ABSTRACT
GONUL T 3EEIL.Why Do Adolescents IntervenePredictorsof BystandersJudgments
andResponses in Generalized and Biased Bullying (Under the direction of Dr. Kelly Lynn
Mulvey).

Three studies were to conducted to exarttireecorrelates addolescents' bystander
responses tdifferent forms of bullying in schools, namely generalized (based on individual
differences suchs being shy) and bidmsed bullying (due to group membership such as being
an immigrant or aefugee). Research on bgsders' responses to bullying demonstrates that
prosocial or defenddyystander behaviors play a role in reducing bullying in schobis.
research presentediopts both developmental intergroup and a so@ablogical framework
to understand when anchywadolescerst help bullied peers in different soctaintexts. The
relations between different forms lodillying, socialcognitive development, intergroup
relations, and their manifestations araltifaceted and warrant studies to inform the efforts to
tackle the pervasive problems different forms of bullying.

The first manuscript investigated factors related to bystantewentionandvictim
retaliationin responséo differenttypesof peeraggressiomndexaminedhe relationships
between respaes to aggression and soaahotional factors. Participantsnsisted of 8 and
9" graders in the USAMage= 13.27 yearsSD= 1.77, N = 89652.8%female), who reported
whether they would intervenkthey witness bullying and following retaliatiofindings
documented that effortful control and justice sensitivity (observer) predicted acceptability
judgments regarding bystander i ntervention. I
affective empathy, justice sensitivity as observer and sympe¢re positively related to
participants’ |l i keli hood of engaging in actiyv

participants with higher rejection sensitivity and negative affect were more likely report that



they would show inactive responses to hualy
Thesecondmanuscripinvestigated whether sociabgnition andntergroup processes

factorsshapea d ol escent s ] ud g mebasedsandgendralized sullyiogh s es t o
Participants included 179"§Mage= 11.83 years, N = 96, 60 female) @fi(Mage= 14.64
years,N =83, 48 female}tudents in the USA. Participants dhtew likely they would
intervenef they witnessed generalized bullying of nonimmigrant and-based bullying of
immigrant peerResults demonstrated thatmmmigrantorigin adolescents reported that they
expect they would be less likely to intervendiasbased bullyingFurther, intergroupontact
andTheory of Mind (ToM) positively predicted active bystander responses

The third manuscript examined 587 Turkish adotats' Mlage= 13.14years, SD=
1.61) bystander responses towards generalized (when Turkish youth are bullied@mndup
(when Syrian refugee youth are bulfjen a withinsubjects desigridolescents readvio
hypothetical stories with either irmup or outgroup targets of the bullying. After each story,
adolescents evaluated the acceptability of bullying and the likelihood of different types of
bystander responses. Findings revealed that adolescents jotdggobupbullying as more
acceptablerad were more likely to explicitly support the bully in biaased bullying compared
to intragroupbullying. Results also showed that adolescents with higher ToM and empathy
evaluatedntergroupbullying as less acceptable and were more likely to expetcthiénawould
challenge bullying. Further, adolescents with more prejaidattitudes and discriminatiomere
more likely to se@ntergroupbullying as acceptable and more likely to suppreetbully. This
research line has implications at both the themakand societal levels lyontributing to our
understanding of the predictors of bystander intervention in intergettings.

Examining sociakmaotional, sociatognitive factors, intergroup processes, school, and



peerrelated factors that could inflnee the bystander's reaction in a different social contexts
andtheinterplaybetween thestactorswill help us to understanthe complexnatureof the
bullying and bystander responses. Overall, these three studies generate new knowledge
regarding théactorsthatinfluenceresponseso bullying, fosteringequitablesocialand

learningenvironmentdor all youth, includingmmigrant and refugegouth.
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General Introduction

Youth aggression and violence are major problems for youth across the world (United
NationsEducational, Scientific and Cultural Organization [UNESCO], 2019). Bullying, one of
the mosttommon forms of youth violence, occurs when youth are exposed, repeatedly and
over time, to social conflicts including aggressive physical acts, tattieg, social
exclusion, ignoring and rumor spreading. Prevalence rates indicate t4202%f youth ags
reported being bullied at school around the world: 31.7% (USA); &&#ope); 41.1%

(Middle East), 30.3% (Asian countries) (UNESCO, 2019). Further, worldepdets showed
that approximately 70% of students witness peer aggression (Prograninter@tional
Student Assessment [PISA], 2018).

Considering the negative influences of bullying on those who are bullied, those who
witness, and even those who bully the others, it plausible to say that higher rates of bullying are
concerning for youth wellbeind@ullying is related to increased rates of depression and anxiety,
low self-esteem, and helplessness in victimized youth (Gini et al., 2018). Further, bullying leads
to increasingexternalizingoroblemsandlower academiachievemenandschoolbelongingin
both victims and bullies (Fisher et al. 2016). Students who witness bullying also report more
feelingsof helplessness andss sensef connectedness to thaichools (Bradshawtal.,

2007).

Most bullying research has focused on the victims and bubtigromote anti
bullyingeffortsin reducingtheoccurrence andegative effectsf bullying. However,the
seminalworkby Salmivalli et al. (1996) that defined bullying as a group process also
emphasized thienportance of bystanders (i.e. peers who @ssgithe bullying without being

involved as either the victim or bully). Bystanders are found to influence the probability of



bullying occurrencéSalmivallietal., 1996;Salmivallietal.,2011). For examplegsearch
on bystander intervention revealsttiadnen bystanders show defending behaviors (e.qg.,
challenginghe bully and supporting the victim), bullying tends to cease very quickly
(Salmivalli et al., 201Hawkins et al., 2001). Thus, there is growing interest in
understanding what students thidoatbullying as bystanders. For example, the PISA
report (2018) examined students' perceptiortsudf/ing and showed that most students
evaluated bullying negatively and defending the victiiisullying as a good thing to do
when they witness bullyingimilarly, 81% of studentexpresed that they feel irritated if
nobody defends bullied peers across Organisation for Econorropé&ration and
Development [OECD] countries (PISA018).

Contrary to what is found with adolescents' attitudes towards bgléyid bystander
intervention the extantliteratureshowsthatbystandersreoften passiveactors,often
disengagingr walking away from the situation due to the fear of possible retaliation
(Hawkins et al.2001; Karna et al., 2010; Thornberg & Wanstrddi8). Bystanders at times
show behaviorghat reinforce bullying in the schools, including supporting the bully and
encouraging others foin the bullying incident (Jenkins et al., 2018; Salmivalli, 2010).
Studies also showed thatiystanders reinfoecbullies or show passive responses, victims are
more likely to experiencsocial anxiety and peer rejection (Karna et al., 2010). On the other
hand, bystanders' activigervention helps protect victims from depression and reinforces an
antibullying etha in schools (Aboud & Joong, 2008; Hawkins et al., 2001; Salmivalli et al.,
2011). Those findingdemonstrate that bystander responses not only play a role in the
prevalence rate of bullyingput arealso related to theeverityof the effects ofbullying on

victims.



Consideringheimportanceof bystanderesponses bullying, exploringcorrelates
forpromotingbystandeprosocial responses critical for ensuringequaltreatment ofll
youth. Thudar, existingstudiesdemonstrat¢hatindividual factors including agegender,
empathyself-efficacy, disengagement, attitudes towards aggression are related to bystander
responses (Fredrick et al., 2020; Macaulay ef8ll8; Mulvey et al., 2016; Mulvey et al.,

2019; Thornberg et al., 2020). Further, sbfaators (e.g., parentgachers, peers, class, and

school c¢climate) have been found to be infl

(Banks et al., 2020; Grassetti et al., 2020). In a similar line, contdatiatssuch as

different formsof bullying, characteristicef bullies andvictims, andgroup processes predict

uen

bystander s’ motivation to intervene (Caravita

Abbott, 2018; Palmer et aR017; Poteat & Vecho, 2016; Williams et al., 2018). Alitjiou
examining predictors of bystander responses across adolescence is gaining désstion,
emphasis has been given to individual and social factors across different contexts
(generalizeand biashased) that might play a role in bystander decision ervehing or not
intervening idifferent types of bullying. Generalized bullying occurs if the victim is targeted
because of personality, reputation, skills, or abilities (Juvonen & Graham, 2014). Unlike
generalizedullying, biasbased bullying occurs gomeone is bullied due to belonging to a
particular grouge.g., racesbased, nationalitpased, genddrased or disabilitpased,;
Palmer &Abbott, 2015).

The aims of the current research are-fold: (a) examining socia@motional factors
underlying bysinder responses to different forms of generalized bullying; and (b) examining
whether social cognition and intergreupe | at ed f actors might be

responses and judgments when the bully is a member from the ingroup arutitnés an

rel a



member from the outgroup member (e.g., #hased bullying towardsnmigrants in the USA
and refugees in Turkey as the intergroup contexts). In the follos@aiipns, | first briefly
summarize the context for the common and unique aspects of eachrstadyhe Present
Study. Then, | provide a short summary, related references, and the artiebchor
manuscript separately. Finally, | discuss the summary of findings, limitations, and future
directionunder the GeneraliBcussion section.
The Present Research

The present research consists of three studies that examine the predicystarader
responses to different types of bullying. Bullying can be categorized under different
dimensionsincludingthetypeof act(e.g, verbal,physical,relational,etc.),type of context
(e.g.school context, online settings, etc.), or type of reason (e.g., generalized bullying, bias
basedoullying). The current research examines the correlates of bullying in two types of
bullying acoss three studies: generalized bullying and-beassed bullying. Adolescents and
children can experience in many different social contexts. However, the three studies in this
dissertation mainlyocus on school bullying during adolescence, which influgiice social,
emotional, andcademiadevelopment of adolescerftsaadd etal., 2017;Rothon et al.2011).

Adolescence is an important developmental period for understanding trajectories of
bullying and bystander responses as the prevalence rate of gufiymcreasing during middle
school and high school compared to compared to elementary schod|Gesatesrs for Disease
Control [CDC], 2019). Adolescents' experiences during transitjgnoalesses (i.e., from
elementary school to middle school, and fnamadle school to elementasghool) shape the
prevalence rates of bullying during this period. More specifically, sacisitions can lead to

some differences in adolescents' friendship networks, which might coeaterns regarding



social status withitheir groups. Thus, during these transition tinaeglescents might be
more inclined to conform to their peers' aggressive behaviors than dtinergimes (e.g.,
Pepler et al., 2006). This pattern is more common in older adolestemsnstrating that is
also important to examine agelated trajectories within the adolescepesod itself (e.g.,
Mulvey et al., 2019)In line with this, adolescentan perceive bullying as more normative
and they can be more permissive by prioritizingit peer dynamics over moral judgments
and concerrfe.g., LaFontana &illessen, 2010). Further, developmental patterns have also
been observed in bystandeesponseto peervictimization. Forexample Mulvey et al.
(2016)found that younger adolescentere less likely to evaluate rasased humor as
acceptable compared to older adolescaitsilarly, older adolescents were less likely to
expect that theipeer would intervene in radgsed humor. Moreover, afitullying efforts are
less effective wh olderadolescentsompared tyoungeradolescents (sewaetaanalysis,
Yeager etl. 2015).Basedon earlieliterature the presentlissertation project investigates
bystanderesponseto differenttypeof bullying amongadolescent§younger versusider
adolescents) acrofisreestudies.
Manuscripts

Manuscript 1: The Role of Social-Emotional Factors in Bystanders' Judgments
and Responses to Peer Aggression and Following Retaliation in Adolescence

The first manuscript investigated the so@alotionalcorrelates of adolescents'
acceptability judgments and bystander responses to generalized bullying and possible
retaliation. Withinthe framework of this work, socisgmotional factors, including
temperament (effortful contraédffiliativeness, negative f#ct and surgency), empathy

(affective, cognitive and sympathyistice sensitivity (transgressor, observer, and victim), and



rejection sensitivity (anxious arahgry), were examined as predictors of adolescents'
acceptability judgments and bystandespnsego generalized bullyingndpossible
retaliation.

Participants consisted of 898 &nd 9" graders recruited five publachoolsin a
rural school district inhe Southeastertynited StatesAll participantgeadsix hypothetical
bullying scenariosnd possible retaliatogctsby the victims.Then, theywere askedo
evaluatevhether the bullying is acceptable or not and how likely they would be to show
active (saysomething, get help, talk to the victim) and inactive responses (not get involved,
walk away) foreach scenario. Participants were also asked to answer the same questions for
the possibleetaliatoryacts.

In order to investigate the sockotional predictorsdfy st ander s’ j udgment
responses to generalized bullying and possib&iatibn seven hierarchical regression
analyses were conducted. Findings from these analyses documented that effortful control and
justice sensitivity as observer positively predicted acceptability judgments regarding bystander
intervention. In a similail n e participants’ hi gher |l evels of
sensitivity as observer and sympathy were pos
engaging in active bystander responses. On the other hand, participants with higher rejection
sensitvity and negative affect were more likely report that they would show inactive responses
to bullying. Overall, the results of this study provides significant implications to explore and
understand the mechanism behind in terms of how semational factos relateto bystander

attitudes andesponseso bullying and tgossibleretribution.
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Abstract

This study investigates how social-emotional factors are related to bystanders’ responses to aggression and possible
retaliation. Participants consisted of sixth and ninth graders (N = 896, 52.8% female) who indicated how likely they would
be to intervene if they observed an initial aggressive act and then following retaliation. Hierarchical regression models were
used to examine social-emotional predictors of bystander judgments and responses. Findings highlight that participants
with high effortful control and transgressor justice sensitivity were more likely to evaluate bystander intervention as
more acceptable. Furthermore, youth with higher affective empathy, sympathy, and observer justice sensitivity were more
likely to report that they would engage in active bystander responses, whereas youth with higher negative affect and
rejection sensitivity were more likely to report that they would engage in inactive responses to aggression. These findings
have important implications for understanding how individual differences in social-emotional factors relate to bystander

attitwdes and responses to initial aggressive acts and to possible retribution.

Keywords
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Youth aggression and wvictimization is a serious public
health concern that affects the lives of millions of youth and
therr fumilies across the United States. Prevalence rates
indicate that 26% w 30% of youth ages 12 to 18 reported
being bullied at school in the United States (National Center
for Education Statistics, 2018). Furthermaore, approximately
T2% of high schoolers report having witnessed peer aggres-
sion (Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2018). Youth who witness
peer aggression have the potential to reduce and even stop
bullying, either by standing up to the bullies or supporting
victims. However, bystanders do not always intervens or
respond in a way that stops the peer aggression (Kiirnd,
Yoeten, Poskiparta, & Salmivalli, 2011; Polanin, Espelages,
& Pigon, 2012) The curment study aimed to better under-
stand how individual differences in social-emotional factors
can explain varation in judgments and responses of
bystanders to peer aggression and the following retribution
by wictims,

Given its high prevalence rate, peer aggression is identified
as one of the foremost problems faced by vouth. Peer aggres-
sion leads to negative consequences for social and emotional
development, including negative mental health outeomes
such as depression, internalizing disorders, and emotional

problems (Malecki et al, 2005). Youth who are exposed o
peer aggression and who wilness ageression as bystanders
were more likely to support aggressive retaliation (Waasdorp,
Pas, 0'Brennan, & Bradshaw, 2011). Peer aggression, there-
fore, increases the potential for retribution from peers and the
risk of future harm. Considering the negative effects, it 1s criti-
cal o examine factors influencing bystanders” responses 1o
peer ageression and possible retribution.

