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Abstract
The main goal of this research is to present the relationship between “parental attitude and teacher behaviors in
predicting school bullying”. The population of this research is consisted of all primary school 4 th grade students within
İstanbul Küçükçekmece Municipality borders. Data were gathered from lower, mid and upper socio-economic level
schools (2 schools on each level, 6 schools in total.) 702 volunteer students constitute the sample of this research. 363
(52%) of these students are female students and 338 (48%) of the students are male students. Tendency for Bullying
Scale, Parental Attitude Scale, Perceived Teacher Behavior Scale and an information form which was developed by the
researcher were used in collecting data. T-test, one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and multiple regression analysis
were used in data analysis. Female students who do not attend cultural activities and who have low success levels have
a higher bullying tendency. As students’ ages increase, bullying tendency increases, too. Authoritarian behaviors of
teachers, mothers and fathers (respectively) are the main predictors of bullying. Students who cannot have emotional
sharing, who like to use force and who reflect negatively about events have a higher bullying tendency. Positive
attitudes of teachers especially and their efforts to develop empathy skills in students are thought to be important in
decreasing school bullying.
Keywords: bullying, parental attitude, teacher behavior
1. Introduction
Though there is a lot of research on aggression and the definition of aggression in literature, bullying is a newly
examined topic. The main reason to this is thought to be because the term bullying has been defined recently compared
to aggression and because bullying is studied under the title of aggression. According to the studies, the term bullying
was used by Olweus in 1970s. Olweus drew attention to bullying in his research in Scandinavian countries in 1970s and
1980s (Olweus, 1973; 1978). The first study on school bullying was done by Heinemann in Sweden in 1972 (Wolke,
Woods, Stanford and Schulz, 2001).
According to Olweus (1973), bullying means “one or more than one student’s constant negative actions towards another
student”. These negative actions include physical contact, gestures and mimics and deliberate exclusion from a group.
Olweus emphasizes that two equal (physically or psychologically) students’ fight or quarrel is not an example of
bullying. Smith and Sharp (1994) define bullying as systematic exploitation of force. According to another definition,
bullying is a person’s or a group of people’s saying bad and noxal words repeatedly and upsetting the victim. It can be
said that some researchers think that group violence is the heart of school bullying (Pikas, 1975), some think that
individual violence is at the forefront (Lowenstein, 1978) and others think that they focus on physical assaults (Arora
and Thampson, 1987). Nowadays, the concept of bullying has become broader and now it contains mocking, ridiculing,
harassment and isolation (Pişkin, 2002)
Although aggression and bullying have similar effects on people, there are important distinctions between the two. The
most significant of them is that there is power imbalance and willingness to hurt the victim repeatedly. In aggression,
there is willingness to hurt someone mutually. Also, the person who is bullied cannot defend themselves and does not
want to be in a fight in bullying.
It is fundamental not only to define bullying but also to state its type. The most basic distinction is physical bullying and
psychological bullying. Physical bullying is hitting, pushing, and kicking someone. Psychological bullying is sometimes
referred as social aggression and relational aggression contains verbal abuse, nicknaming, menacing gestures, making
malevolent phone calls to the victim’s house, hiding private belongings of the victim, isolation and spreading rumors
about the victim. Bullying can be constantly hitting or ridiculing the victim, which is direct way of bullying, or it can be
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spreading untrue stories about the victim, which is indirect way of bullying (Rigby et al. 2007). Psychological bullying
is thought to be a less serious problem than physical bullying. In a study on teachers’ viewpoints of physical, verbal and
relational bullying, participants rated relational bullying as less serious compared to other types of bullying. They
approached those who were exposed to relational bullying less empathetically and they reported that they did not
interfere in most of the cases (Bauman and Del Rio, 2006). Relational bullying is more difficult to observe compared to
physical and verbal bullying and this makes it more difficult to identify. Furthermore, the difficulty of identifying
relational bullying makes it troublesome to find who does it (Craig et al 2000). With the progression of technology,
bullying has started to change shape. Cyber bullying is a kind of psychological bullying which is harming someone
deliberately using electronic media such as mobile phones or the Internet. Cyber bullying differs from other types of
bullying in many ways. Bully can keep the victim at bay and hide their identity and become anonymous. Moreover,
bully can reach large masses and the victim becomes accessible day and night. Cyber bullying is going beyond time
limits, physical and personal space.
Bullying students are generally physically strong and have high energy. These kinds of children like exhibiting violent
behaviors, going into combat and are proud of being watched by other students while doing these. Bullying children are
not completely isolated from their peers but they usually have another group of friends (Olweus, 1993). In Irene and
Mona’s study (2003) in which they compare female and male students who bully and do not bully, those who bully
appeared to have much more unfavorable relationship with their parents. Also, students in this group get angry easily,
have difficulty in obeying rules, consider violence as a way of solving their problems and attribute negative features to
themselves (Irene and Mona, 2003; Boulton and Smith, 1994; Perren and Alaskart, 2006).
The literature on this issue not only contains the features of bullies but also the negative effects of bullying on the bully
