are low, the moral 
disengagement score that triggers bullying increases (Kokkinos & Kipritsi, 2018). Witnessing violence for a long 
time also increases desensitization (Mrug, Madan & Windle, 2006), causes the behavior of the attacker and its 
effects on the victim less underestimated (Carnagey, Anderson & Bushman, 2017). 
In the current study, it was also found that moral disengagement and attitude towards violence significantly 
predicted bullying cognition. Cognitive information is an important source for attitudes and affects behavior 
(Olson & Maio, 2003). When a person commits violence, he/she can be reinforced, expect reward, and moreover, 
violence can be normalized (Patel, 2012). It has been seen that having a positive attitude towards aggression is the 
predictor of destructive and aggressive behavior in school (McConville & Cornell, 2003). In addition, those who 
stated that they used violence to solve the problems they encountered in school were found to have higher attitudes 
towards violence than those who never applied (Balkıs, Duru, & Buluş, 2005). Aggressive attitudes were found to 
be positively correlated with bullying behavior, which was evaluated based on both self-report and peer-report 
(Eliot & Cornell, 2009). Normative beliefs about aggression predict aggression (Ang, Tan, & Talib-Mansor, 2011; 
Huesmann & Guerra, 1997; Werner & Nixon, 2005). Perry, Perry, and Rasmussen (1986) found that aggressive 
children believe that more aggression will bring tangible rewards and protect them from ill-treatment than 
non-aggressive ones. Slaby and Guerra (1988) state that aggressive participants have been found to have beliefs 
that support the use of aggression, including seeing aggression legitimate, believing that it will increase 
self-esteem, thinking that the victim will not be harmed, and believing that it will hinder the negative image. 
As a result of the study, it was found that irrational beliefs, demand for comfort and for success were predictors of 
bullying along with moral disengagement and attitude towards violence while the demand for respect was not 
found as a predictor. Consistent with the results of this study, Kılıçarslan and Atıcı (2010) found that the demand 
for success and comfort is a greater predictor of aggression than the demand for respect. The bully may not need to 
be approved by important people in the community. They are already popular among their friends because of 
bullying (Aluede et al., 2008; Perdew, 2015). There may be a tendency to continue bullying behavior in order to 
keep themselves popular. In such a situation, with the support of the environment, the action of those who bullied 
may result in attributing a positive meaning to bullying. Hence, irrational beliefs play a role in bullying cognition 
and their replacement with positive alternatives is a matter of discussion. 
Another result of the study showed that female students have higher moral disengagement tendencies than male 
students and cognition of female students about bullying was higher than male students. For irrational beliefs and 
attitudes towards violence, it was observed that the mean score of males was higher while scores of moral 
disengagement and bullying cognition of females are higher. Also, the moral disengagement score of the females 
was higher. Related studies stated that males are more prone to moral disengagement than females (Caravita et al., 
2014; De Caroli & Sagone, 2014; Turner, 2008), which is not consisted with the results of this study. Such a 
difference can be evaluated in the context of the developmental characteristics of the participants. Again, that 
males participate more in bullying events attracts attention as a result of many studies (Erdur-Baker, 2010; 
Feigenberg et al., 2008; Robson & Witenberg, 2013; Turner, 2008). Beyond that, it seems that being a male 
increases the strength of the relationship between moral disengagement and bullying (van Noorden, Haselager, 
Cillessen, & Bukowski, 2014; Wang, Lei, Liu, & Hu, 2016). Menesini et al. (2015) found that males involved in 
bullying had higher moral disengagement scores. In parallel with moral disengagement mechanisms; in the 
literature, it is seen that males’ cognition scores about bullying are higher (Gökkaya & Sütçü, 2015; Kılıç, 2019). 
4.1 Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research 
The study group is limited to the 15-18 age group. Making a comparison with the results that can be obtained from 
a different study group during the first adolescence period may be an important issue for understanding and 
explaining the variables. Cognitive assessments were handled within the limits of quantitative research approach. 
In this study, it has been observed that moral disengagement, attitude towards violence, irrational beliefs -the 
demands for comfort and for success sub-dimension- are as a predictor of bullying. Within the scope of the study, 
participants between the ages of 15-18 were studied. In the studies that will reflect different age groups-children, 
early adolescence, and early adulthood periods-dynamics of moral disengagement, attitudes towards violence and 
irrational beliefs can be examined. In order to understand these variables in depth and to make sense of the 
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prominent elements in bullying experiences, an understanding of bullying cognition can be revealed through case 
studies or phenomenological studies, which are designed with qualitative research approach. 
Suggestions for preventive and intervention activities related to bullying can be listed for school counselors. 
Firstly, it is an important issue to focus on the cognitive dimension in preventive studies on bullying. However, 
cognitive behavioral-based programs that will change the perspective of bullying and violence are thought to be 
beneficial in the intervention studies both for those who exhibit bullying and for those exposed to bullying. 
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