Bystanders have a range of options for responses when
they observe victimization and only some of these responses
are likely to stop the peer aggression and bullying (e.g., Kimi,
Voeten, Poskiparta, et al, 2001} The model proposed by
Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Bjtrkgvist, Osterman, and Kaukiainen
(1996 categorieed bystanders” possible roles during bullying
under four categones: assistants, reinforcers, outsiders, and
defenders (Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004). Funhermore, in
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another concepiual scheme called the Bullying Circle, Olweus
(2001 described the interplay between eight different reac-
tions on a continuwm around the aggressor—victim-—bystander
trichotomy. It consists of the following imtervention styles:
aggressor or bully, followershenchmen, supporers/passive
bullies, passive supporters’possible agoressor, disengaged
onlooker, possible defenders, and defenders. This model
allows for mobility from one intervention style to the next
across different social contexis (Olweus, 2001). These con-
ceplualizations are important for understanding how responses
might contribute to the problem or help resolve i Bullying
and peer aggression are less frequent when bystanders inter-
vene, defend, or help the tanget after the incident in school
settings (Salmivalli, Voeten, & Poskiparta, 201 1) and bullying
and peer agpression are more frequent in school settings
where bystanders display more behaviors that reinforce bully-
ing {Polanin et al., 200 2).

Theoretical Frameworks for Individual
and Contextual Factors in Bystander
Responses to Aggression

Using the person by environment framework (e.g., Bates &
Petuat, 2007; Ellis et al., 20011, as well as the social cogmtive
framework more generally (Bandura, 2001), the present
study integrated knowledge about temperament, empathy,
and justice and rejection sensitivity in a school context where
youth experience transition. The person by environment
framework suggests that environmental effects on adjust-
ment depend on personal attrnibutes (e.g., lemperament, jus-
tice, and rejection sensitivity). For example, in a peer
aggrression context, youth moral judgments regarding aggres-
sion can differ based on the relationship between personal
attributes and social context. Similarly, applying social cog-
nitive theory (which suggests that a change in an individual s
behavior resulis from bidirectional influences between a per-
son and the environment; Bandura, 2000) to bystanders,
bystander individual chamctenstics and school environment
play a role in explaining their responses o peer aggression
and the following retribution. Furthermore, responses can be
understood in terms of mteractions between mdividual and
contextual factors. In the following section, we discuss some
demographic characteristics (e.g., gender and age) and social-
emotional factors as individual characteristics of bystanders
and how adolescents” transition o middle and high school
provide an important social context.

Individual Characteristics, Social-
Emotional Factors, and School
Transition Years Predicting
Bystanders’ Judgments and Responses

Certain demographic characteristics as individual factors
ez, pender and age) are predictors of by standers” responses

in interpersonal peer aggression incidents. For example,
Mulvey, Palmer, and Abrams (2016) demonstrated that
older adolescents (10th-grade high school studemis) were
maore likely to judge race-based humor as acceptable than
wiere younger adolescents (eighth-grade middle school stu-
dents). With regard to gender, Jenkins and Mickerson (2017)
showed that girls were more supportive of bystander infer-
vention compared with boys during middle school (12-14
years), suggesting that girls are more likely 1o recognize the
harm of bullying and to experience more emotional distress
when experiencing bullving. While research has supported
select factors related to individual differences in bystander
responses to peer aggression, further research is needed 1o
understand other social-emotional correlates of bystanders’
reactions.

Attention to individual factors has already proven help-
ful in some domains. For example, individual differences in
temperament (e, relatively consistent, basic dispositions
inherent in the person that underlie and modulate the expres-
sion of activity, reactivity, emotionality, and sociability;
Shiner et al, 2002) may predict patterns of response 1o
aggressive behavior (retaliation on the part of the victim or
intervention on the part of bystanders). Temperamental dif-
ferences are also related to later emotional and behavioral
problems (e.g., anxiety, depression, and externalizing prob-
lems). Previous studies, for example, showed that high sur-
gency and low effortful control are associated with
externalizing behaviors (Dougherty et al., 2014; Rettew &
Hudzak, 2008), which are often hallmarks for the diagnosis
of emotional and behavioral disorders (EBDs: World Health
Orrganization, 2016). Furthermore, there 15 a strong connec-
tion between temperamental differences and aggressive
behavior as well as a link between temperament dimen-
sions, such as anger and discomfort, and reactions w peer
aggression among upper secondary school sdents in Ialy
(Menesini, Palladino, & Nocentini, 2005). In addition, sur-
gency (ie., high-intensity pleasure and impulsivity) and
effortful control (i.e., inhibitory control, atientional focws-
ing, and low-intensity pleasure) are related to moral judg-
ments and aggression in young children aged between 3 and
5 wears (Smetana et al, 2012), but less is known about these
relations in adoléscence. Furthermore, negative affect, such
as depressive mood and frustration, has been shown to
relate 1o aggressive behavior in 7- o 17-year-olds
(Ebesutani, Kim, & Young, 20014). Thus, individual differ-
ences in temperament may be an important predictor of
responses (o peer aggression. Cerain temperament charac-
teristics have been associated with children’s empathic
reactions, which are important predictors of bystander inter-
vention. For example, children high in inhibitory control
were more sensitive o peers’ emotional needs and respond
empathically than children low in  inhibitory control
(WValiente et al., 2004). Furthermore, a more fearful emper-
ament predicted less empathic concemn for the stranger’s
distress (Valiente et al., 2004).
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Individuals reporting higher levels of empathy are more
likely to intervene when they observe bullving and those
whn engage in agprescion report lower levels of empathy
(Barchia & Bussey, 2011). Similarly, defending bystander
behavior 15 related to higher empathy (DeSmet et al., 2016).
Based on this work, antibullying programs often incorpo-
rafe empathy traiming (e.g., Garandeau, Variio, Poskiparta,
& Salmivalli, 2016). However, much prior research has
examined empathy as a unitary construct. Recent bullying
research calls attention fo the importance of distinguishing
between affective empathy (ie., the ability to emotionally
“resonate” with other people’s feelings while understanding
that they are distinct from one’s own), cognitive empathy
(i.e., the ability to understand what others are thinking or
feeling, without necessanly “resonating™ with that feeling
state), and sympathy (i.e., feelings of concern about a dis-
tressful event in another person's life; Espelage & Swearer,
2010). Affective empathy has often been equated with sym-
pathy. However, although affective empathy and sympathy
are both emotional responses 1o perceived emotions of oth-
ers, affective empathy refers to “feeling with” another per-
son, whereas sympathy refers wo “feeling for.” Furthermore,
affective, but not cognitive, empathy predicts bystander
behaviors (van der Ploeg, Kretschmer, Salmivalli, &
Weenstra, 2007). Therefore, the present research measures
both empathy and sympathy 1o create a more comprehen-
sive picture of responses 1o aggression.

Furthermore, research finds that participants with higher
empathic concern were more likely to be sensitive to others”
injustice, which is critical for the motivation to help others
and care for their well-being (Decety & Yoder, 2016).
Individual differences in justice sensitivity as a multidimen-
sional personality disposition (i.e., individual differences in
the frequency and intensity of cognitive, emotional, and
behavioral reactions to perceived injustice; Schmitt,
Baumert, Gollwitzer, & Maes, 201 0) might also be linked o
differences in aggressive behavior and responses o aggeres-
sive behavior in adolescence. For example, German adoles-
cents (9- o | 7-vear-olds) vary in terms of their justice
sensitivity, which measures variation in individuals® sense
of injustice in response o violations or tansgressions when
they are the victim, the perpetrator, or an observer (Bondii
& Elsner, 20015). Children and adolescents who are sensi-
tve Lo viclim injustice are more likely 1o engage in aggres-
sive: behavior (Bondi & Krahé, 2015). Similary, Bondi,
Rothmund, and Gollwitzer (2016) found that German ado-
lescents (12- to 18-yvear-olds) with high victim sensitivity
are more likely w feel anger and moral outrage when they
feel that others behave unfairly toward them and to aggress
o avold being victimized. Highly observer-sensitive ado-
lescents tend to feel annoved and support and help the vic-
um when witnessing injustice. On the contrary, highly
perpetrator-sensitive adolescents are more likely to feel
guilty and tend to compensate the victim if they treat others

unfairly. Considenng these results, we aim to identify how
jJustice sensitivity is related to evaluations of retaliation in
responge o aggrescion and hysiander infervention in ston
AEETESSI0N.

Another construct that might be related to responses 1o
aggressive behavior is rejection sensitivity. Highly rejection
sensifive persons anxiously andior angrily expect rejection.
Prior research has documented that when some individuals
experience rejection, they develop a heightened sensitivity
to the possibility of future rejection and respond as though
threatened in contexts whene future rejection is possible
(Downey, Lebolt, Rincon, & Freitas, 1998). Furthermore,
research indicates that adolescents who do engage in youth
violence are often highly rejection sensitive (Zimmer-
Gembeck et al, 2003), especially if they exhibit angry
responses o potential rejection (Bondid & Krahé, 20105).
However, no prior research has examined whether rejection
sensitivity 15 related o attiwdes and judgments regarding
retaliation in response to aggression. Moreover, research
has not examined rejection sensitivity and bystander inten-
tions o intervene,

In addition to social cognitive factors, social context and
environmenial factors are important considerations  for
understanding bystander responses to bullying. Social con-
texts may be especially relevant during educational shifis,
which are life transitions that are routine changes under-
taken by many children and yvouth. When vouth experience
a transition from elementary school to middle school and
then from middle to high school, they are likely w face
nieworthy changes and challenges that influence the youth
social environment. In addition, when they mowve from
small schools with well-established social environments
into larger and, potentially less supportive schoaols, vouth
have to reestablish social relationships with each person in
the system (Felmlee, McMillan, Inara Rodis, & Osgood,
2018). During such transitions, some students report higher
rates of bullying involvement afler their tmnsition to a new
school (e.g., Pellegrini & Bartini, 2000: Pepler et al., 2006).
For example, Pellegrini and Barini (2000) found that
increases in bullying behavior occur as students make the
transition into middle school. Similarly, Pepler et al. (2006)
demonstrated that students” self~reports of bullying perpe-
tration were highest after the school transition (1L.e., in ninth
grade). Relatively lintle is known about students” bystander
behavior during transition vears, in particular. Recently,
Mulvey et al. (2019) demonstrated that environmental fac-
tors are also significant predictors of bystander interven-
tion: positive school climate was associated with a greater
likelihood of intervention and higher feelings of social
exclusion and teacher and peer discrimination were associ-
ated with inactive responses to aggression and retaliation
among sixth and ninth graders.

To summarize, given the impact of bystander responses on
subsequent bullying, it 15 important to understand the role of
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individual differences in social-emotional chamcteristics in
explaining different response patterns during times of school
transition. Furthenmore, possible retaliation afier peer agpres-
sion can also lead to serious negative consequences for peer
relationships and even further victimization (Waasdorp et al.,
2011). Thus, it is critical to examine predictors of bystanders®
responses 1o aggressivie acts and to possible victim retaliation
to advance our understanding of the factors that motivate
youth to challenge any form of peer agEression.

Current Study

The overarching aim of this project is to identify social-
emotional factors (temperament, empathy, sympathy, jus-
tice sensitivity, and rejection sensitivity) that predict
bystander intervention, both in response (o aggressive acts
and in response fo possible retaliation by victims. To our
knowledge, prior research has not examined these particular
social-emotional variables in concert or examined how they
are relevant for both responses (o initial aggressive acts as
well as for responses 1o hearing about possible retaliation in
TESPONSE 10 A Eression.

To bemer understand the correlates of bystander
responses, we measured participants” response to both ini-
tial aggressive acts and retalistory behavior. Furthermore,
we also measured participants’ moral judgments, specifi-
cally, their ratings of the accepiability of the inifial aggres-
sive act and the victim retnbution fo gain insight inio
adolescents’ cognition about bullying, retnbution, and
bystander intervention. This is an important extension of
prior research on bystander intervention, which has often
focused on expected or reported responses, but which has
less frequently measured underlyving moral judgments of
the aggression (Salmivalli et al., 2011; van der Ploeg et al.,
2017). Furthermore, we measured a number of different
types of aggressive acts, including group social exclusion,
verbal aggression, physical aggression, cyberbullying, inti-
mate partner violence, and dyadie social exclusion. Bullying
refers to intéentional and repeated aggressive behavior that
harms another individual within the context of a power
imbalance (Volk, Dane, & Marini, 2014). However, our
measure captures reactions to a single act of aggression that
if repeated could constitute bullying. Thus, we frame our
arguments in the context of peer aggression.

We conducted research with sixth and ninth graders
because these are key transition years for youth, as they are
entering middle and high school in the United States.
Adolescence 15 also important as social and emotional fac-
tors are associated with aggression perpetration, viclimiza-
tion, and bystander responses dunng this period. Thus,
social-emotional development in adolescence is seen as one
of the key components that needs further investigation o
develop a comprehensive approach o combating peer
aggression and possible retaliation.

Hypotheses

We expected that, with age, participants would be less likely
lo support bystander intervention o Slop peer aggression
and more likely to condone retaliatory vouth violence. We
also expected that females would be more supportive of
bystander imtervention, whereas males will be more sup-
portive of retaliation based on earlier research that has doc-
umented gender differences in bystander intervention
(Jenking & MWickerson, 2017). In terms of moral judgments
about the acceptability of the aggressive act and retaliation,
wie expected that participants with higher empathy (affec-
tive and cognitive) and sympathy, effort control, affiliative-
ness, and justice sensitivity (observer, transgressor, and
victim) would be more likely to evaluate initial aggressive
and retaliatory acts as unacceptable. On the contrary, we
expected that higher levels of negative affect, surgency, and
rejection sensitivity (anxious and angry) would be positive
predictors of judgments of acceptability of the aggressive
act and retaliation. Considering the prior theorizing on the
Bullying Circle (Olweus, 2001) and Salmivalli et al’s
(1996) bystander roles model, we combined prior research
and cateporized bystander behaviors imto active (ie.,
actively resists, stands up to the bully, and speaks out
against the bullying) and inactive (i.e., observe bullying but
turn away/do not intervene) response categones. Regarding
active bystander intervention and inactive responses 1o the
ageressive act and retaliation, we expected participants with
higher empathy (affective and cognitive) and sympathy,
effort control, affiliativeness, and justice sensitivity
(observer, transgressor, and victim) o be more likely to
engage in active intervention, and participants with higher
negative affect, surgency and rejection sensitivity (anxious
and angry) to be more likely o engage in inactive responses.

Method

Participants

The participanis were 896 adolescents ranging between 10
and 18 years (M = 13.27 vears, S0 = 1.77). Adolescents
i sixth (N=450,M = 11.73, 5= 0.84), and ninth grades
(N =446, M = 1482, D = 0.90), approximately evenly
divided by gender (49.6% of the sixth graders were female
and 50.4% of the ninth graders were female), were from
five middle- 1w low-income public schools in the
Southeastern United Stares. Participants were primarily
European American (63.3%), with 22 9% African American,
3.9% Latino, 7% Multiracial, and 2.9% Other ethnic group.
All students in the sixth and ninth grades at the participating
schools were invited o participate and informed consent
letters were sent home W families. Only students with
parental consent who also assented were allowed 1o partici-
pate (participation rate was 7T8%).
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Procedure

All adolescents completed an online survey; the batiery of
forms was completed in classrooms al participants” schools
during noninstructional time. Trained research assistants
administered the surveys in group settings on laptop com-
puters. Participants” name and their email addresses were
collected to be able to provide a small electronic gift card
(USS5) as an incentive for participation. However, the
names were removed from the file and only participant
numbers were retained in the data file where analyses were
conducted.