which is an anti-social behavior. For instance, from the point of psychological health, bullying kids have depressive
symptoms, psychoticism symptoms and suicidal thoughts. Also, bullying has been found to be related to substance
abuse, emotional dysregulation and physical health problems.
In a broad study by Pellegrini and Long (2002) on teenagers, it was observed that young males exhibited direct bullying
behaviors more and they did it in order to have a social status among their peers. Teenagers may plan their behaviors
thinking “If I bully on someone, I can be popular among my peers. So I must do it.” or “I would be sad if my friends
bullied on me. So I mustn’t do it.” (Karataş and Öztürk, 2009). Bullying has many reasons and it is claimed that apart
from individual features, family and social circle affect showing bullying behaviors (Baldry, 2003).
Type of school attachment and understanding school environment may be a factor in having bullying problems or
avoiding them. When school attachment, bully, victim, bully/victim and those who have never been exposed to bullying
are compared, those who have never been exposed to bullying have a higher school attachment, prosocial behaviors and
beliefs (Cunningham, 2010). In a study on the relationship between bullying and low empathy, male bullying students
have insufficient empathy skills and female students who say that they bully have less empathy skills compared to those
who say they do not. Moreover, male students who practice more serious bullying types have lower empathy skills and
female students who practice indirect bullying have the similar results (Jolliffe and Farrington, 2006). Students mostly
explain bullying as “a reaction towards deviation from normal”. According to students, the reasons of bullying are
deviation from normal in appearance; for instance being ugly, fat, slim, not wearing suitable clothes or wearing weird
clothes, wearing eye glasses, skin color or looking weird somehow; deviation from normal in behaviors; for instance
talking weirdly, playing with kids from opposite sex, being clumsy or not behaving like peers; deviation from normal in
personality; for instance being stupid, childish, weird or insufficiency such as mental retardation, being deaf or being
condemned to wheel chair. Apart from that, deviation from normal in relationships is determinant in bullying behaviors
(Thornberg, 2010).
Information and research results have been exhibited above. There are thought to be many variables related to bullying
and you will find the relationship between parental attitudes and teacher behaviors in this research.
2. Method
2.1 Research Model
The goal of this research is to present the relationship between “parental attitude and teacher behaviors in predicting
school bullying”. Therefore, this research has been designed in descriptive relational pattern.
2.2 Population and Sample
The population of this study is consisted of all primary school 4 th grade students within İstanbul Küçükçekmece
Municipality borders. Data were gathered from lower, mid and upper socio-economic level schools (2 schools on each
level, 6 schools in total.) 702 volunteer students constitute the sample of this research. 363 (52%) of these students are
female students and 338 (48%) of the students are male students.
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2.3 Data Collection Tools
2.3.1 Tendency for Bullying Scale
It was developed by Dölek (2002) and has been used to determine students’ bullying tendency. This scale has 26 items
and 6 sub dimensions. These sub dimensions are negative reflection (5 items), insufficiency of emotional sharing (6
items), assuming themselves right (4 items), upsetting others (4 items), using force (6 items) and not being disturbed (2
items). Cronbach Alfa Coefficient for the internal consistency reliability of the scale is ,67 and Cronbach Alfa
Coefficient of all sub tests are over ,50. One way t-test was calculated between upper and lower quartiles and all
dimensions between students on upper and lower quartiles were found to be distinctive. Scale was applied to 24 people
in 2 weeks in order to determine test-retest reliability and Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was found
between the two applications. Scale in total and sub dimensions except for insufficiency of emotional sharing, upsetting
others and using force sub dimensions were found to be reliable. Cronbach alfa coefficients of each sub scale were
calculated and they were found to vary between .78 and .82.
2.3.2 Parental Attitude Scale
Parental Attitude Scale which was developed by Kuzgun and Eldeleklioğlu (1999) was used to measure students’
perception of their parents’ attitudes. In order to determine the reliability of the scale, internal consistency coefficients
of sub scales in the scale was calculated. Internal consistency coefficient for democratic attitude is .89, for protectivedemanding attitude it is .82, for authoritarian attitude it is .78 (Kuzgun and Eldeleklioğlu 1999). Cronbach Alfa
coefficients of this scale were calculated separately for this research. Cronbach Alfa coefficient of paternal attitude
is .77 and that of maternal attitude is .80.
2.3.3 Perceived Teacher Behavior Scale
Perceived Teacher Behavior Scale was developed by Erdoğdu in order to present how primary school students perceive
their teachers’ behavior (democratic-authoritarian) in and out of the classroom. Scale is consisted of 29 items.
Test-retest reliability coefficient (.70), split half reliability coefficient (.79) and Cronbach Alfa coefficients (.75) were
calculated in order to find out the reliability of the scale. The results obtained show that the coefficients are high. The
distinctiveness value which was found via item analysis is rjx:.38. As a result of factor analysis to study the validity of
the scale it was found that the scale is consisted of two factors (Erdoğdu, 2005). Cronbach coefficient was calculated for
this study and it was found to be .84.
2.4 Data Analysis
T-test was used for the significance between two variables and one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used for the
significance of more than two variables. Multiple regression analysis was used to present parental attitude and teacher
behaviors in predicting bullying.
3. Findings
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Bullying Scale
Scales

