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Abstract:



As with other forms of violent behaviour, bullying is the result of multiple influences acting on different societal levels. Yet the majority of studies on bullying focus primarily on the characteristics of individual bullies and bullied. Fewer studies have explored how the characteristics of central contexts in young people’s lives are related to bullying behaviour over and above the influence of individual-level characteristics. This study explores how teacher-rated school collective efficacy is related to student-reported bullying behaviour (traditional and cyberbullying victimization and perpetration). A central focus is to explore if school collective efficacy is related similarly to both traditional bullying and cyberbullying. Analyses are based on combined information from two independent data collections conducted in 2016 among 11th grade students (n = 6067) and teachers (n = 1251) in 58 upper secondary schools in Stockholm. The statistical method used is multilevel modelling, estimating two-level binary logistic regression models. The results demonstrate statistically significant between-school differences in all outcomes, except traditional bullying perpetration. Strong school collective efficacy is related to less traditional bullying perpetration and less cyberbullying victimization and perpetration, indicating that collective norm regulation and school social cohesion may contribute to reducing the occurrence of bullying.
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1. Introduction


In a school context, bullying is one of the most common expressions of violence [1]. Being exposed to bullying is often a pervasive experience that impacts both short- and long-term social, behavioural, and psychological development [2,3,4,5]. Bullying behaviour has, for instance, commonly been reported as an important risk factor for suicide in adolescence, both directly [6,7] and indirectly, by its influence on other risk factors linked to suicidal thoughts and behaviours [8,9,10]. In addition, studies suggest that the problem of bullying extends beyond the victim-perpetrator(s) relationship since its occurrence in a school class appears to involve negative health consequences also for those who are not directly involved [4,11,12]. Bullying is often defined as repeated negative actions by peers and presumes a power imbalance between the perpetrator(s) and the victim [13]. These negative actions may be social, physical or verbal, direct or indirect, but serve the common purpose of intentionally injuring or causing the victim discomfort. Bullying takes place not only in “face-to-face” interactions but also via mobile phones and the Internet. In the present paper, the former type of bullying is referred to as traditional bullying, while the latter is defined as cyberbullying. Cyberbullying is a relatively new form of bullying. Although the definition of cyberbullying often relies on Olweus’s [13] criteria, it differs from traditional bullying in a number of ways. A perpetrator can, for instance, be anonymous and the impact and spread of an incident may be more pervasive when resulting from cyberbullying rather than traditional bullying [14]. Earlier research suggests that students´ involvement in cyberbullying and traditional bullying overlaps to some extent [6,15,16,17]. Nevertheless, several studies have demonstrated significant associations between cyberbullying and psychological health outcomes, also when adjusting for traditional forms of bullying. This might suggest that cyberbullying is distinct from other types of bullying, and that its effects on health also may be different. Cyberbullying is generally less studied than other forms of bullying and, in addition, few studies have compared effects across outcomes while making a clear distinction between bullies and victims [14]. Given the complex nature of bullying and the fact that cyberbullying only partly overlaps traditional bullying behaviours, it is important to explore them separately [14,15].



As with other forms of violent behaviours, bullying is the result of multiple influences acting at different societal levels [18]. Yet the majority of studies on bullying focus primarily on the characteristics of the perpetrators and the victims [11,19]. Although interest in contextual effects has increased in recent years, relatively few studies have explored how characteristics of central contexts in young people’s lives are linked to bullying behaviours on the individual level. Yet there is evidence suggesting that factors on multiple levels need to be considered for a fuller understanding of why such behaviours arise [11,18,20]. Given that several intervention programs have been designed to reduce bullying by modifying the school environment, the lack of school contextual research is particularly problematic [21,22].



1.1. School Effects on Bullying Behaviour


Schools are well-defined units characterized by enduring social relationships. As such, schools are ideal for exploring how the social interplay between young people is affected by the larger social context in which they are embedded [23]. Regardless of whether bullying occurs electronically or “face-to-face”, it often stems from impaired relationships in schools. As such, cyberbullying is not simply a consequence of new technologies but, rather, a new dimension of a problem that has existed for a long time [14,23]. Most of the studies that have explored school effects on bullying behaviours have looked at how the structural characteristics of schools are related to bullying experiences [11,18,22]. For instance, in these types of studies, school-level indicators of disorder, such as student-teacher ratio, concentration of student poverty, student mobility, and suspension rates, have been found to be significant predictors of bullying-related attitudes and experiences [20,24]. Far fewer studies have investigated the social processes linking aspects of school structure to bullying behaviours [22]. Nonetheless, a recent review [24] supports the idea that it is also important to take into consideration a school’s social environment in relation to bullying behaviours. Studies concerning the influence of schools’ social environments and social processes in relation to bullying behaviours have often explored different aspects of the school climate [23,25], that is, the collective beliefs, values, and attitudes that permeate a school and which are produced and reproduced in the social relationships between students, teachers, and other school staff [26]. However, the concept of school climate has been criticized as being vague and imprecise and as it is often defined differently across studies, findings are inconclusive [23,24]. A related and clear limitation of school contextual studies, not only generally [27], but also specifically regarding bullying behaviours, is that they are seldom theoretically driven [23]. Hence, they provide little rationale for understanding the school effects revealed. Therefore, research using theoretically derived concepts that can help to specify the process by which school contexts influence student bullying has been called for [23].