Measures

The Responses to Peer Aggression Task We used The
Responses to Peer Aggression Task to measure adolescents”
evaluations and responses o pedr group AgLTEssion
(Mulvey & Killen, 2016: Mulvey et al, 2016). For this
study, we developed four scenarios focused on group-based
aggression  (physical aggression, relational aggression,
social exclusion, and cyberbullving) and two focused on
aggression i dyvadic situations (relational aggression and
intimate partner aggression; see supplemental documents
for a story example).

For each scenario, participants completed the following
two measures: (a) acceptability of the aggressive act (o =
83), and (b) acceptability of bystander intervention (o =
835). In addition, participants rated the likelihood that they
would engage in active bystander intervention in response
o the aggression (say something to them; get help from a
teacher, family member, or another adult; get help from a
friend; or talk to the victim about it afier; a = 94) as well as
the likelihood that they would show inactive responses to
the aggression (not get involved and stay there or walk
away; o = 920 All responses were rated on a G-point scale
ranging from | (mot fikely at alf) to & (reafly fikely). Then
participants were presented stories indicating that the vie-
tim might engage in retaliation. They completed the same
acceplability (0 = B8) and intervention measures (active
intervention: o = .94; inactive responses: o = 93] for the
retribution. As each scenario was thought to be unidimen-
siomal, scores for each measure were averaged, creating
COMPOSile sCores,

Temperament Temperament was measured by using the
Early  Adolescent  Temperament  Cuestionnaire—Revised
Seale (Capaldi & Rothbart, 1992), which includes 65 items
rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (almoss
always untrue) 1o 5 (almost always true). The scale consists
of four subscales: effortful control (e.g., When someone
tells me 1o stop doing something, il is easy for me 1o slop:
I6 items; @ = 65), surgency (e.g., 1 enjoy going places
where there are big crowds and lots of excitement: 16 items:

@ = 67), negative affect (e.g., | get sad more than other
people realize; 19 items; o = £9), and afMiliativeness (e.g 1
will do almost anything o help someone | care about; 15
itemns; o = 90). Composite scores were calculated by aver-
aging the item-level scores. Previous studies reporied coef-
ficient alphas that ranged from .64 1o 81 for the subscales
of this scale (Ellis & Rothbart, 2001).

Empothy. The Adolescent Measure of Empathy and Sympa-
thy (AMES) was used to measure adolescenis” empathy
(Vossen, Piotrowski, & Walkenburg, 2015). The scale
includes three subscales measuring affective empathy (e.g.,
When people around me are nervous, 1 become nervous o,
four items; o = _80), cogmitive empathy (e.g., I can tell when
someone acts happy, when they actually are not; four items;
= Bl), and a sympathy subscale {eg., 1 feel sorry for
someone who is treated unfairly; four items; o = 83). ltems
were rated on a 5-point Liken-type scale ranging from |
(mever) to 5 (afways); scores for each subscale were calou-
lated by averaging the scores.

Justice sensitivity. The Justice Sensitivity fmventory was used
to measure justice sensitivity (Bondii & Elsper, 2015). It
includes scales from the vicum's (i = .75), the observer's
(ot = 85) and the perpetrator’s perspective (o = B7). Each
perspective was captured through five items (e.g., as a vie-
tim, “It bothers me when others receive something that [ am
entitled 0™ as an observer, “It bothers me when someone
does not receive something he or she is entitled 10™; and as
a perpetrator, “It bothers me when 1 take something that
someone else is entitled w™) with the 6-paint scale ranging
from | (mor af aif) to 6 (tofally).

Rejection sensitivity. The Childhood Repection Sensitivity
Chiestiomnaire (Downey et al., 1998) was used to measure
adolescents” rejection sensitivity with wrilten scenarios
involving peers and teachers. Following each vignette, par-
ticipants responded 1o three questions. The first two ques-
tions assessed anxious and angry responses by asking how
nervous (six items: o = 82) and how mad (six ilems; a =
82 they would feel in the situation. Responses o these
itemns ranged from 1 (nor af aff) w 6 (extremely). The third
question asked about the expectation of acceplance (six
items; = .T5), with responses ranging from | (ves'!) o 6
(mo!f). A separate scone was cenerated for each situation by
multiplying the score for the expected likelihood of rejec-
tion by the degree of anger or anxiety over the possibility of
its oceurrence (Expectancy of rejection * Anger) and then
dividing their sum by 6, the total number of situations.

Results

Data analysis was conducted in multiple steps. First, basic
descriptive statistics based on age and gender for the
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Table |. Descriprive Statistics by Age and Gender.

Younger CHder
Fermale Hale Female Male
Wariables M S0 M 50 M S0 M SO
Acceptabilicy of the aggressive act {1-6) 1.3& 0.54 1.63 0.7l 1.43 a5 200 058
Acceptabilicy of byscander intervention {1-6&) 5.08 127 477 1.20 5.17 I.1& 4.54 126
Acceptabilicy of retribution | 1-&) 1.73 0.Ba 105 .08 FR 3 L1l 148 (AL}
Active byscander intervention to the aggressive ace {1-6) 495 078 4 48 0.98 475 093 409 1.21
Inactive responses to the aggressive act {|1-6) 122 119 .62 .20 140 .20 176 122
Active byscander intervention te retribution (1-&) 4.80 087 437 .09 453 .00 4.09 121
Inzcrive responses oo retribution (1-6) 132 125 159 1.24 2155 1.22 181 129
Effortful conmrol {1-5) 345 057 335 0.50 3326 052 ERT. 041
Affiliatveness (1-5) 368 077 3140 0.8z 354 0.73 3.20 083
Megative affece (1-5) 191 0.74 182 0.80 302 0.6% 190 0.7%
Surgency {1-5) 185 0.58 301 055 199 0.58 .07 051
Affective empachy {1-5) 0o 020 149 093 ER 3 094 250 097
Cognitive empathy [ 1-5) jaz 064 351 076 378 0.8l 352 0.80
Sympachy [1-5) 455 0.58 419 0as 438 0.a% 175 09l
Justice sensicivity (victim: 1-5) o 120 194 .12 18T 1.22 145 g
Justice sensitivity (observer; 1-6) i3g (W ioe .22 313 1.33 2164 1.3%
Justice sensicivity (vransgressor; 1-6) 3.60 123 114 1.30 334 1.33 7 1.42
Rejection sensitivicy (anxious; 1-36) 1.0z 463 10,00 4.87 10.79 512 245 532
Rejection sensitivity (angry: 1-36) 809 4.09 844 4.86 B.38 392 885 527

assessed variables were computed (see Table 1), Next, a
correlation analysis was conducted (see Table 2). Finally,
seven separate hierarchical regressions were used to exam-
ine the independent vanance accounted for by individual
factors, as predictors of evaluations of peer agpression,
bystander interventions in response to the aggressive act,
and bystander intervention in response (o retaliation by vic-
tims. As the sample was predominantly European American,
ethnicity was treated as a dichotomous variable.

Adolescents” gender (male = 0, female = 1), ethnicity
(dichotomous: majority = 0, minority = 1), and age
(dichotomous: sixth graders = 0, ninth graders = 1) were
entered first as control variables as demographic vari-
ables are good candidates for the first step of a hierarchi-
cal regression (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). The dimensions
of temperament (effortful control, affiliativeness, nega-
tive affectivity, and surgency) were added in the second
slep o examine the vanance in moral judgments and
bystander intervention over and above demographic vari-
ables. Next, affective empathy, cognitive empathy, and
sympathy were entered, given their theoretical associa-
tions with justice and rejection sensitivity (Bondu &
Richter, 2016). In Step 4, we entered dimensions of jus-
tice and rejection sensitivity to determine whether they
would add to the outcomes over and beyvond that of demo-
graphic variables, temperament, and empathy (see Tables
3 and 4).

Hierarchical regression is appropriate for our analysis as
the variance on moral judgments and by stander intervention
are being explained by predictor variables that are corme-
lated with each other (see Table 2; the results did not indi-
cate multicollinearity based on standards for the variance
inflation factor [VIF]; all VIFs were below 2.5).

Predictors of Moral Judgments About the

Acceptability of the Aggressive Act and
Retaliation

For the moral judgment about the acceptability of the aggres-
sive act, the final model with all variables enterad into the
prediction equation accounted for a signmificant amount of
variance (see Table 2). There were seven significant predic-
tors of moral judgment of the aggressive act: gender (& =
=27, p=-18, p <001, ethnicity (8= _17, fi=_11, p < _.001),
surgency (8 =10, f = 08, p = _030), affective empathy (8 =
AL f= 14, p < 001), sympathy (8 =-29, f=-31, p <
AOLY, justice sensitivity as observer (8= —06, f=—11,p=
A017), and rejection sensitivity expectation (angry; 8 = (04,
p =24, p < 001). Accordingly, female and majority partici-
pants were more likely o evaluate the agpressive act as unac-
ceptable than were male and minority participants. Those
with more sympathy were more likely to rate the aggressive
act as less acceptable. However, higher rates of surgency and
affective empathy  were associated with evaluating  the

13



Table 2. Correlations for Outcome and Study Variables.

Variables | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 I 12 13 14 I5 16 17 18
I. Acceptability of the aggressive act —
2. Acceptability of bystander intervention = -.28° —
3. Acceptability of retribution 56 -4 —
4. Active bystander intervention -46° 39" -31" —
5. Inactive responses to the aggressive act ~ .40° -34° 30° -31° —
6. Active bystander intervention to -.38° 33 -34° 88 28 —
retribution
7. Inactive responses to retribution 39° -31° 33" -28° 92" -28° —
8. Effortful control =210 24 =277 200 =257 217 =23 —
9. Affiliativeness -8 28 -13 46 -13* 44 -2 A7 —
10. Negative affect .07¢ 02 217 .18 A58 A7 18 -42° 53¢ —
I'l. Surgency 08 —11° 06 -25 -02° -27° -02 A0t =377 -49°  —
12. Affective empathy -07°  .13* -0l 317 -06 -29° -04 -03 29 26 -29" —
13. Cognitive empathy 19 4 —01° 360 -6t 317 -4 12°  35% 16° -.07° 300 —
|4, Sympathy -45° 34 -34° 58 -24° 517 -23* 24" 39° 07° -.18 .37° 42 —
5. Justice sensitivity (victim) -09° .10° 02 .U7* -05 .16 -03 -—.I10° .7 32° -.18 21° .16 .68 —
16. Justice sensitivity (observer) -29° 29" -.16° 44 -28° 38 -27° .10° 30° .14 -.18 29° 26° 417 55 —
| 7. Justice sensitivity (transgressor) =310 34 -22° 43 -28° 39 -277 19" 30° .08 -26° .3I° 22 4A¢ 427 73 —
I8. Rejection sensitivity (anxious) A1 et 08 11° 06 Jd2* 08 -5 11F 23 -32° 28 ol 120 15 16 A7
19. Rejection sensitivity (angry) 33 -02 29 -07° 20° -04 19" -25 0l 28 -.I8 .15 -05 .09° .18 02 =-02 .70°

*p<.001.% <.01.%p < .05.
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Table 3. Moral judgment Regressions.

Accepuability of the aggressive  Acceptabilicy of bysander Acceprabilicy of
act incervention recribution
Wariable B SEB B B SEB [ B SE B B
Seep |
Gender {0 = male, | = female) =27 05 el e 20 08 Jna* =7 o7 -ng=
Echnicicy (0 = majoricy, | = minoricy) AT 05 A= -0 08 =01 1o o7 04
Age .05 A5 04 22 .08 i o 19 o7 o=
R* change A2 04 07
F change 35 92%= |22 | 9 og=
Step 2
Effordul contral 0l il A003 35 A0 15 01 i o7
Affiliativeness -.02 04 -02 el o7 4 -16 06 - 1=
Megative affect a7 A5 o7 -.02 09 =01 39 A7 b I i
Surgency A0 05 Joe* 04 08 .02 24 o7 A3
R! change 05 09 A1
F change | | 59+ G|+ 261 |1#=
Seep 3
Affective empathy A1 03 A -3 05 ot A2 04 L
Cognitive empathy .3 03 =003 -03 06 -02 =01 05 =007
Sympathy -29 04 o | R S || il 4= =37 05 o]
R* change 1o 03 4
F change 35930 F.Bg=H | 4 g
Step 4
Justice sensitivicy (victim) ol 0z 01 =104 04 =04 03 04 BUE]
Justice sensitivity (observer) —.D6 03 o 1 s Ao 05 09 -2 04 -02
Justice sensitivity (transgressor) =04 03 =06 .13 04 A5 =03 04 =04
Rejecrion sensitivity {anxious) =0l L] =il 4 ol N [ -2 Aol -.08
Rejecrion sensitivity (angry) .04 o1 249 -0l ol -05 05 A0l 2y
R! changs 08 s 03
F change |5, | 7= 1104 | *=* 6315

¥ 05 FFp < 01" < 001

aggressive act as more acceptable. Participants with more
justice sensitivity (observer perspective) were more likely o
rate the aggressive act as less acceptable. Having low angry
rejection sensitivity was also related to evaluating the aggres-
sive act as less accepiable.

In terms of the acceptability of bystander intervention,
the final model also accounted for a significant amount of
variance (see Table 3). Accordingly, higher rates of effort-
ful control (B =35, f =15, p = .001), affiliativeness (& =
2L p = .14, p= 003), sympathy (§ = 2, p= .14, p=
{001}, justice sensitivity as transgressor (8 = 13, f = .15,
p=.002), and fecling anxious about rejection (8= _14, =
16, p= 001} were related o greater likelihood of evaluat-
ing bystander intervention to the aggressive act as accepl-
able, whereas affective empathy (8= —13, f=-11,p =
010y was related w a lower likelihood of evaluating
bystander intervention to the aggressive act as acceplable.
Female participants (8 = 20, B = .08, p = .012) and older
participants (8= 22, = .09, p = 016) were more likely to
evaluate bystander intervention to the aggressive acl as
acceptable compared with males and vounger participants.

Regarding the acceptability of a victim taking retrbution
against the bully, the final model was sipnificant (see Table
3). Participants who rated higher negative affectivity (8 =
39 B =27, p< 001), surgency (8= 24 B =_13, p=_001),
affective empathy (8 = .12, f = .11, p = 008), and feeling
angry about rejection (8 = 05, i = 22, p < 001) were more
likely to rate retribution as more acceptable. On the con-
trary, the higher the participants rated sympathy (8 = —27,

=21, p = .001) and affiliativeness (8 = —.16, i =12,
P <= .002), the lower they rated acceptability of retribution.
Male participanis (8 = —17, p = —08, p = 003} and older
participants (8 = 19, f = .09, p = .007) were also more
likely to evaluate retribution as acceplable.

Predictors of Bystander Responses to the
Aggressive Act and Retaliation

In terms of the likelihood of active bystander intervention to
the aggressive act, the final model was significant (see
Table 4). Higher rates of affiliativeness (8 = 21, f = .17,
£ = 001}, cognitive empathy (8 = .12, f = .09, p = 004),
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Table 4. Bysmander Intervendon for the Aggressive Act and Recribution Regressions.