X̅

S

Negative reflection

8.57

3.64

10.67

3.93

Assuming themselves right

8.37

2.93

Upsetting others

6.46

2.53

Using force

10.32

3.98

Being disturbed

2.05

1.15

Bullying (Total)

46.55

13.01

Insufficiency
sharing

of

emotional

The arithmetic average of bullying sub scales varies between 2.05 and 10.67. Arithmetic average of total points on scale
is 46.55. The scale is a four point likert scale. As the rate of average and the number of items gets closer to four, it
means that bullying tendency increases. As it gets closer to zero, it means that bullying tendency decreases. In this
context, the rate of bullying scale arithmetic average and total item number is 1.79. Students volunteered in this research
have been found to have a low bullying tendency. The highest rate among subscales is “assuming themselves right”
(2.09).
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Table 2. The Results of t-Test According to Gender and Points on Bullying Scale
N

X̅±S

df

t

Female

364

44.34±12.06

700

4.74

Male

338

48.94±13.60

Variables
Gender

p
.000

Students’ points on bullying scale have significant distinctions according to gender [t (700) =4.74, p<.01]. According to
this, male students’ point on bullying scale (x̅=48.94), is higher than that of female students (x̅=44.34). In other words,
male students have a higher bullying tendency.
There is no significant distinction between whether students’ parents live together or not or whether they are alive or
not.
Table 3 presents the result of one way analysis of variance according to success, participation in cultural activities, age
and points on bullying scale.
Table 3. The Result of One Way Analysis of Variance of Bullying Scale Points According to Some Variables
N