The theoretically derived concept of collective efficacy offers a lens through which certain, more precise, components of a school’s social environment can be examined in relation to bullying behaviours. Building on ideas derived from neighbourhood studies of structural and demographic determinants of crime [28] and theories of social capital [29], collective efficacy was originally conceptualized as a neighbourhood property that defines the willingness of local residents to intervene for the common good, for example, in questions of public order or controlling crime [30,31,32]. Variation in the ability to exert collective action across neighbourhoods is assumed to be an important mechanism in the association between neighbourhood structural characteristics and crime rates [28,30]. Building on these ideas, Sampson [32] introduced the concept of collective efficacy to the field of neighbourhood studies and crime as an attempt to empirically explore the hypothesized social process that links structural disadvantage to crime rates [29,31]. The concept rests on two central components: social cohesion (i.e., levels of trust between residents) and informal social control (i.e., neighbourhood residents’ conjoint ability and readiness to intervene for the common good). According to the theory, the community members’ conjoint willingness to intervene is thought to largely depend on conditions of mutual trust. Thus, socially cohesive neighbourhoods are seen as the most fertile contexts for the realization of informal social control [31]. In line with these theoretical ideas, neighbourhood collective efficacy has been found to be negatively associated with several measures of violence, even after controlling for individual-level characteristics, and to mediate the effects of neighbourhood disadvantage on criminal outcomes [31,32]. Although originally applied to neighbourhoods and crime, the logic of collective efficacy has also been fruitfully extended to other contexts and outcomes, including bullying and school settings [19,22,33]. Applied to the school setting, collective efficacy refers to the degree of social cohesion and informal control in the school. Hence, rather than referring to some kind of formal or disciplinary control, schools with a strong collective efficacy is characterized by mutual trust and supportive relationships as well as a shared willingness to take on a responsibility of protecting or promoting the common good [22]. Studies by Sapouna [34] and Williams and Guerra [23] provide some initial evidence that the concept of collective efficacy can also contribute to the understanding of exposure to and victimization of bullying in the school context. Sapouna [34] found that individual-level victimization (but not perpetration) was more frequent in school classes with lower levels of collective efficacy, even after controlling for individual characteristics; Williams and Guerra [23], on the other hand, found bullying perpetration to be less likely in schools characterized by cohesion and trust. Bullying perpetration was also found to be less likely in schools characterized by the perception that others, particularly teachers, would intervene to prevent bullying.




1.2. Aim of the Study


The aim of the current study is to assess whether teacher-reported school collective efficacy, referring to the degree of social cohesion and informal social control within a school, is related to student-reported exposure to or perpetration of bullying. A central focus is the exploration of whether school collective efficacy is related similarly to both traditional bullying and cyberbullying. To this end, we combine newly collected data from two separate sources: the Stockholm Teacher Survey and the Stockholm School Survey. It is hypothesized that strong collective efficacy at the school level is associated with less bullying victimization and perpetration at the student level, with regard to both traditional bullying and cyberbullying.





2. Materials and Methods


The study is based on data that combines information from students and teachers in upper secondary schools (all state schools and the majority of independent schools) in Stockholm municipality. Student level information is based on responses from 11th grade students (aged 17–18) who took part in the 2016 Stockholm School Survey (SSS). The SSS is conducted biennially in Stockholm municipality. Participation is mandatory for public schools; independent schools take part on a voluntary basis. The survey is distributed in classrooms by teachers and the completed questionnaires are returned in sealed envelopes. In addition, school contextual information from the Stockholm Teacher Survey (STS) of 2016 was linked to the SSS data. The STS was conducted among all teachers working in upper secondary schools in Stockholm municipality (n = 2501) with the primary purpose of gathering information about schools’ learning, working, and social environments. The pooled data used in the present study consists of information from students and teachers in 21 public and 37 independent schools. In all, the data set comprises information from 6067 responding students (public = 3544 and independent = 2523), and 1251 responding teachers (public = 640 and independent = 611). This corresponds to a response rate of 69% for schools, 72% for students, and 51% for teachers. External attrition among schools and teachers is due to schools not participating in at least one of the surveys; mostly this refers to smaller independent schools with few students but also two public schools. Student attrition is due to absence from school the day of the survey and internal non-response due to unreliably filled-in questionnaires. Due to high non-response rates in relation to some of the outcome measures (traditional bullying perpetration n = 345 (5.69%), cyberbullying victimization n = 410 (6.76%), and cyberbullying perpetration n = 286 (4.71%)), four sets of outcome-specific analytical subsamples were created. The final analytical subsamples consist of 58 schools with n = 6067 for traditional bullying victimization, n = 5722 for traditional bullying perpetration, n = 5657 for cyberbullying victimization, and n = 5781 for cyberbullying perpetration.



The Regional Ethical Review Board of Stockholm gave permission for the STS (2015/1827-31/5). Since the SSS is completed anonymously and no personal identification information is provided, the Regional Ethical Review Board of Stockholm is not considering the data for ethical approval (2010/241-31/5).