Bysmnder incervention for the aggressive act

Bystander intervention for
retribution

Active intervencion

Inactive responses

Active Interventon Inactive responses

Variable B SEB B SEB B SEB P B SEB p

Step |
Gender (0 = male, | = female) A5 06  O7= -23 08 -09* 02 07 O -02 09 -05
Ethnicity (0 = minority, | = majority) .04 06 .02 28 08 1% -4 06 -02 2w A2
Age 03 06 0 05 08 w2 05 06 02 a0 04

R change 0 08 06 05

F change 28 48 15.68% 181 1=+ 14.05%=

Step 2
Effortful control 04 07 02 -1 10 -07 J2 08 06 -09 10 -04
Affiliativeness 21 05 A7e* -07 07 -05 25 06 ¥ -0 07 -06
Negative affect 04 06 03 BUE: T N N S A | 5 09 5%
Surgency -12 P& -07* -05 09 -02 -8 07 -I0%* -0I 09 -006

R* change 8 06 18 06

F change 48 18 12,54+ 48,89+ 12.95%=

Step 3
Affective empathy -04 03 -03 08 05 06 -0 04 -0I 09 05 o7
Cognitive empathy A2 04 09 -1l 06 -07 09 05 O -1l D6 -07
Sympathy 4l 04 33 06 06 -.04 34 05 25 -06 D6 -04

R* change A5 0z 10 0

F change 69,07 £.24 39,035 5.94%

Step 4
Justice sensitivity {victim) -07 03 -08% 06 04 06 -06 03 -07 09 4 08
Justice sensitivity (observer) d4 03 Ee -20 05 -21%= 0 04 ITH -21 05 -20%=
Justice sensitivity (transgressor) 05 03 06 -07 04 -08 05 03 07 -09 05 -0
Rejection sensitivity (anxious) o o o1 -0 0 -0l o o1 03 -0 0 03
Rejection sensitivity (angry) -0l 01 -04 0 0 a2 -0 01 03 02 ol 08

R* change 03 08 02 06

F change 9.1+ 11.25%= .62 12.15%=

*po< 05, Fp < 01 ==p < 001

sympathy (B =41, f = 33, p < 001}, and justice sensitivity
as observer (8 = 14, f = .18, p < 001) were related to a
greater likelihood of expecting they would engage in active
bvstander intervention. Surgency (8 = - 12, f =-07, p =
013) and justice sensitivity as a victim (8 = —07, = —.08,
=049 were negatively related to lower anticipated levels
of active bystander intervention. Female participants were
also more likely to report greater likelihood of active inter-
vention (8 = 15, = 07, p = .003).

Regarding the likelihood of mactive responses o the
ageressive acl, the data also fit well (see Table 4).
Participants who reported higher rates of negative affectiv-
ity (&= .18, f=_11, p=.041) and angry rejection sensitiv-
ity (& = .03, i = .12, p = 019) were more likely 1o report
that they would engage in inactive responses. [n addition,
participants who reported higher rates of observer justice
sensitivity (8 =—-20, B = —21, p < 001) were less likely to
report that they would demonstrate inactive responses.

Male participants were more likely to repont greater likeli-
hood of inactive intervention (& = - 23, f=—.09, p=_006).
In addition, minonty youth were more likely to expect they
would engage in insctive responses to the aggressive act
compared with majority youth (8= 28 p=_11,p=_001).

For the likelihood of active bvstander intervention to
youth retaliation, the predictors accounted for a significant
amount of vanance (see Table 4). Higher rates of affiliative-
ness (8= 25 f=_1% p=< _001), sympathy (B =34, =25,
p < .001), and justice sensitivity as observer (8= 10, =
A2, p = 004) were related 1o greater anticipated likelihood
of active intervention in response (o victim retaliation. On
the contrary, surgency (8 = — 18, f = .10, p = .001) was
negatively related o likelihood of active intervention in
response victim refaliation.

For the likelihood of inactive responses Lo retaliation, the
maodel fit well (see Table 4). Those who reported greater
negative affect (8 = 25, f=_15, p= _006) were more likely
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1o engage in inactivity. Higher justice sensitivity as observer
(F=-21,p=-21, p<.001) and transgressor (8 = - 10,
p=—10, p=_037) were negatively related to expected inac-
tive responses for retribution. In addition, minority vouth
were also more likely to report that they would engage in
inactive responses to refaliation acts companed with major-
ity vouth (8= 32, =12, p<_001).

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to understand how individual
differences in social-emotional factors are related to adoles-
cents” responses as bystanders of initial aggressive acts and
the following retaliation. The results of this study extend
past research by examining the role of temperament, empa-
thy, sympathy, justice sensitivity, and rejection sensitivity
both in moral judgments and bystander responses to initial
aggressive acts and possible victim retaliation retribution.

With regard to demographic factors, similar 1o findings
in the general bullying literature (e.g., Mulvey et al., 2016),
our results demonstrated that girls are more likely 1o reject
aggression and retaliation and are more likely to report that
they would engage in active forms of bystander responses
in initial aggressive acts. Funhenmore, participants who are
from ethnic minority backgrounds were more likely 1o
report that they would engage in inactive responses com-
pared with majority vouth. This is an imporant finding that
warrants further study. The schools where these data were
collected wene predominantly European American; thus,
this research should be replicated in more helerogeneous
schools to document whether similar patterns are found. It
may be that minonity youth in majority European American
schools feel disenfranchised or are concerned about inter-
vening because of the potential that they may be victimized.
As research on bullying interventions in the United States
has noted, many interventions are ineffective and this could
be due to a lack of attention to the diversity in U5, schools
{Evans, Fraser, & Cotter, 2014). Thus, more atlention
should be paid to the experiences of ethnic minority yvouth
who observe aggression.

Interestingly, age was only significant in predicting maoral
judgments about the acceptability of retribution and the
acceplability of bysiander intervention. Older adolescents
judged that both bystander intervention and retribution were
mare acceptable than did vounger adolescents. This may sug-
gest that, with age, adolescents recognize the imponance of
responding to bullying. However, it 18 concerning that they
consider both intervening on behalf of the victim and the vie-
tim retaliating to be more acceptable than do vounger partici-
pants. Future studies should atiend more carefully to victim
retaliation. While the rates were below the midpoint on the
acceplability of victim retaliation, similar o research that
demonstrated that retaliation is generally considered unac-
ceplable (Gasser, Malti, & Gutewiller-Helfenfinger, 2012, it

is still important 1w understand more about why these age-
related differences in accepiability of retribution emerge.

Onr study extended carlier research by documenting that
participants who were high in surgency were more likely to
see the initial aggressive act and retribution for that aggres-
sion as more accepiable. Consistent with our hyvpotheses and
person by environment models of development, participants
who were high in surgency were less likely to report that
they would engage in active bystander responses compared
with participants who were low in surgency. This finding is
in lime with studies that indicated that children with high sur-
gency are less sensitive o their peers” and teachers” reactions
1o both negative and positive emotions, compared with chil-
dren with low surgency (Morris, Denham, Bassett, & Curby,
20013y Our Andings also highlight the importance of effort-
ful control skills in participants” moral judgments about
bystander intervention. Although evidence was not found to
support the contention that low levels of effortful control
would be related to lower likelihood of engaging in active
bystander intervention, it remains quite plausible that indi-
viduals who have difficulty with inhibitory control might be
more likely to display specific types of intervention behav-
iors. We examined all types of active responses together, but
it may be thar participants with lower inhibitory control are
maore likely to directly confront the bully and less likely to be
able to wait and talk to the victim later or seek out help from
others. Thus, future research might consider examining the
distinet types of responses separately (o determine more spe-
cific temperamental chamcteristics of bystander nterven-
tiom. Although temperament is, generally, considered 10 be
stable, prior research on bullying and temperament has high-
lighted the importance of understanding differences based
on lemperament for targeted interventions and o attend to
specific Temperament = Environment considerations that
might optimize conditions to reduce peer aggression
(Sugimura & Rudolph, 2012). Overall, temperament can
provide additional insights into the heterogeneity of bystand-
ers’ moral judgments and responses o aggressive acts and
retribufion.

Onir results with empathy suggest that participants with
higher cognitive empathy were more likely to indicate that
they would engage in active bystander intervention in
response (o an aggressive act. Similarly, sympathy was posi-
tively related to active bystander intervention and accept-
ability of bystander intervention. Furthermore, participants
who were high in sympathy were more likely to evaluate the
aggressive act as unacceptable. Contrary to our expectations
and earlier studies (e.g., van der Ploeg et al., 2017), affective
empathy was negatively correlated with the acceptability of
bystander intervention and positively correlated with the
acceplability of retribution. A possible reason for the unex-
pected results might be that affective empathy leads indi-
viduals to be more aware of other people’s suffering and to
eaperience other people’s feelings more intensely. Thus,
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these individuals might avoid defending victims of peer
aggression to avoid these stressful contexts. Furthermore,
the prior research used a measure of empathy that was spe-
cific to bullying contexts (Kiama, Voeten, Little, Poskiparta,
& Salmivalli, 2001}, whereas this study employed a global
measure of empathy and sympathy (Vossen et al., 2015).
Orverall, the current findings demonstrate the importance of
measuring sympathy and different forms of empathy 1w be
able to capture nuances in their effects on youth's moral
judgments about peer aggression.

With regard to the individual-level differences in justice
sensitivity, our results demonstrated that among different
facets of justice sensitivity, observer sensitivity was the
most powerful predictor of the lower likelihood of aceept-
ability of the initial aggressive act, lower likelihood of
engaging in inactive responses, and a higher likelihood of
active bystander intervention. Individuals high on justice
observer sensitivity feel more personally affected by wrongs
experienced by others and this might make them more moti-
vated to actively intervene in instances of aggressive acl.
On the contrary, viclim sensilivity was negatively corre-
lated with engaging in active bystander intervention. These
results support the conceptual distinction between victim
and observer sensitivity, which proposes that victim sensi-
uvity reflects self-oriented and  egocentric  concerns,
wheneas observer sensitivity reflects other-oriented con-
cems (Bondii et al., 20016). Perpetrator sensitivity, on the
contrary, was only positively correlated with the acceptabil-
ity of bystander intervention although prior work found that
perpetrator sensitivity showed more consistent negative
links with all forms of aggression and was positively cor-
related with defending behaviors (Bondi & Krahé, 2015).
This may be explained by the nature of measures as all of
our stories were presented from the perspective of the
observer and perpetrator sensitivity might be a better pre-
dictor of self-reported aggression.

With regard to rejection sensitivily, angry rejechion sen-
sitivity uniquely predicted a higher likelihood of acceptabil-
ity of initial aggressive acts and following retribution.
Similarly, participants who were high in angry rejection
sensitivity were more likely to report that they would
engage in inactive response to an aggressive act. This pat-
tern 15 in ling with the studies that demonstrated that angry
rejection sensitivity was a better predictor of aggressive
behavior than anxiows rejection sensitivity  (Jacobs &
Harper, 2013), indicating that the two facets of rejection
sensitivity differ with regard to their links with aggression
in children and adolescents.

Although we did not directly examine adolescents
moral judgments regarding aggression in relation to EBDs,
our findings regarding temperament, empathy, justice, and
rejection sensitivity likely have implications for vouth with
EBD (those who ofien show high frequencies of disruptive
and aggressive behaviors). For example, earlier studies

document the link between both high surgency and low
efforiful control with exiernalizing disorders (Retiew,
2008). Similar to temperament, findings regarding empa-
thy have important implications for intervention with youth
with different profiles of behavior problems based on the
assumption that lack of empathy is a risk factor for devel-
oping EBDs (de Wied, Gispen-de Wied, & van Boxel,
2010). Furthermore, Bondd and Elsner (2015) examined
the construct and discriminant validity of justice sensitivity
by examining its relations with rejection sensitivity, emo-
tional problems, prosocial and antisocial behavior (conduct
problems and anention deficit hyperactivity  disorder
[ADHD] symptoms), and peer problems among children
and adolescence. The findings showed that victim sensitiv-
ity was positively, and perpetrator sensitivity was nega-
tively, related to conduct problems and ADHD symptoms.
Similarly, both anxious and angry nejection sensitivity
were positively related 1o conduct problems, emotional
problems, and hyperactivity. Thus, examining different
facets of justice and rejection sensitivity in relation to ado-
lescents’ responses o peer aggression have important
implications for the interventions, especially for those tar-
peting youth with EBD.

Our results should be considered in light of some limita-
tions. First, all data were self-reported: thus, future research
should consider collecting data from multiple sources (e.g.,
parents, peers, and'or teachers) o provide more perspec-
tives on how social-emotional factors are related o bystand-
ers” reactions to peer aggression and retribution. Second,
given the wide range of negative and positive bystander
résponses (o peer aggression, it would have been ideal to
include additional responses assessing other forms of nega-
tive or defending bystander behavior. Third, given the
methodological lmitations of cross-sectional designs, lon-
gitudinal research is needed to further examine the causality
of the detected relationships and o better capture the stabil-
ity of the results. As mentioned previously, in the current
study, adolescents” moral  judgments and  bystander
responses wene evaluated in the hypothetical scenanos.
Mixed methods that include observations, peer nomina-
tions, and behavioral measurement should be used in future
studies to understand the complex nature of bystander
responses to peer aggression and the following retribution.
The current study used a sample of studenis in sixth and
ninth grades, and swdents from a rural school district. An
important area for future research would be investigating
this phenomenon with different grades and in both urban/
rural schools across a wider geographic area. Future
research might also examine whether individuals” willing-
ness o infervene as bystanders differ across different types
of peer aggression (e.g., intimaie partner vs. group). Finally,
future research might identify whether bystander behavior
differs depending on the relationship between the witness,
the agaressor, and the victim.
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Drespite these limitations, our study presents an important
step in identifying different social-emotional factors wgether
in a single study, which allows for a more comprehensive
understanding of the complex patiern of peer relationships. In
addition, this siudy 15 novel in measuring both moral judg-
ments and expectations about bystander intervention and
measuring mtervention not only in response o aggression bt
also in response to hearng about possible retaliation.
Furthermore, the current study advances prior research by
showing how individual differences in social-emotional fac-
tors, as may be experienced by vouth with EBD, differently
influence bystander amtitudes and responses o peer aggres-
sion and the following retribution. Thus, it is crucial for
researchers and teachers to be aware that the audience observ-
ing peer aggression is not a homogeneous group, but rather is
a heterogeneous group that can be both parts of the problem
and solution. Our findings have important implications for
researchers, educators, and policy makers who are concerned
with the mechanisms of changes in bystander responses.

This current research also provides insight into the scant
literature on retribution o peéer aggression in both concep-
tual and methodological ways by examining predictors of
supporting retribution across different aggression scenarios.
This is especially important when considening the fact that
retribution is one of the strong motivators for school shoot-
ings (McCullough, Kureban, & Tabak, 2013). Overall, our
findings suggest that attention should be given to individual
characteristics when designing interventions 1o reduce peer
aggression, foster positive forms of inlervention, creale
respectful norms, and promote a safer school environment.
The findings set the stage for a clear picture of the factors
associated with engaging in youth violence and the promot-
ing factors related (o standing up to peer aggression through
bystander inlervention.
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Manuscript 2: The Role of Immigration Background Intergroup Processes, and Social-
Cognitive Skills in Bystanders' Responses to Bias-based Bullying towards Immigrants
during Adolescence

The second manuscript examined the extent to which bystanders' responses to bullying
vary as a function of whether the bullying was generalized otbaissd. For generalized
bullying, "shyness" was examined as a targetdd/zidual characteristic as it is one of the
important underlying reasons for peer victimization in generalized or interpersonal context
(e.g., Jantzer et al., 2006). In particular, this study examined generalized bullying (targeting
victim due to the sjness) as compared to biaased bullying targeting a victim's immigration
background because immigrants are one of the most vulnerable populations to bullying, and
much of the bullying is rooted in racial discrimination and prejudice (OECD, 2018; Stvens
al., 2020).