X̅±S

Source
Variance

9

272

44.94±13.09

10

295

47.29±13.01

11

82

50.65±11.30

53

52.33±8.05

Total

118788.98

701

Yes

461

45.65±13.57

Betweengroups

2716.18

2

1358.08

Sometimes

121

45.69±11.44

Withingroups

116072.81

699

166.05

No

120

50.89±11.42

Total

118788.98

701

Mediocre

63

54.04±11.36

Betweengroups

8703.72

2

4351.86

Good

183

50.15±12.78

Withingroups

110085.25

699

157.49

Very good

456

44.08±12.61

Total

118788.98

701

12
above

and

Success

Particip
ation in
cultural
activitie
s

Age

Variables

of

Sum
of
Squares

df

Average
of
Squares

Betweengroups

1560.58

3

520.19

Withingroups

117228.40

698

F

p

3.09

.026

8.179

.000

27.63

.000

167.94

According to analysis results, students’ points on bullying scale have significant distinctions according to age [f (3-698)
=3.09, p<.05]. According to this, students’ points on bullying scale increase as their ages increase too. Scheffe test was
used to see if there is a significant variance between the groups. However, it has found that there is no significant
variance between the groups.
According to analysis results, students’ points on bullying scale have significant distinctions according to their
participation in cultural activities [f (2-699) =8.179, p<.01]. According to this, students who participate in cultural
activities have lower points on bullying scale compared to those who do not participate in such events. Scheffe test was
used to see if there is a significant variance between the groups. The variance between groups is significant for those
who said “yes” as an answer. In other words, students who take part in cultural activities have lower bullying tendency.
According to analysis results, students’ points on bullying scale have significant distinctions according to success [f
(2-699) =27.63, p<.01]. According to this, students are very good at school have lower points on bullying scale
compared to those are good and mediocre at school. Scheffe test was used to see if there is a significant variance
between the groups. The variance between groups is significant for those who get A on exams. According to this finding,
students who ace on their exams have lower bullying tendency compared to good or mediocre students.
There is no significant distinction between whether students participate in sportive events, their siblings, the education
level of parents and their level of income.
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Table 4. The Result of Multiple Regression Analysis in Predicting Bullying
Variable
B

Standard
Error

Constant

6.47

2.74

Maternal Attitude

.149

.028

Paternal Attitude

.060

Teacher Behaviors

.446

Beta

t

p
2.36

.018

.241

5.27

.000

.026

.101

2.27

.023

.062

.267

7.18

.000

R=0.50 R²=0.25
F(3,697)=78.27 P=.000
Table 4 demonstrated that, authoritarian attitudes of mothers, fathers and teachers (R= .50, R²= .25, p< .01) have
predicted significantly to students’ bullying problem. These three variables explain only 25% of variance.
According to standardized regression coefficient (ß), predictor variable’s comparative order of importance of bullying is
teachers’ authoritarian behaviors and parental authoritarian behaviors. When t-test results on significance of regression
coefficients are examined, parental authoritarian behaviors are significantly predictive on bullying.
Table 5. Multiple Regression Analysis Results on Predicting Bullying
Variables
B