2.1. Variables


2.1.1. Dependent Variables


Bullying and cyberbullying behaviours were measured by questions from the Stockholm School Survey. Traditional bullying victimization was measured by the question: “How often have you been bullied or harassed at school this year?” Students who responded “I haven’t been bullied” or “It’s happened occasionally” were classified as not having been subjected to traditional bullying victimization, whereas those who responded “2 or 3 times a month”, “About once a week”, or “Several times a week”, were classified as having been subjected to traditional bullying victimization. Since the purpose of the study was to capture bullying among peers, students who, in a previous question, had marked that they were bullied by teachers, but not by peers, were classified as not subjected to traditional bullying victimization.



Traditional bullying perpetration was measured by the question: “Have you taken part in the bullying or harassment of other students this school year?” Students who responded “No” or “Yes, occasionally” were classified as not being perpetrators of traditional bullying, whereas those who responded “Yes, 2 or 3 times a month”, “Yes, about once a week”, or “Yes, several times a week” were classified as being involved in traditional bullying perpetration. Those who responded “Don’t know” were classified as no-response.



Cyberbullying victimization was measured by the question: “Have you been bullied or harassed by someone on the Internet or by text message (SMS/MMS) this school year?” The response categories were “Yes”, “No”, and “Don’t know”; responses in the last category were classified as no-response.



Cyberbullying perpetration was measured by the question: “Have you taken part in the bullying or harassment of other students on the Internet or by text message this school year?” The response categories were “Yes”, “No”, and “Don’t know”, and responses in the last category were classified as no-response. The two questions on cyberbullying were asked immediately after a set of questions on traditional bullying behaviour, in which examples of various forms of traditional bullying victimization were clearly specified (e.g., if the student had been teased, been frozen out, physically hurt, threatened or forced to do things). Thus, the respondents were probed with practical examples of the meaning of traditional bullying that also facilitates the distinction between traditional bullying and cyberbullying.




2.1.2. Independent Variables (School-Level)


School collective efficacy was constructed from an index based on the responses to the following four statements from the STS: “At this school, adults would intervene, even outside the classroom, if the school rules were being broken”; “At this school, graffiti and vandalism are unusual”; “This is a close-knit school”; and “People at this school can be trusted”. The response categories were on a five-point scale: “Strongly agree” (5); “Agree” (4); “Neither agree nor disagree” (3); “Disagree” (2), and; “Strongly disagree” (1). The responses to the four statements were added to a scale ranging from 4 to 20, with higher values indicating stronger collective efficacy. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses demonstrate good model fit (Root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.052, Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) = 0.995, Comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.998), and the internal consistency of the items was sufficient (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.74). The mean value of teachers’ responses in each school was used to measure school collective efficacy at the school level, and linked to the student-level data. In order to detect any potential non-linear associations between school collective efficacy and bullying behaviour, these school mean values of collective efficacy were divided into three groups of approximately equal size, to distinguish between schools with strong (32.76% of all schools), intermediate (32.76% of all schools), and weak collective efficacy (34.48% of all schools).




2.1.3. Control Variables (Individual-Level)


Gender was measured by the question: “Are you a boy or a girl?” and the response categories “Boy” and “Girl”. Owing to high frequencies of bullying victimization among students who did not respond to this question (3.85%), the responses were placed in a separate “Not reported” category.



Family structure was measured by the question “Who do you live with?” with a list of options to choose from. Those who responded both “Mother” and “Father” were classified as living with two parents in one household and were compared with all others.



Parents’ university education was measured by the question: “What is the highest level of education your parents have?” The response categories, which covered mother and father individually, were: “Old elementary school or compulsory school (max 9 years schooling)”; “Upper secondary school”; “University and/or university college”, and; “Don’t know”. Those who responded “University and/or university college” for at least one parent were classified as having one parent with a university education and were compared with all others.



Migration background was measured by the question: “How long have you lived in Sweden?” The response categories were: “All my life”; “10 years or more”; “5–9 years”, and; “Less than 5 years”. Those who responded that they had lived in Sweden less than nine years were grouped (due to small numbers) and compared with the two other categories.





2.2. Statistical Method


Since the data were hierarchical with students nested in schools, multilevel modelling was applied. Multilevel models takes the hierarchical structure of the data into account by allowing the variance in the outcomes to be separated between higher and lower level units, in this case into student-level variation and school-level variation. The proportion of the total variance contributed by the school-level variance component were assessed by means of ‘‘rho’’ estimates (similar to the intraclass correlation). Two-level binary logistic regression models were estimated using Stata 14 and the xtlogit command. Odds ratios (ORs) with 95% confidence intervals (CIs) are reported. The OR refers to “the odds that an outcome will occur given a particular exposure, compared to the odds of the outcome occurring in the absence of that exposure” [35] (p. 27).





3. Results


Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1. In the sample, about 2% of the students reported that they had been exposed to traditional bullying; 1% reported that they had engaged in traditional bullying perpetration; 7% reported cyberbullying victimization; and 3% reported cyberbullying perpetration. School-level statistics further suggest that of the included students, 25% attended a school characterized by strong teacher-rated collective efficacy, 36% attended a school characterized by intermediate collective efficacy, and 38% of the students a school with weak teacher-rated collective efficacy.



Table 1. Descriptive statistics of variables included in the analyses. n = 6067 students in 58 schools.