Immigrant victims of bullying suffer more from issues related toveihg, lower sel
esteem, and school avoidance compared to theirmianigrant victimized peers (Maynard et
al., 2016). Further, the role of discrimination towards imnmtgaintergroup contact, and
adolescents' sockgbgnitive abilities on bystanders' motivation to challenge-bésed
bullying in schools were investigated. This work highlighted key bystander outcomes
amenable to intervention drawing from a Social Idgridievelopment Theory (SIDT; Nesdale,
2008) and Social Reasoning Developmental perspective (SRD; Rutland, Killen & Abrams,
2010). As described earlier, research on bystanders' responses to bullying demonstrates that
prosocial or defender bystander behawviplay a role in reducing bullying in schools
(Salmivalli et al., 2011). However, less is known about the correlates of bystanders' reactions

in biasbased bullying situations. To address this gap, we examined whether youths' moral
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judgments and bystandexsponses to bidsased and interpersonal bullying varied as a
function of youths' immigration background, ToM abilities, and intergroup processes.

Participants included 179"@Mage= 11.83) and 9 (Mage = 14.64) gradestudents.
Participants read threstories about bullying: one toward an immigrant peer due to
immigration background, one toward a Aammigrantorigin peer due to shyness, and one
toward immigrant peer due to shyness. They then evaluated the acceptability of bullying acts
and indicated hw likely they would be to show different bystander responses. Participants'
social cognitive skills and intergroup attitudes towards immigrants were measured.

Mixed ANOVASs (to examine differences by immigration background) and Hierarchical
regressions (texamine predictors of bystander responses) were used. Findings revealed that
adolescents' judgments and bystander responses might depend on the participant's immigration
background. Participants with immigrant backgrounds evaluated peer aggression &mwards
immigrant (both in biadased and interpersonal immigrant stories) as less acceptable, and they
were more likely to intervene compared to participants without an immigrant background.
Further, younger adolescents judged aggression as less acceptgidestbto older
adolescents. Results also suggest that intergroup processes and social cognitive factors are

i mportant predictors of bystanders responses
intergroup attitudes shape distinct bystanders' resgsoin different ways.
Overall, the findings can inform the development and implementation of more

appropriate artbullying interventionsn ethnically diverse school$his article is published in

the Child Development.
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The Role of Immigration Background, Intergroup Processes, and Social-
Cognitive Skills in Bystanders’ Responses to Bias-Based Bullying Toward
Immigrants During Adolescence

Segil Ganiiltag (B and Kelly Lynn Mulvey (5
North Caroling Sfate University

This study examined how intergroup processes and soctal-cognitive factors shape bystander responses to bias-

based and general bullying. Participants included sicth and ninth graders (N =

179, M = 13.23) who evaluated

how likely they would be to intervene if they observed bullving of immigrant-origin and nonimmigrant-origin
peers. Adolescents’ grade, intergroup attitudes, and social-cognitive abilibies were evaluated as predictors of
bystamder responses. Nonimmigrant-origin adolescents reported that they expect they would be less likely to
intervene when the vichim is an immigrant-origin peer. Furthermore, participants with more inbergroup oon-
tact and higher theory of mind were more likely to expect they would intervene in response to blas-based bul-
Iying. Findings have important implications for LI.l'ld.-EHEﬂu'idh'lB factors that inform antbullying interventions

that aim to tackle bias-hased bullying against immigrants.

Bias-based bullying is defined as any form of bully-
ing occurring because of one’s social identities and
group membership {e.g., immigrant-origin, race or
ethnicity, nationality, religion, gender, sexual orien-
tation, or disability; Mulvey, Hoffman, Goniltas,
Hope, & Cooper, 2013). One group which is more
likely to experience bias-based bullying is immi-
grant-origin  yvouth (Stevens, Boer, Titzmanm,
Cosma, & Walsh, 2020). In bullying targeting immi-
grant-origin youth, the reasons for bias-based bully-
ing are likely to be rooted in negative imtergroup
attitudes toward immigrants. While recent research
on bias-based bullying is helping bridge the gap
between intergroup processes (prejudice, discrimi-
mation, etc.) and bullying, many studies exclusively
focus on the negative outcomes for the victimized
vouth rather than factors that might reduce the
oocurrence of bias-based bullving toward  immi-
grant-origin  youth {Alivernini, Manganelli, Cavic-
chiolo, & Lucidi, 201%; Caravita, Strohmeier,
Salmivalli, & Di Blasio, 2019). One factor which
influences the probability of bullying occurrence is
bystander intervention. Bullyving most often
involves bystanders, who are individuals that wit-
ness or observe bullying rather than being directly
involved as either the bully or victim. If bystanders

intervene and challenge the bully, bullying tends to
cease within 10 s (Salmivalli, Voeten, & Poskiparta,
2011). However, researchers often do not address
the unique intergroup processes that might influ-
ence bystanders’ respomse to bias-based bullying
toward immigrant-origin vouth. Thus, in the cur-
rent research, we aimed to examine how bystan-
ders” and victims' immigration background might
play a role in bystander moral judgments and their
possible responses toward bias-based bullving in
intergroup contexts.

The focus of this study is on bias-based bullying
due to the youth’s immigrant-origin for several rea-
sons. First, there is increasing evidence that immi-
grant-origin youth experience antisocial, prejudicial
and discriminatory behavior, and attitudes in the
school context (Goniiltas & Mulvey, 201%). Simi-
larly, a growing body of research has demonstrated
that bias-based bullying is experienced by large
numbers of immigrant-origin youth and is more
harmful to the victim compared to general bullying
(Menesini & Salmivalli, 2017). Although immigrant-
origin youth report being bullied more frequently
than nonimmigrant-origin peers (Alivernini et al,
2019), most research does not examine nonimmi-
grant-origin  and immigrant-origin vouth” judg-
ments amd possible bystander responses to bias-
based bullying. Lastly, US. Census data im 2015
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showed that 23% of students in public schools in
the United States are immigrants and this percent-
age is increasing substantially each year (Mational
Center for Educatiom, 2017). Considering these
changing demographics in public schools, it is criti-
cal to examine factors influencing bias-based bully-
ing to provide implications for schoolbased
interventions im ethnically diverse bullying contexts
{Evans, Fraser, & Cotter. 2014; Palmer & Abbott,
2018). Thus, new research is needed to understand
youth's judgments and ]:r}";taru:ler responses to bias-
based bullying due to one’s immigrant-origin in the
school conbext.

Bystander Intervertion in Bias-Based Bullying

Extant literature suggests that bystanders have
a range of options when they observe victimiza-
tion (e.g., intervene and console the victim and
actively and directly help the bully to victimize a
target; Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Bjorkgvist, Oster-
man, & Kaukiainen, 1996) and only some of these
responses are likely to stop the bullying, whereas
others generally perpetuate it. For example, Salmi-
valli et al. (1996) categorized possible bystander
responses under four moles in general bullying:
assistants, reinforcers, outsiders, and defenders. In
another conceptual scheme, the Bullying Circle,
Olbweus  (2001) proposed  that bystanders might
have seven different roles imcluding followers-
henchmen, supporters-passive bullies, passive sup-

porters-possible aggressors, disengaged onlookers,
possible defenders, and defenders in general bul-

lying. These models provide imsight into the
importance of examining correlates of bystander
responses in general bullving (ie., if the victim is
targeted because of his or her personality, reputa-
tion, skills, or abilities) to decrease bullyving rates.
Based on these models, various contextual factors
{e.g., perceived school norms and peer norms
about bullying) and certain individual characteris-
tics (e.g.. gender, age, empathy, and self-efficacy)
are identified as predictors of bystanders’
responses in gemeral bullying (Salmivalli et al.,
2011). For example, girls were more likely to sup-
port bystander intervention compared with boys
during middle school (12-14 years), suggesting
that girls are more likely to recognize the harm
of bullying (Jenkins & Mickerson, 2017). With
regard to age, Mulvey, Palmer, and Abrams
{2016) demonstrated that older adolescents (10th-
grade students) were more likely to judge race-
based humor as ble than were younger
adolescents (8th-grade students).

However, very little is known about the predic-
tors of bystanders’ reactions in bias-based bullving
situations. Unlike general bullying, bias-based bul-
lying is rooted in discrimination and prejudice tar-
geting someone’s membership in a particular group
(Juvonen & Graham, 2014). Rodriguez-Hidalgo,
Calmaestra, Casas, and Ortega-Ruiz (2019) provide
evidence for how bias-based bullying differs from
general bullving in both conceptual and method-
ological ways with the possibility of certain preju-
dice and discrimination-related dynamism existing
due to the intergroup relationships. In other words,
the reason victims are targeted by peers is that they
are different from the majority due to the group
membership (e.g., they come from a different coun-
trv, have a different skin color, belong to a different
religion, and belong to a distinct cultural subgroup
or class). Therefore, bystanders’ responses to bias-
based bullying are likely affected by imtergroup
processes. Specifically, examining group member-
ship, intergroup attitudes as group processes, and
social-cognitive factors as individual predictors of
bystanders” responses to bias-based bullving is
needed to better understand how bystanders can
play a role in challenging and reducing bias-based
bullying.

Developmental Intergroup Approach to Bystander
Respomses in Bias-Based Ballying Toward Intmigrant-
Orrigin Youth

Social Identity Development Theory (Mesdale,
2008y underscores the importance of social identifi-
cation and social comtext in the development of
imtergroup attitudes through childhood and adoles-
cence. One of such salient social contexts is having
immigration background (ie., having the first-hand
experience of immigration or having parents who
were first-generation  immigrants). Immigration
background might shape in-group and out-group
perceptions in both immigrant-origin and nonimmi-
grant-origin youth. For example, immigrant status
was found to be a unique predictor of both positiv-
ity bias (for the in-group: immigrant-origin) and
negativity bias (for the out-group: nonimmigrant-
origin) even controlling for ethnic identity (Pfeifer
et al, 2007). Furthermore, nomimmigrant-origin
vouth may develop prejudice and discrimination
toward immigrants and refugees who are perceived
as one of the most salient out-groups across the
world (Goniiltag & Mubvey, 201%; Jones, & Rutland,
2018; Miklikowska, 2017).

Earlier studies about bias-based bullying toward
immigrant-origin vouth suggest that immigration
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status constitutes a risk factor for victimization
when immigrants are perceived as different from
the in-group and when they do not fit in the peer
group (eg., Strohmeier & Spiel, 2003). Identity-
based group membership like immigration status
does not only influence the wvictim and bully
dynamics but also influences bystander responses
(Caravita et al., 2019). Bystanders might be more
motivated to stand-up or challenge the bully when
the targeted wvictim is an in-group member com-
pared to an out-group member. Although most
research on bullying has not attended to factors
related to group membership including im-group
bias, out-group threat, and stereotyping, there is a
need for examining bias-based bullying with the
increasing inclusion of immigrant young people in
schools across the United States and Europe.
Among the few studies that examined the
bystander responses toward bullying of immigrant
vouth, Caravita et al. {2019) showed that nonim-
migrant-origin youth have higher levels of maoral
disengagement self-serving cognitive distortions
leading individuals to selectively avoid moral ten-
sions) when they read hypothetical situations
about bullying of nonimmigrant peers compared
to immigrant victims. The authors concluded that
as nonimmigrant youth have negative attitudes
toward immigrants, they might not experience the
dilemma between their moral judgments and the
immaoral bullying incident when the victim is an
immigrant youth. Another recent qualitative study
investigated how adolescents reason about bully-
ing toward immigrant and nonimmigrant youth
iMazzone, Thornberg, Stefanelli, Cadei, & Car-
avita, 2018). Findings showed that participants
were more likely to reason about the bullving by
referencing “refecting  culfural deviance”  (indicating
that wictim is from another culture or country)
and “Tearmed recism” (indicating that negative atti-
tudes toward immigrants due to effects of peers,
parents, and teachers) when the wvictim is immi-
grant compared to  nonimmigrant  victim.
Although these studies did not specifically
address how the interplay between social-cogni-
tive skills and intergroup related factors might
shape bystander responses in bias-based bullying,
the findings provide important evidence regarding
how group membership and characteristics of the
victim play a role in adolescents’ moral judg-
ments and bystander responses. These studies
document increased research attention on issues
related to bias-based bullying toward immigrants.
However, still little is known about possible
social-cognitive and  intergroup-related predictors
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of moral judgments and bystander responses in
bias-based bullying contexts.

The Social Reasoning Developmental perspective
(SED; RButland, Killen, & Abrams, 2010} offers a the-
oretical and empirical framework to understand
possible imtergroup-related factors by emphasizing
the role of group processes, group norms, group
status, and conflict context on attitudes toward out-
groups. In other words, the SED perspective
bridges developmental and social psychological the-
ories and proposes that intergroup processes shape
youths' beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors in different
social situations. Thus, this perspective allows us to
examine when and why group processes become
more important contrary to when and how moral
principles are given priority. Furthermore, the SED
perspective investigates the development of inter-
group relationships in relation to social-cognitive
development suggesting that the development of
social-cognitive abilities influences whether individ-
uals show intergroup biases toward others from
different groups and whether these intergroup atti-
tudes influence their moral judgments toward social
conflicts within intergroup contexts. Owerall, the
research drawing on this perspective demonstrates
that intergroup processes {e.g., imtergroup contact,
discriminatory tendencies, and peer norms) and
socincognitive  abilities (eg., mental state under-
standing) simultaneously influence of the develop-
ment of moral reasoning about justice, fairness, and
equality in intergroup contexts (Rutland et al,
2010). Thus, in the following section, we review
possible intergroup processes and social-cognitive
skills that might help us to understand how bystan-
ders respond in a bias-based bullying context. As
we specifically targeted bias-based bullying toward
immigrants, we examine each intergroup factors
withim that conbext.

Imtergroup Processes
Imtergroup Comtact

Intergroup Contact Theory (Allport, 1954) pro-
poses that intergroup contact (ie, meaningful
interaction between members of different social
groups) between groups reduces prejudice and
improves intergroup relations under certain condi-
tions including equal status between in-group and
out-group members, mutual goals and coopera-
tion, and meaningful interaction between in-group
and out-group members. Both cross-sectional stud-
ies and longitudinal studies reveal that adoles-
cents who have many opportunities for contact,
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positive attitudes about contact, perceived positive
social norms about out-groups, and high levels of
behavioral control were more likely to develop
intergroup friendships with immigrants (Pettigrew
& Tropp, 2006). For example, a recent study
demonstrated that children who have more con-
tact with immigrants have less prejudice toward
that specific out-group (Vezzali et al, 2019). Fur-
thermore, Abbott and Camerom (2014) demon-
strated that intergroup contact is a significant
predictor of bystander intervention in the case of
bias-based (immigrant) name-calling in youth
Similarly, research suggests that cross-group
friendships and other forms of intergroup contact
with immigrants are associated positively with
bystanders helping and related negatively to
bystanders’ passive responses (Palmer, Cameron,
Rutland, & Blake, 2017).

Drserimimation

Diiscrimination is described as the behavioral
component of prejudice, referring to the negatively
biased treatment of individuals, based on their
group membership (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Bul-
lying at school may have roots in discrimination
toward targeted out-groups. In other words, peer
discrimination might be a cause of bias-based bully-
ing although the relation between bias-based bully-
i and discrimination phenomena has gained
relatively less empirical attention. Peer discrimina-
tion and bias-based bullying are conceptually
related but also different constructs. While bias-
based bullying involves repeated victimization by
nature, discrimination does not have to be a
repeated act.

Intergroup processes related to immigrants pro-
vide a unigue context to study the association
between discrimination and bias-based bullying
because extant literature suggests that majority
youth have discriminatory tendencies toward
immigrants across different countries (Giniltas &
Mulvey, 2019; Jones, & Ruotland, 2018 Mik-
likowska, 2017). Certain stereotypes about immi-
grants, prejudidal attitudes, and perceived threats
are the most common reasons for discriminatory
tendencies. Youth's discriminatory tendencies are
likely to influence their bystander responses in
peer conflicts. For example, Swedish adolescents
who have more prejudicial attitudes and discrimi-
natory behavior toward immigrants are more
likely to see bullying toward that targeted group
as more normative (Ozdemir, Sun, Korol,
Ozdemir, & Stattin, 2018).