Standard
Error

Constant

.453

.253

Negative Reflection

.978

.025

1.002

Assuming Themselves Right

t

p

8.79

.000

.273

39.09

.000

.018

.303

55.92

.000

.929

.027

.210

34.39

.000

Upsetting Others

1.112

.033

.216

33.87

.000

Using force

.962

.026

.294

37.34

.000

Not Being Disturbed

1.033

.055

.092

18.74

.000

Insufficiency
Sharing

of

Emotional

Beta

R=0.99 R²=0.98
F(6,693)=7403.36 P=.000
Table 5 demonstrated that, negative reflection, emotional regression, assuming themselves right, upsetting others, using
force and not being disturbed (R=0.99, R²=0.98, p<0.01). have predicted significantly to students’ bullying problem.
These six variables explain 98% of variance.
According to standardized regression coefficient (ß), predictor variable’s comparative order of importance of bullying is
emotional sharing, using force, negative reflection, upsetting others, assuming themselves right and not being disturbed.
When t-test results on significance of regression coefficients are examined, all these six variables are significantly
predictive on bullying.
4. Conclusion and Discussion
According to research findings, male students have a higher tendency to bullying than female students. Main reasons to
this are male students’ efforts to subordinate others, trying to look stronger than others and their being more difficult to
be under control and discipline. Research on this topic shows that both bullies and victims are mostly male students
(Pişkin, 2002; Güvenilir, 2008; Olweus, 2003; Rigby, 2004; Juvonen, Adrienne and Graham, 2000; Özen, 2006; Yurtal
and Cenkseven, 2005; Perry, Perry and Weiss, 1989). Research by Pekel and Uçanok (2005) states that females are the
target of mockery, relational aggression and males display behaviors of threatening / intimidation, mockery, direct and
relational aggression.
It is stated in a study by Crick, Casas and Mosher (1997) and Archer (2004) that females use indirect aggression words
more than males and these words are mostly used around the age of 11, but this behavior starts to decrease during
puberty. It is, also, in this study that females’ aggressive behaviors are mostly relational aggression and males’
aggressive behaviors are mostly verbal and physical aggression. Craig (1998) suggests that males’ aggressive behaviors
decrease as they get older, but their verbal aggressive behaviors increase. Furthermore, male bullies use physical
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aggressive behaviors at first then they use both verbal and physical aggressive behaviors. Mynard and Joseph (2000)
claim that males are usually exposed to physical aggression and aggression towards their personal belongings; whereas,
females are usually exposed to relational aggression and there is no significance between males and females in terms of
being exposed to verbal aggression.
As students get older, their tendency to bully on someone increases. Students’ tendency to show their strength increases,
they want to be approved and subordinate their friends, they want to form a social circle and want to be the leader
especially when they get older. All these and factors like physical and psychological collapse during puberty may lead
to bullying.
According to a study, bullying decreases as people get older. Especially physical bullying occurs more often ages 6-9
and as children get older, their tendency to bullying decreases. Psychological bullying is mostly seen ages 6-9, between
ages 10-13 it is seen in both genders and between ages 14-17 it decreases (Finkelhor, Ormrod, Turner; 2009).
It is reported in a study by Scheithauer, Hayer, Petermann and Jugert (2006) that students from lower grades are
exposed to bullying more. In other words, students from lower grades are exposed to bullying almost as twice as
students from upper grades are exposed to it. Physical bullying is ascertained to decrease after 8 th grade, but verbal and
relational bullying increases until 9th grade. Consequently, physical bullying increases until secondary school and
decreases later; however, verbal and relational bullying increase with age. Baldry and Farrington (2000) state that being
exposed to bullying decreases with age; whereas, bullying behavior is not affected by age. In a study by Craig (1998) in
which the aim was to find the gender and class distinctions between bully, victim, bully/victim and control group in
terms of physical, verbal and relational bullying, while there is a decrease in physical bullying with age, there is an
increase in verbal bullying, but there is no change for relational bullying. In a study by Dölek (2002), it has been found
that one fifth of students are exposed to bullying from students in their own class or students from different classes at
their age and lastly students from upper grades. In a study by Frisen et al. (2007) which aimed to identify teenagers’
experience and perception about bullying, participants said that ages 7-9 were the ages they were exposed to bullying
most; bullies said that they exhibited bullying behavior most at ages 10, 11 and 12.
There are distinctions between students’ participation in cultural activities and bullying. According to this, students who
do not attend cultural activities have more tendency to bullying than students who attend cultural activities. Students’
participation in such activities enables them to direct their energy and attention to them and to get social support from
their friends. These activities enable them also to enhance their intellectual development. All these retain them from
bullying. There is no finding on relationship between participating in cultural activities and bullying tendency. Apart