	
Independent Variables

	
n

	
%

	
n

	
%






	
Individual-level

	

	

	

	




	
Bullying

	

	

	

	




	
Traditional bullying victimization

	

	

	
139

	
2.30




	
Traditional bullying perpetration a

	

	

	
62

	
1.08




	
Cyberbullying victimization b

	

	

	
411

	
7.27




	
Cyberbullying perpetration c

	

	

	
174

	
3.01




	
Gender

	

	

	

	




	
Boys

	

	

	
2798

	
46.12




	
Girls

	

	

	
3064

	
50.50




	
Not reported

	

	

	
205

	
3.38




	
Family structure

	

	

	

	




	
Two parents in the same household

	

	

	
3777

	
62.25




	
Other

	

	

	
2290

	
37.75




	
Parents university educated

	

	

	

	




	
No parent

	

	

	
2068

	
34.09




	
At least one parent

	

	

	
3999

	
65.91




	
Migration background

	

	

	

	




	
Lived in Sweden all life

	

	

	
4937

	
81.37




	
Lived in Sweden ≥10 years

	

	

	
530

	
8.74




	
Lived in Sweden <10 years

	

	

	
600

	
9.89




	
School-level

	

	

	

	




	
School collective efficacy

	
n student

	
% student

	
n school

	
% school




	
Weak

	
2341

	
38.59

	
20

	
34.48




	
Intermediate

	
2205

	
36.34

	
19

	
32.76




	
Strong

	
1521

	
25.07

	
19

	
32.76








a: n = 5722; b: n = 5657; c: n = 5781.








School-level statistics presented in Table 2 suggest that the proportion of students reporting victimization of or perpetration of bullying behaviours varies across schools. The variation is most substantial in relation to the measures of victimization. The proportion of students who reported that they had been subjected to traditional bullying ranged from 0 to 20% across schools. In relation to cyberbullying victimization, the proportion ranged from 0 to 25% across schools. The proportion of students reporting traditional bullying perpetration varied from 0 to 6.7% across schools, and for cyberbullying perpetration, from 0 to 11.7%.



Table 2. Proportions of students reporting bullying behaviours across schools (n = 58).







	
Bullying Behaviours

	
Mean (%)

	
Range (%)






	
Traditional bullying victimization

	
3.1

	
0–20.0




	
Traditional bullying perpetration

	
1.2

	
0–6.7




	
Cyberbullying victimization

	
8.0

	
0–25.0




	
Cyberbullying perpetration

	
2.9

	
0–11.7










Table 3 presents mean values and ranges for school collective efficacy, and the proportions of students who reported being victims or perpetrators of either traditional bullying or cyberbullying, by the schools’ level of collective efficacy. For all measures of bullying behaviour, although somewhat less clear in relation to traditional bullying victimization, there are gradients in the expected directions. Thus, the stronger the level of collective efficacy in the school, the smaller the proportion of students reporting traditional bullying perpetration or cyberbullying victimization and perpetration. Traditional bullying victimization is most frequently reported by students in schools with weak collective efficacy, and least frequently reported by students in schools with an intermediate level of collective efficacy. Chi-square tests show that the pattern is statistically significant in relation to all bullying outcomes, but it is most clear in relation to cyberbullying.



Table 3. Mean values and ranges of school collective efficacy, and proportions of students reporting bullying behaviours, by thirds of school collective efficacy. n = 5722–6067 in 58 schools.







	
Categories of School Collective Efficacy

	
School Collective Efficacy

	
Traditional Bullying Victimization

	
Traditional Bullying Perpetration

	
Cyberbullying Victimization

	
Cyberbullying Perpetration




	
Mean

	
Range

	
%

	
%

	
%

	
%






	
School collective efficacy

	
16.1

	
11.15–20.00

	

	

	

	




	
Weak (ref.)

	
14.3

	
11.15–15.16

	
2.86

	
1.33

	
8.60

	
4.05




	
Intermediate

	
16.9

	
15.18–16.90

	
1.75

	
1.29

	
6.99

	
3.08




	
Strong

	
18.3

	
16.93–20.00

	
2.24

	
0.41

	
5.67

	
1.36




	

	

	

	
p = 0.037

	
p = 0.017

	
p = 0.003

	
p = 0.000










Results from the multilevel analyses of traditional bullying behaviour, distinguishing the effects of individual-level characteristics from school-level characteristics, are presented in Table 4. First, an empty model is applied. As indicated by the intra-class correlation coefficient (rho), 7.6% of the total variation in traditional bullying victimization, and 5.3% of the total variance in traditional bullying perpetration can be attributed to differences between schools. Next, in Model 1, school-level collective efficacy is introduced. The inclusion of school collective efficacy reduces the school-level variance to 6.7% for traditional bullying victimisation and to 2.9% for traditional bullying perpetration, thus suggesting that part of the school variation in bullying victimization and, in particular, bullying perpetration can be attributed to school collective efficacy.



Table 4. Traditional bullying victimization and perpetration regressed on school collective efficacy. Results from two-level binary logistic random intercept models. Odds ratios and 95% (confidence interval (CI)) reported.