Peer Morms

Peers are also involved in shaping children’s and
adolescents’ attitudes toward immigrants and refu-
gees. For example, a study conducted with Morwe-
gian school-aged students found that students
whose peers held more positive norms for out-
groups held also more positive out-group attitudes
toward immigrants (De Teranos-Pinto, Bratt, &
Brown, 2010). Megative peer norms, on the other
hand, have been identified as one of the kev barri-
ers to cross-group friendship development and peer
group norms that condone exclusion influence chil-
dren's inclusivity toward ethnic out-group members
(Hitti & Killen, 2015). Along similar lines, the youth
whose friends hold prejudicial attitudes toward
immigrants increased in their negative attitudes
toward immigrants with time (Miklikowska, 2017).
Moreover, findings also demonstrated that youth
without immigrant friends were more likely to be
influenced by peers’ attitudes compared to those
who have immigrant friends (Miklikowska, 2017).
Such intergroup processes as intergroup contact,
discrimination, and peer norms, along with their
complex relations need o be understood to exam-
ine bystander responses in bias-based bullying,.

Soctal Cognitive Factor: Theory of Mind

Earlier research showed that several social-cogni-
tive factors can also shape children's and adoles-
cents' moral judgments about different social
conflicts (Pozzoli, Gnd, & Vieno, 2012; Smetana,
Jambon, Conry-Murray, & Sturge-Apple, 2012).
Relatedly. bystanders’ moral judgments and
responses might also result from a confluence of
social-cognitive factors including interpreting the
bullies’ intentions, understanding the emotions of
victims, interpreting social cwes, generating

options, and selecting and enacting a cho-
sen behavior. In this study, we examined whether
theory of mind (ToM), as a core social cognitive
ability that is central to many aspects of interpreta-
tion of social behavior, is related to the different
types of bystander responses.

One central social cognitive skill that may
account for differential responses to bullving is
ToM, which refers to the ability to infer mental
states of the self and others such as intentions,
beliefs, and desires (Wellman & Cross, 2001). To be
aware that people can differ on what they believe,
know, and want helps individuals to make sense of
complex social relationship patterns, and allows
higher levels of social competence (Imuta, Henry,
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Slaughter, Selcuk, & Ruffman, 2016). Thus, Tobd
constitutes one of the most critical abilities for suc-
cessful  social  interaction, communication, and
prosocial behavior in childhood and adolescence.

For the relation between ToM and bullying, there
are mixed results in the literature (Smith, Z017).
While research demonstrates that lower ToM is con-
sidered an important predictor of aggressive behav-
ior (Harvey, Fletcher, & French, 2001), there is also
some empirical evidence arguing that bullies are
not necessarily dysfunctional im analyzing and
interpreting social cues. Rather, some bullies can be
skilled in social manipulation and are skilled in
using aggressive strategies toward others (Hawley,
2007). In line with these mixed results, a recent lon-
gitudinal study showed two distinct pathways
between ToM and being bully; a pathway which
shows that ToM indirectly predicted being a bully
through poor social preferem:e and a direct path
between higher ToM and later bullying (Fink, Ros-
nay, Patalay, & Hunt, 2020).

When it comes to bystander intervention, how-
ever, the limited literature on bystander roles sug-
gests that active defending behaviors as bystanders
are associated positively with higher ToM (Car-
avita, D Blasio, & Salmivalli, 20010). More recently,
Metallidow, Baxevani, and Kiosseoglou [2018)
showed that ToM predicted defending behavior
both directly and indirectly (via the positive effect
on atfective empathy and cooperative skills) in ele-
mentary school students.

However, all these studies which examine the
relation between ToM and bullying have two com-
mon things that prevent results from being general-
izable. First, most of the studies examine this
relation in young children (elementary school).
Although many ToM insights, particularly false
belief m'l.dEﬁtandmg_. develop by the age of 5 (Wat-
son, Mixon, Wilson, & Capage, 1999}, research indi-
cates that higher-level mental state understanding
continues to evolve during adolescemce (Dumon-
theil, Apperly, & Blakemore, 2010). Thus, studving
the influence of developmental change across ado-
lescence on bystander imtervention in bullving is
critically important, as there cam be developmental
changes in ToM during that period (Vetter, Alt-
gassen, Phillips, Mahy, & Kliegel, 2013). Second, all
studies described above investigated the relation
between ToM and bullying in general bullying con-
texts. Intergroup processes may shape bystander
responses to bias-based bullyving when the victim is
either an in-group or out-group member. Owerall,
considering the mixed findings on the relation
between Tobd and aggression, there is a need for
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further understanding of how different factors work
together in bystander responses. Thus, it is impor-
tant to examine whether variations in adolescents’
ToM abilities shape their bystander responses to
bias-based bullying to inform intervention pro-
grams aimed to promote intergroup relations.

Present Study

In this study, we examined to what extent ado-
lescents’ responses to bullving vary as a function of
both their immigration background and victims'
immigration background across bias-based and gen-
eral bullying stories. Furthermore, we investigated
the role of in p processes and ToM on
bystanders” motivation to challenge bias-based and
general bullying in adolescence.

We examined possible bystander intervention
and moral judgments regarding different types of
bullying with within-subject design because it is
important to explore the factors which might influ-
ence within-individual differences in adolescents’
maotivation to intervene in different bullving con-
texts including bias-based and general bullving. In
this study, we kept the type of the act (socal
aggression) and type of the context (school context)
constant across our bullyving scenarios. However,
we varied the reason for bullving across the scenar-
ins. For bias-based bullying, we chose immigrants
as our target of bias-based bullying since immi-
grants are an understudied marginalized group that
is exposed to discrimination and prejudice due to
their group status (Brown, Ali, Stone, & Jewell,
2017; Mshom & Croucher, 2017). For general bully-
ing, we choose “shyness” as the targeted individual
characteristic as it is one of the important underly-
ing reasons for peer victimization in general bu]]\-'-
ing contexts (e.g. Jantzer, Hoover, & MNarloch,
2006).

We investigated bystander responses during ado-
lescence because compared to younger children bul-
lying is increasingly attractive among adolescents
and their attilmdes toward bullying become more
permissive indicating that they might prefer popu-
larity owver socially accepted and egalitarian behav-
iors (LaFontana & Cillessen, 2010). Furthermore,
there is evidence for developmental change during
adolescence in challenging wvouth bullving and
aggression, showing that older adolescents (high
school students) are less likely to engage in bystan-
der intervention tham younger adolescents (middle
school students) in response to general bullying
(Mulvey et al, 2019) as well as race-based humor
(Mulvey et al, 2016). Moreover, adolescents'
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narratives regarding social groups, such as racial
and ethmic groups, increasingly refer to internal
characteristics such as values and beliefs, suggest-
ing that this period is a time for a significant devel-
opmental change in social identity and group
membership (Mesdale, 2008). Lastly, studying the
influence of developmental change across adoles-
cence on bystander intervention in bullving is criti-
cally important, since there are also developmental
changes in ToM during that period (Vetter et al.,
2013). Thus, examining intergroup processes in con-
cert with ToM abilities is important during adoles-
cence as possible correlates of bystander responses
in bias-based bullying which results from inter-
ETOUP PIOCESSES.

The following hypotheses were tested: (a)
Immigrant-origin you would report that they eval-
uate bias-based bullving as less acceptable and be
more likely to actively challenge the bully com-
pared to nonimmigrant-origin  youth  (Palmer
et al, 2017); (b) Older adolescents would be less
likely to report that they challenge both bias-
based and general bullving compared to younger
adolescents (Mulvey et al, 2016); (c) Girls would
be more likely to report that they challenge both
bias-based and general bullying compared to bovs
{Jenkins & Nickersom, 2017); (d) Youth who have
less discriminatory tendencies toward immigrants
would be more likely to report that they chal-
lenge bias-based bullying (Ozdemir et al, 2018);
i) Youth whose peers have more negative atti-
tudes toward immigrants would be less likely to
report that they challenge bias-based bullying
{Peets, Poyhinen, Juvonen, & Salmivalli, 2015); (f)
Youth who have more intergroup contact with
immigrants would be more likely to report that
they challenge bias-based bullying (Palmer et al.,
2017; Vezzali et al, 2019); (g} Youth who have
higher ToM abilities would be more likely to
report that they expect to challenge bias-based
bullving than participants with lower ToM abili-
ties (Caravita et al, 2010; Metallidou et al, 2018).

We see these analyses as first step to explore
how social-cognitive skills, immigration background
and intergroup processes can shape bystanders’
responses. Thus, it is important to note that we con-
sidered all analvses as exploratory.

Method
Participants

Data were collected from 179 sixth (M = 11.83,
N =9, 60 female) and minth (M = 1464, N = 53,

48 female) grade-students. Participants were low-in-
come students recruited from one high school and
two middle schools in the same district in the
Southeastern United States. The schools’ minority
enrollment and students with Hispanic-Latino
immigrant-origin rates are similar: 44% minority
(21% Hispanic); 58% minority (27% Hispanic), 61%
minority (32% Hispanic; see Supporting Informa-
tiom for Method for the school characteristics
details). The percentage of children enrolled that
are eligible for free and reduced meals is similar
across schools: 975, 99%, 96%.

Adolescents were White-European  American
i28.8%), Black-African American (15.1%), Hispanic-
Latino (39.9%), Asian-Asian American {3.3%), Bi-ra-
cial-Multi-racial (7.3%), and Cdher (5%). In this
study, 172 of the adolescents were bom in the Uni-
ted States and seven of them were bom outside of
the United States. In previous studies, immigrant-
origin youth are defined as those who have at least
one foreign-bom parent (Suarez-Orozco, Motti-Ste-
fanidi, Marks, & Katsiaficas, 2018). Thus, we cre-
ated am immigrant-origin variable from parents”’
immigration background. If adolescents reported
either parent as having not been born in the United
States, they were called the immigrant-origin youth,
N =79 (68-Hispanic-Lating; 3-African; 2-Indian; 1-
Ukrainiam and S-unspecified). If adolescents
reported that both parents were bomn in the United
States, they were called nonimmigrant-origin youth
(N = 100).

Measures

Responses to Peer Aggression
Each participant read three hypothetical stories

about social aggression in the same order (one
toward am immigrant peer due to immigration
background, one toward a nonimmigrant-origin
peer due to interpersonal characteristics [shymess]
and one toward an immigrant peer due to inter-
personal characteristics [shyness]). For example,
our bias-based story involves an immigrant youth
who is bullied because of the immigration back-
ground:

Let's say that Maria Victoria is from another
country and now lives in the USA. Imagine that
some of Maria Victoria’s classmates shout rude
words to Maria Victoria all the time because she
is very shy and remains quiet all the time. No
one stands up for her and she does not know
what to do about it.
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The stories were taken from earlier research
(Mulvey et al. 2019) and were adapted for this
research (see Supporting Information for Method).
In our adaptation, we kept the type of aggression
type (social aggression) and the context (school
bullying) the same, but we cl'ta.nged the wvictims
characteristics (either immigrant in or nonim-
migrant-origin youth) and the reason of bullyving
(either due to the immigrant-origin or shyness).
For each scemario, the same assessments were
given. Participants provided a moral i1.||:|gment of
the act of bullying (“how okay or not okay is it
that if her classmates act this way?” 1 = really mot
okay to 6 = really olay). Then, &E}r were asked
how likely they would respond (1 = not likely af
all to 6 = really likely) in six different wavs (say
something to the bully, get help from teachers
and adults, get help from peers, talk to the victim
after, not get involved and stay there, walk
away). Two responses that are related to seeking
help were averaged to create composite scores.
Similarly, two responses related to  inactive
responses were averaged. The gender of the char-
acters in the stories was matched the gender of
the participants to facilitate the youth’s identifica-
tion with the story.

Discriminatory Tenderncies

Discriminatory tendencies among participants
were assessed via a measure developed by Berger,
Benatov, Abu-Raiva, and Tadmor (2015). In this
task, drawings of a street with eight houses set side
by side were presented to participants. Participants
were told to imagine that they live in one of the
houses (tagged as “my house™) and all houses seen
in the picture are available (except theirs). Then,
they were told to imagine that a new peer (who is
born in another country but now lives in the United
States) was going to move to their neighborhood.
Finally, participants were asked to indicate the
house in which they would like their new peer in
the story to live. The age and gender of the hypo-
thetical out-group member were matched to that of
the participant. The number of houses from “my
house” to the house chosen was counted as an indi-
cator of discriminatory tendenmcies. That this mea-
sure is wvalid: discriminmatory tendencies toward
refugees were positively related to perceived realis-
tic and symbolic threat and normative beliefs about
aggression toward refugees and were negatively
related to children’'s and adolescents’ motivations
for social contact with refugees (Giniiltas, Selguk,
Slaughter, Hunter, & Ruffman, 2020).
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Percerved Peer Norms

Perceived peer norms toward immigrants
(Turner, Hewstone, Vo, & Vonofakou, 2008) were
measured using three items (Cronbach’s o = .77),
with participants responding on 7-point  scales:
“How friendly do you think your friends are to
immigrant people?” (1 = not af all friendly; 7 = very
friendly), “Do you think vour friends would be
happy to go out with someone who is an immi-
grant?” (1 = not at all happy; 7 = very happy), and
“In general, how much do you think vour friends
like immigrants?” (1 = nof af all; 7 = a lot). The per-
ceived peer norms score was calculated by averag-
ing scores, with higher scores indicating more
positive attitudes toward the immigrants by peers
(from 1 to 7). Earlier research showed that positive
peer norms about specific out-groups were nega-
tively related to intergroup anxiety and out-group
prejudice (Turner et al., 2008).

Intergroup Contact With Tmmigrants

Participants” intergroup contact with immigrants
was measured via the Developmental Intergroup
Contact Survey (Crystal, Killen, & BRuck, 2008). It
includes six items (Cronbach's @ = 72 eg., How
often do you work on school projects and study
with students who are from a different country but
now live in the United States?). Responses were
given on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (nome) to 4
(rery). The intergroup contact score was calculated
by averaging the scores, with higher scores indicat-
ing more contact with immigrants (ranging from 1
to 4). This measure was developed by Crystal et al.
(2008), and was adapted from Kurlaender and
Yun's (2001) Diversity Assessment Questionnaire to
assess ethnic intergroup contact. For the purpose of
current research, it was modified to fit an immi-
grant intergroup context. Previous research showed
that intergroup contact with targeted out-groups
was associated with their cross-race relationships,
experiences, and out-group attitudes (reliabilities
between 73 and 7% Ruck, Park, Killen, & Crystal,
2011).

Theory of Mind

To measure adolescents” ToM, the Strange Stories
task (White, Hill, Happé, & Frith, 2004) was used.
Participants were presented with four mindreading
stories (depicting instances of double bluff, misun-
derstandings, deception, and white lies). After each
story, participants were expected to answer a
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guestion requiring causal inference. Participants’
responses were scored on a (-2 scale, indicating the
accuracy of the response regarding the information in
the story ([ = false answer, 1 = correct answer with-
out attributing mental states of characters, 2 = correct
answer with mental state attribution like believe,
think). Participants’ responses were soored by two
coders. Interrater reliability (based on 25% of
responses) was Cohen’s k = 88, Participants’ accu-
racy scores were summed to compute the total Tobd
performance ranged between (0 and §. Earlier research
suggests that adolescents’ performance on Strange
Stories is related to higher-order false belief under-
standing (Gintltas et al., 2020) and showed no evi-
dence of differential item functioning across gender,
ethnicity, or socioeconomic status (Devine & Hughes,
2016). Furthermore, research also shows test—retest
reliability within one month (Devine & Hughes,
2016). The Strange Stories Task provides a reliable
and walid measure of individual differences in ToM

during adolescence (Devine & Hughes, 2016).