from that, Houbre et al. (2006) found that both bullies and victims had low self-concept almost in all fields. Victimized
students evaluated themselves far lower compared to other groups in terms of social abilities, physical appearance,
self-esteem and athletic abilities. In this context, participation in cultural activities enhances students’ self-esteem and
social abilities; therefore, these students have lower bullying tendency.
Students who ace in their exams have lower bullying tendency compared to unsuccessful students. Unsuccessful
students try to minimize their failure by subordinating their peers to be approved by their classmates. Since such
students do not have goals to shape their future, they have bullying tendency.
In a study by Maye et al. (2009), it has been found that bullying causes negative effects on victimized students’
academic success. In a study on academic success of bullies and victims, bullying predicts low academic success. Apart
from that, being victim causes low academic success, too. Research on this topic shows that victims rather than bullies
have usually been the center of such research and victims’ academic success has usually been found to be low
(Kochenderfer ve Ladd,1996; Mynard ve Joseph, 1997; Bush ve Ladd, 2000; Austin ve Joseph, 1996; Schwartz, 2000).
According to research findings, students who consider their teachers as authoritarian have more bullying tendency
compared to those who consider their mothers and fathers (respectively) as authoritarian. There may be many reasons to
it. Students’ generally spending more time with their teacher and mothers than their fathers may be the reason. Apart
from that, teachers’ authoritarian behaviors put students behind eight ball and students take teachers as example. These
factors are thought to lead students to bullying.
In a study by Oliver, Oaks and Hoover (1994), it has been found that bullies’ families are distant to their kids, there are
no intrafamilial dynamics, they are incoherent in their relationships, tolerant to their kids’ violent behaviors, there is
familial dissonance and they raise their kids reinforcing their bullying behaviors. Amodei and Scott (2002) have found
out that the most important environmental factor in bullying behaviors is family. Negative relations in the family have
negative effects on children and these negative effects have an important role on children’s violent behaviors. According
to Mazefsky and Farrel (2005), the basic emotional attitude of kids’ caretaker in their early times (generally their
mothers) is significant. Children who grow up with negative emotional attitude which is characterized by lack of
warmth, attention and attachment and insufficient familial support cannot deal properly with violence when they are
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exposed to it. Hence, they may develop violent behaviors. Bullies have a more authoritarian family structure compared
to others, they have nonsustaining and punisher parents and they usually argue with their parents especially with their
mothers (Baldry and Farrington, 2000). When we take a look at bullies’ mothers, we can see that they are lack of
empathy, they use strict discipline methods and they do not enable their kids to express themselves emotionally
(Curtner-Smith et al 2006). Factors like compeller parental attitudes, familial hostility, lack of warmth and harmony in
the family, marital conflict, being tolerant to kids’ violent behaviors and physical violence are found in relation with
bullying behaviors (Bowers et al. 1992). According to Baldry (2003), domestic violence has negative effects on
children’s behaviors. Being exposed to domestic violence is related to bullying and being exposed to bullying.
According to this, a kid who is reared with domestic violence will do it to their friends in the future.
Subscales which predict bullying most is insufficient emotional sharing, using force and negative reflection. Students
with bullying tendency remain insensitive to their friends’ feelings, have low empathy skills and have difficulty in
calming themselves down. In addition, bullies have sense of self based on power, regard themselves as strict, successful
and skillful, do not regard themselves as dissatisfied; hence, they tend to use force. Finally, students make negative
reflections to weaker students because they direct emotions which make them feel bad like anger, frustration and
anxiety.
Awareness studies about bullying and negative effects of bullying should be made in schools especially in those where
there is bullying. According to research findings, teachers’ authoritarian attitudes are more related to bullying behaviors
than those of parents’. In this context, teachers who are perceived as authoritarian by students should be identified and
they should be given seminars on class discipline, effective and healthy communication skills.
According to research findings, bullying tendency increases with age. As teenagers are a risk group, these students
should be given seminars on friend relationships and empathy skills.
Students’ participation in socio-cultural activities lowers bullying tendency. In this context, there should be more
socio-cultural activities and risky students should be directed to such activities.
By preventing bullying; there will be good peer relations. Conditions both for bullies and for victims in and out of
school should be healed; therefore, victims will perceive school environment as secure. Studies on enabling victims to
gain self-confidence and make one or two close friends should be organized. For bullies, there should be studies to help
them choose a socially approved way in which they can express themselves well instead of using violence.
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