	
Categories of School Collective Efficacy

	
Traditional Bullying Victimization (n = 6067)

	
Traditional Bullying Perpetration (n = 5722)






	
School collective efficacy

	
Empty Model a

	
Model 1 b

	
Model 2 c

	
Empty Model a

	
Model 1 b

	
Model 2 c




	
Weak (ref.)

	

	
1.00

	
1.00

	

	
1.00

	
1.00




	
Intermediate

	

	
0.58 (0.33–0.99)

	
0.61 (0.36–1.02)

	

	
0.94 (0.52–1.71)

	
0.98 (0.54–1.81)




	
Strong

	

	
0.77 (0.44–1.37)

	
0.81 (0.47–1.39)

	

	
0.29 (0.11–0.74)

	
0.37 (0.14–0.98)




	
sigma_u (SE)

	
0.51886 (0.13)

	
0.48618 (0.13)

	
0.41799 (0.14)

	
0.42990 (0.25)

	
0.31330 (0.27)

	
0.22815 (0.38)




	
rho

	
0.076

	
0.067

	
0.050

	
0.053

	
0.029

	
0.016




	
−2 log-likelihood

	
−657.23

	
−655.29

	
−651.16

	
−341.64

	
−337.00

	
−319.35








a Empty model contains no independent variables; b Model 1 adds school collective efficacy; c Model 2 adds gender, family structure, parents’ university education, and students’ migration background. Estimates in bold are significant.








Furthermore, the results of Models 1 demonstrate that students in schools with intermediate collective efficacy are less likely to report traditional bullying victimization than those in schools with weak collective efficacy (OR = 0.58, 95% CI 0.33–0.99). There is, however, no statistically significant difference in the likelihood of reporting traditional bullying victimization between students attending schools with weak vs. strong collective efficacy (OR = 0.77, 95% CI 0.44–1.37). With regards to traditional bullying perpetration, the result suggests that students in schools with strong collective efficacy are less likely to report such behaviours compared to students in schools with weak collective efficacy (OR 0.29, 95% CI 0.11–0.74). In Models 2, student-level variables are added. The results demonstrate that the estimates of school collective efficacy remain largely similar in size, suggesting that school collective efficacy is associated in particular with bullying perpetration, even when adjusting for individual-level characteristics.



Results from the multilevel analyses on cyberbullying are presented in Table 5. The empty models suggest that a statistically significant part of the total variation in cyberbullying victimization and cyberbullying perpetration, respectively, can be attributed to differences between schools: 3.0% for cyberbullying victimization, and 6.2% for cyberbullying perpetration. In Models 1, including school collective efficacy reduces the school-level variance to 2.2% for cyberbullying victimization and to 0.9% for cyberbullying perpetration. This suggests that school collective efficacy contributes substantially to explaining school-level differences, and particularly so for cyberbullying perpetration. Models 1 further suggest that schools’ levels of collective efficacy are negatively associated with both cyberbullying victimization and perpetration. Specifically, the results suggest that students in schools characterized by strong levels of collective efficacy are less likely to report that they are victims (OR 0.65, 95% CI 0.46–0.92) or perpetrators (OR 0.32, 95% CI 0.19–0.54) of cyberbullying compared to students in schools characterized by weak levels of collective efficacy. These associations largely persist when student-level variables are added in Models 2.



Table 5. Cyberbullying victimization and perpetration regressed on school collective efficacy. Results from two-level binary logistic random intercept models. Odds ratios and 95% (CI) reported.







	
Categories of School Collective Efficacy

	
Cyberbullying Victimization (n = 5657)

	
Cyberbullying Perpetration (n = 5781)






	
School collective efficacy

	
Empty Model a

	
Model 1 b

	
Model 2 c

	
Empty Model a

	
Model 1 b

	
Model 2 c




	
Weak (ref.)

	

	
1.00

	
1.00

	

	
1.00

	
1.00




	
Intermediate

	

	
0.78 (0.58–1.06)

	
0.80 (0.59–1.07)

	

	
0.75 (0.53–1.07)

	
0.78 (0.56–1.09)




	
Strong

	

	
0.65 (0.46–0.92)

	
0.67 (0.47–0.93)

	

	
0.32 (0.19–0.54)

	
0.39 (0.24–0.64)




	
sigma_u (SE)

	
0.31957 (0.08)

	
0.27168 (0.08)

	
0.24444 (0.08)

	
0.46510 (0.13)

	
0.17338 (0.23)

	
0.00603 (0.08)




	
rho

	
0.030

	
0.022

	
0.018

	
0.062

	
0.009

	
0.000




	
−2 log-likelihood

	
−1467.05

	
−1464.08

	
−1453.46

	
−777.24

	
−768.56

	
−751.20








a Empty model contains no independent variables; b Model 1 adds school collective efficacy; c Model 2 adds gender, family structure, parents’ university education, and students’ migration background. Estimates in bold are significant.









4. Discussion


The current study sought to explore if teacher-rated school collective efficacy was related to student-reported bullying victimization and perpetration. The results indicated that strong school collective efficacy was related to less traditional bullying perpetration and less cyberbullying victimization and perpetration, confirming our hypothesis. For traditional bullying victimization, the results were less clear-cut since intermediate, but not strong, school collective efficacy demonstrated a tendency to be associated with less victimization.