Diata Analysis Plan

First, we performed Little's Missing Completely
at Random (MCAR) test to assess whether values
of the outcomes are MCAR. Furthermore, we also
calculated the intraclass correlation coefficients to
examine measures of variance explained by the
schools (as students nested within schools). Then,
to test whether participants’ moral judgments and
their bystander responses depend on the victim’s
group membership and reason for bullying we used
a mixed-model analysis of varance (ANOVA). Fol-
low-up tests were conducted with pairwise compar-
isons to examine where the differences lie To
examine whether intergroup processes and social-
cognitive abilities predict moral judgments and
bystander responses in bias-based bullying, five
hierarchical linear regression amalyses were per-
formed. We examined the predictors of adolescents’
maoral judgments and bystander responses only for
the bias-based bullying scenario because our inter-
group measures are salient for that context. To be
comprehensive, we also conducted hierarchical
regressions to examine ToM role in two general
bullying stories (see Tables 52 and 53 for the speci-
fic statistical results).

Results

Crur preliminary analysis showed that missing val-
ues were completely at random o = 231.39, df

(208), p = .127). In other words, no pattern exists in
the missing data. Furthermore, the percentage of
the missing data for all outcome variables ranges
between (F: and 8%. Regarding school-related vari-
ables, results from fully unconditional model indi-
cated that there was not sufficient between school
variabilities across outcomes for further analyses
(xd =18, z=80 p=211% <« =125 =z= 8§,
p=.1902; o) =18, z= 81, p= 208% 00 = 23
z= 92, p=.1793 and 00 = _lJ.H"—Ef-"p' 2R35).

Group Differences Based on Imngrant Status

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations,
and ranges for our outcome variables (ie., accept-
ability, say something, seeking help, talk to the vic-
tim and inactive responses) and for the predictors
ji.e., ToM, discriminatiom, peer norms, intergroup
contact) by immigrant-origin across three hypotheti-
cal bullying scenarios. We also provided a correla-
tion table that shows bivariate correlations between
our outcome varables as a Supporting Information
(see Table 51 for correlations).

Acceptability [udgments

To examine differences in adolescents’ acceptabil-
ity judgments we ran a 3 (story type: bias-based,
general, general (immigrant)) = 2 (immigrant-origin:
with and without) x 2 (age: sixth and ninth gra-
ders) % 2 (gender: female and male) mixed
ANOVA. Our within-group variable was story type
and our between-group variables were immigrant-
origin, age, and gender. Results revealed a two-way
significant interaction between story type and
immigrant-origin, F(1, 169) = 19.41, p < .001,
|'||"_', =.103. Accordingly, immigrant-origin adoles-
cents evaluated social peer aggression toward an
immigrant adolescent (both in the bias-based and
general bullying story when the victim is an immi-
grant) as more unacceptable compared to partici-
pants w-lﬂmut immigrant-origin  (F{1, 169) = 7.39,
p 007, |'| = .42 F(l, 169) =959, p=.002,
qp 054, reqpecl:we]\-'} However, immigrant-origin
vouth judged general aggression as more acceptable
compared  to ru:rm'mrmgmnt-nngm youth  (F(1,
168) = 1761, p < .001, 11 = 94} indicating that
group rnr—:ml:ler';hlp mlght p]a}r a role in adolescents”
moral judgments about acceptability. Results also
showed a significant three-way interaction between
atnt}r tvpe, acﬂeplabﬂlt].r and age, F(1. 169) = 5.61,

032 (see Figure 1). Accordingly,
yanger ai:ﬁjlar.cenrs judged social aggression as
less acceptable compared to older adolescents only
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Table 1

Descripiioe Stafistics by Imnrigramt-Chrign

Bystander Responses to Blas-Based Bullying 9

Immigrant-origin (N = 79)

Monimmigrant-ocigin (N = 100)

Variable M o Min Max M 5D Mim Max
13149 154 11 16 1306 158 11 16
Acceptability FIE 130" 074 1 é L&2 0.89 1 5
Say something OB 4590 Ll 1 [ 175 147 1 &
Serking help 108 4.19e== 132 1 [ 141 121 1 &
Talk to the victim B 443 L51 1 é 449 151 1 &
Iractive responses 108 241 143 1 ] 268 134 1 &
Acceptability MG 147 075 1 4 121 061 1 5
Say something NG 4.15%* L8 1 ] 476 136 1 [
Serking help MIOCG 193 137 1 é 426 124 1 &
Talk to the victim MHDG 448 1.54 1 é 456 152 1 &
Iractive responses MIOG 238 138 1 [ 216 123 1 &
Acceptability G 153%== .96 1 é 111 L 1 &
Say something [0 4.10 L= 1 ] 169 152 1 &
Serking help I0G 4.05%* L6 1 ] 138 122 1 &
Talk to the vickim HG dAa2 Ll 1 ] 424 170 1 [
Iractive responses 100G e} 145 1 é a7 151 1 &
Theory of mind 545 155 1 ] 571 151 1 B
Discrimimation L&6* 124 1 7 210 121 1 7
Peer norms 557 113 2 7 555 115 L&7 7
Iritergroup contact 417" 69 1.33 3.E3 210 060 1 3.50

Note, 10B = Immigrant-origi

pe 5 p< 0l p<.

=2

L

iad 4= [

Acceplability of Act

2%}

Figure 1.

1.

4oL

MIOG 100G

(8]}

Acceptability X Immigrant-origin X Age

Bias-based; NIOG = NMonimmagrant-origin General bullying: 100G = Immigrant-orgm General Bullying,.

mld

Bth graders

= &nmwb—nm MID = Nnni.rru'nigm:llﬂ'iﬁ'in

in the general immigrant story (F(1, 16%) = 17.56,

p = 001, r|3

ported completely.

054) but not in the bias-based and

general bull:.rlng stories. Thus, our hypotheses
regarding possible age differences were not sup-

—
I
OB NIOG

Yih graders

Interaction between Story Type ® Immigrant-Origin = Age of the Acceptability of Act.
Mote, 108 = ]mwlqm Biss-based; MG = Nnnin'u‘nigmiﬂ:ilz;in Genieral bull:,-:i.ng OG5 =

MIO

100G

Immigrant-origin General Bullying:

Furthermore, within-person  differences  across
different types of bullying showed that immigrant-
origin adolescents evaluated social peer aggression
as less acceptable im the immigrant-origin bias-

based story compared to the immigrant-origin
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general bullving story (p = 033). Moral judgments
of immigrant-origin vouth did not differ between
immigrant-origin bias-based and monimmigrant-ori-
gin general bullying stories (p = .108) and between
nonimmigrant-origin  general bullying and immi-
grant-origin general bullying (p = 506). On the
other hand, significant differences were observed in
the moral judgments of nonimmigrant-origin ado-
lescents across three stories. More specifically, non-
immigrant-origin  youth evaluated the bullies’
behavior as less acceptable in the nonimmigrant-ori-
gin general bullving story compared to immigrant-
origin bias-based (p < 001) and immigrant-origin
general bullying stories (p < 001). Furthermore,
nonimmigrant-origin vouth evaluated social aggres-
sion as more acceptable in the immigrant-origin
general bullving story compared to immigrant-ori-
gin bias-based.

Bystander Responses

With regard to different types of bystander
responses, we ran a similar 3 (story type: bias-
based, gemeral, genmeral (immigrant)) = 2 (immi-
grant-origin: with and without) x 2 {age: sixth and
ninth graders) » 2 (gender: female and male))
Mixed AMOVA for each bystander response sepa-
rately. All the means for different bystander
responses (say something, seeking help, talk to the
victim, and inactive responses) are presented in
Table 1 by the immigrant-origin (immigrant-origin
and nonimmigrant-origin}.

For the bystander response option “say some-
thing” results showed that there was a two-way
interaction between immigrant-origin and accept-
ability (F(1, 169) = 1671, p < .001, n} = 091) indi-
cating that in the biased-based scenario, immigrant-
origin  adolescents more often reported that they
would say something to the transgressor compared
to nonimmigrant-origin  peers, F (1, 169) = 7.86,
p = .00, 'llzﬂ' = .M5 Furthermore, nonimmigrant
participants were more likely to report that they
would say something to the aggressor when the
victim is a nonimmigrant-origin adolescent com-
pared to the immigrant-origin  peers, F(l,
169) = 7.53, p = .007, g = 022 Similarly, there was
also significant two way interaction between immi-
grant-origin and acceptability in the “talk to victim®
response (F(1, 169) =393, p= 021, nj=.024)
Accordingly, immigrant-origin - adolescents were
more likely to report that they would talk to the
victim mmpared to nomimmigrant-origin peers in
the immigrant-origin general bullying scemario, Fi1,
169) =392, p=.09, n; = 024. With regard to

“seeking help,” results revealed a significant three-
way interaction between acceptability, age, and
immigrant-origin,  F{1, 169) =382, p=.024,
'1|1;- =.023. Immigrant-origin  adolescents  were
more likely to say that they would get help from

someone in the bias-based scenario compared to

nonimmigrant-origin-_ peers  across  older and
:.rn‘u.nger adolescents  (F(1, 16%9) = 6.81, p =010,
040; F(1, 169) = 445, p= 036, o2 = 026).

Fliilil'thEl'l'l‘IDTE‘ nonimmigrant-origin - you WETE
more likely to report that they would seek help
when the victim is nonimmigrant-origin youth
compared to their immigrant-origin peers_ in ]:ruth
age groups (F(1, 169) = 10.33, p_ a0z, o

F(1, 169) =1134, p =001, 1'|' TI.FDE nnl:.r
age difference was observed bEI."Hl."EE‘II older and
vounger nonimmigrant-origin adolescents in  the
second general bullying scenario F(l, 165) = 492,
p =028, ni:.ﬂﬂ'&i. More specifically, younger
nonimmigrant-origin adolescents were more likely
to report that they would seek help from others
compared to older nonimmigrant-origin adoles-
cents (see Figure 2.

With regard to inactive responses, results
showed that there were no significant differences in
the likelihood of inactive responses between immi-
grant-origin and nonimmigrant-origin vouth across
a]] three stories, F(1, 169 =23, p=_0&7,

010 It is important to note that the effect sizes
tll'i'a't we found are generally small in size (based on
Ferguson, 2009).

Our within-person comparison’s revealed that
immigrant-origin youth’s bystander responses (say
something, seek help, talk to the victim, and inac-
tive] did not differ across three stories. However,
nonimmigrant-origin vouth were less likely to say
something, seek help, and talk to the wvictim in
immigrant-origin  bias-based and immigrant-origin
general bullving stories compared to nonimmi-
grant-origin general bullying story. Furthermore,
nonimmigrant-origin youth were more likely to
show inactive responses in immigrant-origin bias-
based and immigrant-origin general bullying stories
compared to nonimmigrant-origin general bullyving
iall ps < 001).

Predictors of Acceptabilify and Bystander Responses

To explore the predictors of acceptability judg-
ments and expected bystander responses im the
bias-based bullying context, separate hierarchical
regressions were used. Participants” age (vounger =
sinth grade, older = ninth grade) and immigrant-
origin () = yes; 1 =no) were entered as control

34



Bystander Responses to Bias-Based Bullying 11

Seek Help X Immigrant-origin X Age
L}
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Figure 2. Interaction between Story Type & Immigrant-Origin = Age for Seeking Help Response.
Note. FOB = Immiﬁmnl-m:ig;.in Bias-bazed; NICH = ]‘\'mi.mm'wram—m'iﬂin General: MOl = Immlpant—nrlgm General; B0 = Immig;mnl:-m'i-

gin; NI = Monimmigrant-origin.

variables in the first step. Gender was dropped
from the analysis as we did not find gender differ-
ences im adolescents” moral judgments and their
bvstander responses. Participant's ToM ability was
added next, to examine the variance in moral judg-
ments and bystander intervenmtion owver and above
demographic varables entered in the first step. In
the third step, intergroup related wvariables (ie.,
imtergroup contact, discrimination, and peer norms)
were entered. At the last step, two-way interactions
between our predictors were added to examine the
possible interplay bebtween them in explaining the
moral judgments and bystander responses.

Predictors of Acceptability of Bies-Based Bullying

The third model {(with all variables entered into
the prediction equation but not two-way interac-
tions) accounted for 19% of the variation (adjusted
R) in acceptability of the bias-based bullying F
(3,141} = 3.14, p = .001. Adding two-way interac-
tions to the regression model explained an addi-
tional 4% of the variation in acceptability of the
bias-based bullyving and this change in B® was not
significant,  F(6,135) = 1.09, p =375  Results
revealed that the participants with higher ToM abil-
ities judged biased-based bullying to be less accept-
able (B=-24, p=-26, p=.02) while the
participants with higher discriminatory tendencies
judged bias-based bullying to be more acceptable
(B =21, p= .22 p=.029). Furthermore, the higher
participants reported positive attitudes toward
immigrants, the less acceptable they judged bias-

based bullying to be (B = -15, f = -18, p = .46).
Mone of the interactions between predictors were
significant (all ps = .05; see Table 2).

Predictors of Bystander Responses
Seeking Help

The final model with all variables and the inter-
action terms entered into the prediction equation ac-
counted for 18% of the variation (adjusted R} in
seeking help response to the bias-based bullying, F
(6,136) =239, p=.031 (see Table 3). Eegarding
participants” help-seeking responses (on behalf of
victim), immigrant-origin adolescents were more
likely to expect that they would get help from
someone compared to nonimmigrant-origin peers
(B=-75 p=-29, p=.001). Furthermore, the
two-way interaction between peer norms and Tobd
was significant (B =-30, f=-19 p=.017). In
terms of the two-way interaction between ToM and
peer norms, participants with higher ToM and
higher peer norms were more likely to get help
from someone than participants with high ToM and
perception that their peers have negative attitudes
toward immigrants (see Figure 51 for the interac-
tion graph).

Talk to the Victim

The final model with all variables and the inter-
action terms entered into the prediction equation ac-
counted for 23% of the variation (adjusted R} in

35



12 Gindltag and Mulvey

Table 2

Hierrcirical Regression Analysis for fe Acoeptabelity Judgments of Bars-Based Bullying

Acceptability of act

Saep 1 Step 2 Step 3 Seep d
Variables B SE p B SE B B SE B B SE p
Age =01 14 = -8 ik =105 =06 13 -4 =08 .13 =05
Immigrant-origin 25 A4 A5 | 13 18 el | A3 13 25 14 i
Theary of mind -3 F -3 -7 o -2 -M W -2
Inbergroup contact A Rin L1 L1 8 05
Discrimination rr] i a3 21 10 i
Peer norms -.14 7 =16 =15 A7 -.18"
TaoM = Discrimimation . L 1 -9
Tobd x Peer Morms A2 8 A3
Tabd = Intergroup Contact =12 ] =12
Peer Morms = Intergrowp Contact =02 8 =02
Intergroup Contact % Discrimdination =1k ) =17
Peer Morms = Discrimiration 11 08 14
Adjusted E* 0.0z 13 020 M5
F for change in R 1.7 1707 436 1.3

Note. ToM ¥ [ = Interaction between Theory of Mind and Discrimination; Tob % PN = Interaction between Theory of Mind and Peer

Mormms; Told = IC = Inferaction betwesn TI'E:ln" of Mind and Inge

Intergroup Contact; IC x [ = Interaction between Intergroup Contact
and Dhscrimination.
*n o 05 Bp < 0 p < 00

acceptability of the bias-based bullyving, Fi6,134) =
3.05, p = .08 (see Table 3). With regard to “talk I:u
the victim,” participants with higher ToM (B = .

ff = .18, p = .0M) and participants who have higher
intergroup contact with immigrants (B = 53,
ff = 35, p=017) were more likely talk to victim
after the bullving incident. There was a also signifi-
cant interaction between peer noms and Tobd
(B=—42, p=-24, p=004). Participants with
higher ToM and higher peer norms were more likely
to help than participants with high ToM and lower
peer norms (see Figure 52 for the interaction graph).