The results correspond well with theory [28,32] and with the few previous studies on the topic [23,34]. By showing that strong collective efficacy is clearly and independently associated with lower levels of bullying, this study gives further support to the idea that school environments that are perceived as safe and characterized by collective regulation of behaviours contribute to reducing the occurrence of problem behaviours [36,37] and, more specifically, bullying behaviours [23,34]. Moreover, in line with results from other studies [23,36,37], the findings suggest that the concept of collective efficacy is not only applicable, as originally theorized [28,32], in neighbourhood settings but can also be extended to other contexts. In fact, it has been suggested previously [23] that the collective efficacy concept may be particularly useful for understanding contextual influences on social behaviours when contexts, such as in schools, are defined and when monitoring and regulating behaviour is an important function of individuals in that context.



A key focus of this study has been to explore if school collective efficacy is similarly related to both traditional bullying and cyberbullying. Although the number of studies exploring cyberbullying is growing fast [38,39], the concept of school collective efficacy has not, to our knowledge, been explored in relation to cyberbullying before. Thus, by showing that school collective efficacy contributes clearly to the occurrence of cyberbullying victimization and perpetration, this study adds to existing knowledge. Furthermore, the findings suggest that cyberbullying is not only more prevalent than traditional bullying among 11th graders in schools in Stockholm, but that school collective efficacy is also more clearly related to cyberbullying than to traditional bullying. Moreover, in line with what has been suggested elsewhere [14] the strong association between school collective efficacy and cyberbullying points to the idea that cyberbullying does, first and foremost, stem from impaired relationships and school circumstances and that it is not primarily a consequence of increased access to new media. As indicated by the results of the current study, school interventions aimed at strengthening levels of collective efficacy may thus be one way to reduce the occurrence of cyberbullying.



In all, the results suggest that the willingness of people to intervene in instances of bullying may be facilitated in schools characterized by high levels of trust and social cohesion. Nonetheless, it is central to keep in mind that the concept of collective efficacy rests on the idea of shared norms. Accordingly, from a school preventive point of view, it is important to ensure that schools are also characterized by sound norms against bullying. Otherwise, as suggested by research on social capital [40], strong ties could encourage adverse attitudes and behaviours. In contrast to what might be intuitively expected, it is not self-evident that schools are always characterized by strong anti-bullying norms. On the contrary, research suggests that norms regarding bullying may vary across schools [1]. In schools characterized by more pro-bullying types of attitudes, intervening in instances of bullying may not be perceived as the way to act “for the common good”, but may instead be associated with adverse social outcomes [1]. Previous research suggests that changing the attitudes and behaviours of teachers may be one way to foster sound norms and set the standard for social relationships for schools as a whole [11,41]. Students’ perceptions that teachers clearly disapprove of bullying and intervene in incidents of bullying has for instance repeatedly been linked to less bullying in schools [11,41]. Moreover, as suggested by the collective efficacy literature the willingness to intervene for the common good is related to levels of trust in the setting in question [32]. As such, strengthening levels of collaboration between teachers [42] and striving towards supportive relations between teachers and between teachers and students [25,43] may further enhance the motivation to intervene and report incidents of bullying in school settings. In addition, it has been suggested that teachers’ beliefs about the causes of bullying also influence whether they intervene in relation to incidents of bullying or whether bullying factors are attributed to be outside of their control [11]. Hence, strengthening teachers’ awareness of bullying as a contextual problem that not only relates to the involved individuals and their characteristics may thus further enhance their motivation to act against bullying.



Strengths and Limitations


This study was based on new and unique data material covering a substantial portion of 11th grade students and schools in Stockholm, making it ideal for multilevel analyses. Furthermore, the fact that the study uses two separate data sources with different informants limits the risk of shared methods variance. However, the fact that data were collected in Stockholm makes generalization to the general Swedish population or other populations less straightforward. Moreover, high internal non-response to questions on bullying, as well as external non-response due to student absence on the days of the surveys, may have biased the analyses. It might, for instance, be reasonable to believe that (a) those directly involved in bullying are less willing to report this and that (b) absent students are more involved in problem behaviours than others. In other words, neither external nor internal non-response can be claimed to be completely at random. There may also be potential confounders. As discussed previously, school norms in relation to bullying may be such a confounder; gender may be another. Simply put, boys are often found to be more involved in bullying than girls. However, findings are inconsistent and seem to vary depending on the type of bullying, physical, verbal, traditional, or cyberbullying, being explored [6,11,12]. The effect of collective efficacy has also been shown to be gender-specific in the sense that boys tend to be less likely to engage in bullying perpetration when classroom collective efficacy is rated as strong [34]. In relation to both the potential confounders mentioned above, further research would be enlightening. Finally, longitudinal research exploring the relationships studied in this paper is desirable. The fact that this study is based on cross-sectional data makes it impossible to claim that collective efficacy leads to less bullying. The opposite could, empirically at least, just as well be true.





5. Conclusions


In conclusion, the risk of being a perpetrator of traditional bullying or a victim or a perpetrator of cyberbullying appears to be lower in schools characterized by strong collective efficacy, and higher in schools characterized by weak collective efficacy, regardless of students’ sociodemographic background characteristics. As a result, in terms of recommendations for school practice, it is essential to strengthen awareness among students and school staff that bullying is not a relational problem relevant only to those immediately involved; it is a problem that concerns the school as a whole. Consequently, school-based interventions should be designed to address the broader school environment and not only individual-level processes. In line with what is suggested in the collective efficacy literature, striving towards a school environment characterized by norms that clearly disapprove of bullying and in which it is self-evident to intervene, inside and outside the classroom, if somebody is being bullied may be one way forward.







Acknowledgments


This study was financed by the Swedish Research Council for Health, Working Life and Welfare (Forte) (2013-0159), and the Swedish Research Council, Forte, Formas, and Vinnova (2014-10107).




Author Contributions


Bitte Modin was the Principal Investigator of the project. Gabriella Olsson and Sara Brolin Låftman conceived the study. Gabriella Olsson performed statistical analyses and drafted the manuscript. Sara Brolin Låftmanand Bitte Modin reviewed and revised the manuscript paper.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	1. 
Menesini, E.; Salmivalli, C. Bullying in schools: The state of knowledge and effective interventions. Psychol. Health Med. 2017, 22, 240–253. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	2. 
Gini, G.; Pozzoli, T. Association Between Bullying and Psychosomatic Problems: A Meta-analysis. Am. Acad. Pediatr. 2009, 123, 1059–1065. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	3. 
Östberg, V.; Modin, B.; Låftman, S.B. Exposure to School Bullying and Psychological Health in Young Adulthood: A Prospective 10-Year Follow-Up Study. J. Sch. Violence 2017, 1–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	4. 
Modin, B.; Låftman, S.B.; Östberg, V. Bullying in Context: An Analysis of Psychosomatic Complaints Among Adolescents in Stockholm. J. Sch. Violence 2015, 14, 382–404. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	5. 
Wolke, D.; Lereya, S.T. Long-term effects of bullying. Arch. Dis. Child. 2015, 100, 879–885. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	6. 
Bonanno, R.A.; Hymel, S. Cyber Bullying and Internalizing Difficulties: Above and Beyond the Impact of Traditional Forms of Bullying. J. Adolesc. Health 2013, 42, 685–697. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	7. 
Kim Young, S.; Leventhal, B. Bullying and suicide. A review. Int. J. Adolesc. Med. Health 2008, 20, 133–154. [Google Scholar]

	8. 
Hinduja, S.; Patchin, J.W. Bullying, Cyberbullying, and Suicide. Arch. Suicide Res. 2010, 14, 206–221. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	9. 
Bauman, S.; Toomey, R.B.; Walker, J.L. Associations among bullying, cyberbullying, and suicide in high school students. J. Adolesc. 2013, 36, 341–350. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	10. 
Serafini, G.; Pompili, M.; Innamorati, M.; Rihmer, Z.; Sher, L.; Girardi, P. Can cannabis increase the suicide risk in psychosis? A critical review. Curr. Pharm. Des. 2012, 18, 5165–5187. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	11. 
Saarento, S.; Garandeau, C.F.; Salmivalli, C. Classroom- and School-Level Contributions to Bullying and Victimization: A Review. J. Community Appl. Soc. Psychol. 2015, 25, 204–218. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	12. 
Meilstrup, C.; Ersboll, A.; Nielsen, L.; Koushede, V.; Bendtsen, P.; Due, P.; Holstein, B.E. Emotional symptoms among adolescents: Epidemiological analysis of individual-, classroom- and school-level factors. Eur. J. Public Health 2015, 25, 644–649. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	13. 
Olweus, D. Mobbning i Skolan. Vad Vi Vet Och Vad Vi Kan Göra (Bullying in School. What We Know and What We Can Do); Stockholm Liber: Stockholm, Sweden, 1991. [Google Scholar]

	14. 
Beckman, L.; Hagquist, C.; Hellström, L. Discrepant gender patterns for cyberbullying and traditional bullying—An analysis of Swedish adolescent data. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2013, 29, 896–1903. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	15. 
Låftman, S.B.; Modin, B.; Östberg, V. Cyberbullying and subjective health: A large-scale study of students in Stockholm, Sweden. Child Youth Serv. Rev. 2013, 35, 112–119. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	16. 
Waasdorp, T.E.; Bradshaw, C.P. The Overlap Between Cyberbullying and Traditional Bullying. J. Adolesc. Health 2015, 56, 483–488. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	17. 
Fridh, M.; Lindström, M.; Rosvall, M. Subjective health complaints in adolescent victims of cyber harassment: Moderation through support from parents/friends—A Swedish population-based study. BMC Public Health 2015, 15, 949. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	18. 
Espelage, D.L.; Swearer, S.M. Research on School Bullying and Victimization: What Have We Learned and Where Do We Go from Here? Sch. Psychol. Rev. 2003, 32, 365–383. Available online: http://web.b.ebscohost.com/ehost/detail/detail?vid=0&sid=5c9a5149-9ceb-4436-a4ea-e044528d0b98%40sessionmgr102&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZSZzY29wZT1zaXRl#AN=11213476&db=aph (accessed on 21 September 2017). [Google Scholar]

	19. 
Cook, C.R.; Williams, K.R.; Guerra, N.G.; Kim, T.E.; Sadek, S. Predictors of bullying and victimization in childhood and adolescence: A meta-analytic investigation. Sch. Psychol. Q. 2010, 25, 65–83. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	20. 
Bradshaw, C.P.; Sawyer, A.L.; O’Brennan, L.M. A Social Disorganization Perspective on Bullying-Related Attitudes and Behaviors: The Influence of School Context. Am. J. Community Psychol. 2009, 43, 204–220. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	21. 
Bradshaw, C.P.; Johnson, R.M. The Social Context of Bullying and Peer Victimization: An Introduction to the Special Issue. J. Sch. Violence 2011, 10, 107–114. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	22. 
Green, J.G.; Dunn, E.C.; Johnson, R.M.; Molnar, B.E. A Multilevel Investigation of the Association Between School Context and Adolescent Nonphysical Bullying. J. Sch. Violence 2011, 10, 133–149. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	23. 
Williams, K.R.; Guerra, N.G. Perceptions of Collective Effcacy and Bullying Perpetration in Schools. Soc. Probl. 2011, 58, 126–143. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	24. 
Azeredo, C.M.; Rinaldi, A.E.M.; de Moraes, C.L.; Levy, R.B.; Menezes, P.R. School bullying: A systematic review of contextual-level risk factors in observational studies. Aggress. Violent Behav. 2015, 22, 65–76. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	25. 
Gendron, B.P.; Williams, K.R.; Guerra, N.G. An Analysis of Bullying among Students within Schools: Estimating the Effects of Individual Normative Beliefs, Self-Esteem, and School Climate. J. Sch. Violence 2011, 10, 150–164. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	26. 
Koth, C.W.; Bradshaw, C.P.; Leaf, P.J. A multilevel study of predictors of student perceptions of school climate: The effect of classroom-level factors. J. Educ. Psychol. 2008, 100, 96–104. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	27. 
Sellstrom, E.; Bremberg, S. Is there a “school effect” on pupil outcomes? A review of multilevel studies. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 2006, 60, 149–155. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	28. 
Shaw, C.R.; McKay, H.D. Juvenile Delinquency and Urban Areas: A Study of Rates of Delinquents in Relation to Differential Characteristics of Local Communities in American Cities; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 1942. [Google Scholar]

	29. 
Coleman, J.S. Foundations of Social Theory; The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1990. [Google Scholar]

	30. 
Bruinsma, G.J.N.; Pauwels, L.J.R.; Weerman, F.M.; Bernasco, W. Social Disorganization, Social Capital, Collective Efficacy and the Spatial Distribution of Crime and Offenders: An Empirical Test of Six Neighbourhood Models for a Dutch City. Br. J. Criminol. 2013, 53, 942–963. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	31. 
Sampson, R.; Morenoff, J.; Earls, F. Beyond Social Capital: Spatial Dynamics of Collective Efficacy for Children. Am. Sociol. Rev. 1999, 64, 633–660. Available online: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2657367 (accessed on 21 September 2017). [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	32. 
Sampson, R.; Raudenbush, S.; Earls, F. Neighborhoods and violent crime: A multilevel study of collective efficacy. Science 1997, 277, 918–924. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	33. 
Browning, C.R. The span of collective efficacy: Extending social disorganization theory to partner violence. J. Marriage Fam. 2002, 64, 833–850. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	34. 
Sapouna, M. Collective Efficacy in the School Context: Does It Help Explain Victimization and Bullying Among Greek Primary and Secondary School Students? J. Interpers. Violence 2010, 25, 1912–1927. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	35. 
Szumilas, M. Explaining Odds Ratios. J. Can. Acad. Child Adolesc. Psychiatry 2010, 19, 227–229. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	36. 
Olsson, G.; Fritzell, J. A Multilevel Study on Ethnic and Socioeconomic School Stratification and Health-Related Behaviors Among Students in Stockholm. J. Sch. Health 2015, 85, 871–879. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	37. 
Kirk, D.S. Unraveling the contextual effects on student suspension and juvenile arrest: The independent and interdependent influences of school, neighborhood, and family social controls. Criminolgy 2009, 47, 479–517. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	38. 
Aboujaoude, E.; Savage, M.; Starcevic, V.; Salame, W.O. Cyberbullying: Review of an Old Problem Gone Viral. J. Adolesc. Health 2015, 57, 10–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	39. 
Nixon, C.L. Current perspectives: The impact of cyberbullying on adolescent health. Adolesc. Health Med. Ther. 2014, 5, 143–158. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	40. 
Kubrin, C.E.; Weitzer, R. New Directions in Social Disorganization Theory. J. Res. Crime Delinquency 2003, 40, 374–402. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	41. 
Låftman, S.B.; Östberg, V.; Modin, B. School climate and exposure to bullying: A multilevel study. Sch. Eff. Sch. Improv. 2017, 28, 153–164. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	42. 
Roland, E.; Galloway, D. Professional Cultures in Schools With High and Low Rates of Bullying. Sch. Eff. Sch. Improv. 2004, 15, 241–260. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	43. 
Eliot, M.; Cornell, D.; Gregory, A.; Fan, X. Supportive school climate and student willingness to seek help for bullying and threats of violence. J. Sch. Psychol. 2010, 48, 533–553. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]



















© 2017 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






nav.xhtml


  ijerph-14-01607


  
    		
      ijerph-14-01607
    


  




  





media/file0.png