Say Something

The third model {(with all variables entered into
the prediction equation but not two-way interactions)
accounted for 9% of the variation I:adp.lsted R) in
acreptability of the bias-based bullving F
(3141) =392, p= (M5 (see Table 4). Adding two-
way inferactions to the regression model explained an
additional 3% of the variation in acceptability of the
bias-based bullying and the change in R* was not sig-
nificant, F{6,135) = 096, p = 454 In terms of the “say
something™ response, participants with higher inter-
group contact with immigrants (B =233, f= 23,
p = 001) were more likely to say something to the

Contact; PN % IC = Interaction between Peer Morms amd
Discrimination; PN x T = Interaction bebween Peer Morms

transgressor (B = 29, f = 22, p = MZ). Neither Tol
(B=.9, p=.05 p=271) nor discrimination
(5= 07, p=.M4, p=314) were significant predictors
of actively saying something to the transgressor.

Inactive Responses

Adolescents who have higher ToM were less
likely to report that they showed inactive responses
(B =-26 f=-17. p= 47 Further, adolescents
who have higher intergroup contact with immi-
grants were less likely to expect that they would
show inactive responses when an immigrant peer is
bullied {(E = —29, f = —22, p = .017; see Table 4).

Discussion

The aim of this study was to explore adolescents”
moral judgments and bystanders” responses to dif-
ferent types of bullying, including bias-based bully-
ing targeting immigrants, and general bullying
targeting either native or immigrant peers. Our
results suggest that immigrant-origin adolescents
evaluated bullying as less acceptable when the wic-
tim is also immigrant-origin peer while nonimmi-

grant-origin adolescents evaluated bullying as less
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Table 3
Hierarchicnl Regres=ion Anahyses jor Bystawder Imterpention to Bies-Besed Bultyimg

Secking help Talk to the victim
Step 1 Seep 2 Seep 3 Step 4 Seep 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

Variables B SE 1] B 5E i B SE i3 B EE B B SE B B SE B B SE * B SE B
Age -2 N -12 -¥% 20 -1 -3 2 -1 -X% 21 -l -1% B -k -12 K5 -4 ~-15 M -5 -5 24 -D@
Immigrant-orkgin -80 M -M -5 W -3F -7 2 -w -7 13 - o8 15 A3 LU a1 B 12 21 325 oF
Theory of mind 14 12 L) J4 12 i) L LER b A5 g2 4 19 g5 4 o 300 .4 A7
Intergroup contact 14 11 11 d4 13 (1] 41 13 I 53 .15 35
Discrimination =12 13 -0 =11 .15 -7 =23 15 =13 =17 .18 =10
Peer morms a6 11 . A5 12 1 06 13 MW -e 14 -
ToM x D A5 15 (1] 14 7 D&
Tobd x PN =3 1 -9 -42 14 -m°
Tobd x IC =15 W -9 1 .00
P = 1T 2313 A7 =31 15 -H
I = ¥ a1 15 i 24 7 4
PM = ¥ =M 13 -3 =23 15 =1&
Adjusted RF 14 A5 A7 15 a1 M A5 24

F for change in #7 1154 1.39 136 135 DAl 565" ) 7

Nofe. ToM = [ = [nteractton between Theory of Mind and Discrimination; Tobd x PN = Interaction between Theory of Mind and Peer Morms; ToM = IC = Interaction between

Thesory of Mind and Intergrowp Contact: FN % IC = Interaction between Peer Morms and Intergroup Contact; IC x [ = Interaction between Intergroup Contact and Discrimination;
P x [} = Interaction between Peer Morms and Dhscrimination
Ap o 105: p = D1; “p < 001
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Table 4

Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Moral Judgments and Bystander Intervention to Bias-Based Bullying

Say Something

Inactive Responses

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

Variables B SE p B SE p B SE p B SE p B SE B SE p B SE p B SE p
Age 25 .26 08 26 .26 .08 26 .26 .08 29 27 09 10 23 .04 06 23 .02 0722 03 -01 23 -01
Immigrant-origin =~ —48 26 -15 -49 26 -32* -31 28 -10 -47 29 -15 29 23 .11 33 .23 A2 05 .24 02 A2 25 05
Theory of mind 06 15 04 A1 15 06 09 16 05 -22 13 -14 -26 .13 -17" -23 13 -14
Intergroup contact 28 14 a8t 29 a7 197 =29 12 -22° -22 14 -16
Discrimination -08 16 -.04 072 04 24 14 15 23 a7 14
Peer norms -1 14 -07 =12 16 =07 05 a2 04 02 a3 01
ToM x D 07 .20 04 -06 .17 -04
ToM x PN -29 16 -6 28 14 de
ToM x IC A7 .19 09 -15 16 -09
PN x IC -03 17 -02 -09 14 -06
ICxD 21 .19 12 01 16 01
PN x D do0 a7 07 -14 14 -1
Adjusted R* 02 .03 .09 a1 il .03 11 15

F for change in R*  2.06 0.17 292% 121 0.99 291 3.88% 111

Note. ToM x D = Interaction between Theory of Mind and Discrimination; ToM x PN = Interaction between Theory of Mind and Peer Norms; ToM x IC = Interaction between
Theory of Mind and Intergroup Contact; PN x IC = Interaction between Peer Norms and Intergroup Contact; IC x D = Interaction between Intergroup Contact and Discrimination;
PN x D = Interaction between Peer Norms and Discrimination.

*p < .05; "p < 01
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acceptable when the victim is also nonimmigrant-
origin peer. Furthermore, we investigated whether
adolescents” moral  judgments and  bystanders’
responses to bullying vary as a function of age, dis-
crimination, peer norms, and ToM abilities. Further-
more, intergroup  attitudes and  social-cognitive
abilities are important predictors, with more inter-
group contact, positive peer norms, and lower dis-
crimination and higher ToM related to the greater
likelihood of intervention to bias-based bullying,
The results extend past research by clarifying the
key role of social cognition and intergroup pro-
cesses in evaluating and responding to bias-based
bullying toward immigrants.

As ex , immigrant-origin  participants
judged bias-based bullving as more wrong com-
pared to judgments of nonimmigrant peers indicat-
ing that immigrant identity might become salient
and shape their moral judgments. Similarly, nonim-
migrants adolescents evaluated bullying as less
acceptable in general bullving when the victim is
nonimmigrant compared to their immigrant-origin
peers. Earlier research has demonstrated that ado-
lescents’ attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors are signifi-
cantly shaped by their social identity (e.g., race-
ethnicity, nationality, gender, social class), which
motivates them to behave differently to their group
members and individuals from other groups (Mul-
vey, Hitti, Rutland, Abrams, & Killen, 2014). For
example, strong ethnic identity in younger and
older immigrant adolescents is related to positivity
bias toward their in-group members due to the per-
ceived similarity and shared experiences in the
acculturation process (Pleifer et al, 2007). Consis-
tent with past research, the difference between ado-
lescents’ responses across different types of bullying
can be explained by their group memberships and
their intergroup attitudes. However, we are limited
in our ability to explain the results in terms of in-
group bias due to the absence of data regarding
adolescents’ ethnic identification based on immigra-
ton background. Therefore, future research is
needed to explore other possible factors to disentan-
gle the difference in bystander responses to bias-
based bullving between immigrant-origin and non-
immigrant-origin adolescents.

In line with previous research (e.g., Mulvey
et al., 2018), there was also an overall developmen-
tal trend in adolescents’ acceptability judgments
indicating that vounger adolescents judged aggres-
sion as less acceptable compared to older adoles-
cents. However, our hypothesis regarding age was
partially supported: the interaction between age
and acceptability showed that the difference
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between older and vounger adolescents was only
significant in t_he unm!grant-nngm gmer_al bqll}ung
story but not in the bias-based and nonimmigrant-
origin general bullying story. Prior research has
found age-related differences in bias-based contexts
(Mulvey et al, 2016) as well as in general contexts.
However, bias-based and general contexts have not
previously been tested together. In this research, we
examined both contexts using a within-subject
design and examine possible age differences. Inter-
estingly, we only observed age differences in non-
immigrant origin vouth. It is plausible that older
nonimmigrant-origin  youth might become more
permissive toward in-group transgressors consider-
ing their group functioning and group norms com-
pared to younger children. Another possible reason
might be that older adolescents might have a
greater fear of repercussions such as victimization
or social exclusion by the in-group transgressors as
they consider the possible costs of challenging
group norms. We only focused on the transition
vears (to middle and high schools) as increases in
bullying behavior occurs during transition vears
(Farmer et al., 2015). However, a more comprehen-
sive developmental pattern can be detected when a
wider age-range is targeted in future research.

Our within-group comparisons revealed that
only nonimmigrant-origin youth varied in their
moral judgments and bystander responses across
three scenarios while immigrant-origin  yvouth's
responses  were not  different.  Immigrant-origin
vouth consistently judged bullying as not-accept-
able. In this study, we did not measure the yvouth's
own experiences of victimization. It is possible that
immigrant-origin vouth have experienced more bul-
lying and thus are more likely to recognize its
harmful nature, regardless of the reason for bully-
ing. An additional possible reason for the difference
in the pattern might be that intergroup attitudes
and group membership are more salient for the
nonimmigrant origin youth which leads to differ-
ences based on characteristics of the victims and
reasons for bullying. Interestingly, nonimmigrant
origin youth evaluated general bullying of an immi-
grant adolescent (shyness) as more acceptable com-
pared to bias-based bullying of an immigrant
(immigrant-origin). One possible explanation is that
nonimmigrant origin vouth might be more accept-
ing of bullying when the victim is an immigrant
but the reason for bullying is not explicitly related
to racism, prejudice, ete.

In line with our hypotheses, our results indicated
that participants with higher discriminatory tenden-
cies  evaluated bias-based bullying as  more
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acceptable. Furthermore, our research showed that
adolescents” peer norms about immigrants also
might shape their moral judgments regarding bias-
based bullying when the vicim is an immigrant
peer. These findings are in line with the SRD per-
spective (Rutland et al., 2010) which proposed that
intergroup attitudes shape individuals” judgments
and behaviors toward targeted out-groups. Consid-
ering the earlier results which revealed that bully-
ing incidence increases when endorsed by a peer
group and regarded as a group norm, it is plausible
that peer norms and discriminatory tendencies
might determine the likelihood of bystander
responses among adolescents. Thus, these findings
have implications for antibullying interventions that
focus on the bystanders, suggesting policy makers
should consider promoting intergroup relations in
schools, especially with diverse student popula-
Hons.

As we expected, adolescents” group membership
was also related to their bystander responses. More
specifically, immigrant-origin = adolescents  were
more likely to expect that they would show active
responses (e.g., say something, talk to the vichim
and get help from someone) in the bias-based sce-
nario compared to nonimmigrant-origin peers while
nonimmigrant adolescents were more likely to
report that they would show active responses when
the victim is a nonimmigrant peer. Contrary to our
expectation, we did not observe any differences in
adolescents” inactive responses by immigrant-origin.
Youth tend to evaluate bullying and social exclu-
sion of ethnic minority peers as wrong (Killen, Lee-
Kim, McGlothlin, & Stangor, 2002). Thus, showing
inactive responses might be more likely to contrast
with their moral judgments, and in tum, might lead
to more social desirability while responding to inac-
Hve responses. Furthermore, participants who have
higher intergroup contact with immigrants were
more likely to report that they would say some-
thing to bully and talk to the victim after the bully-
ing incident. This is in line with Intergroup Contact
(Allport, 1954) theory indicating that contact with
out-groups and cross-group friendship reduces neg-
ative attitudes toward out-groups. Monimmigrant
adolescents who develop friendships with immi-
grants might improve their knowledge about immi-
grants and increase their empathic concern
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). This way, they might
have more motivation to challenge bullies and com-
fort the victim.

Cur results suggest that participants with higher
ToM performance perceived bias-based bullving as
less  acceptable. Furthermore, adolescents with

higher ToM abilities were more likely to report that
they would talk to the victim. We also found a sim-
ilar pattern for the role of ToM in bystander
responses across the two general bullying stories
(see Table 53 and 54 for the specific statistical
results). These are important and novel findings
and consistent with earlier research that showed
how ToM is related to defending response as
bystanders since they might be more motivated in a
prosocial way by understanding the hurt of the vie-
tim (Smith, 2017). Furthermore, the interaction with
ToM and peer norms showed that adolescents with
higher ToM abilities and perception of positive peer
norms about immigrants were more likely to report
that they would show active responses (seeking
help and talk to the victim). Findings suggest that
yvouth with higher ToM consider not only the vic-
tim's perspective, but also shape their responses
based on their peer group norms about certain
groups. Thus, ToM itself might not be sufficient to
challenge bullying and youth might seek their
group approval of their behaviors. Furthermore,
prior research suggests that youth is not alwavs
accurate in assessing their peer group's norms: chil-
dren and adolescents generally indicate that they
would challenge morally questionable behaviors,
vet often expect that their group would not (Mul-
vey et al, 2014). This suggests that they may be
inaccurate in assessing group norms supporbing
intervention behaviors, given this inconsistency.
Future research might explore whether those with
higher ToM scores are also more accurate in judg-
ing how their groups would respond to bullying.
Furthermare, these results extend existing research
by examining the possible relations between social
cognitive skills and intergroup processes during
incidents of bias-based bullying,.

This study also contributes to the literature by
examining minority youth's perception of bias-
based and general bullying. Experiencing ethnic
harassment not only harms immigrant youth's psy-
chological functioning, but also creates risk for
engaging in aggressive and violent behaviors
{Bayram Ozdemir, Ozdemir, & Stattin, 2019). In
other words, ethnicity-based harassment is a unique
risk factor for viclent behaviors among immigrant
yvouth. However, research examining the effect of
intergroup processes on youth's perception of bias-
based aggression has predominantly focused on the
majority vouth. Our study provides evidence for
why it is critical to examine how intergroup pro-
cesses might shape minority group (in this case,
immigrant vouth) judgments and bystander
responses in different peer sodal conflicts.

40



Notwithstanding our promising and novel find-
ings, some limitations and future directions for
research should be considered. First, this study
exclusively investigated how adolescents evaluated
and reasoned about acts of different types of bully-
ing in hypothetical scenarios. Although the current
findings provide some initial evidence of how ado-
lescents might behave in similar scenarios, it will
need to be explored how evaluations about the
acceptability of bullying and bystander responses
are related to actual behavioral responses to bully-
ing. Furthermore, the use of multiple methods
including identifying bystanders via social net-
works and peer nomination approaches could pro-
vide greater insight into the bystander responses
than only self-report measures. Second, although
we found mean differences across different bullying
scenarios it was important to note that participants’
means for acceptability judgments were below the
mid-point. In other words, most of the participants
were likely to use the first half of the scale (really
not okay to kind of not okay) to evaluate bullying
across stories. Thus, actual behavioral responses
might allow us to see more salient differences in
the responses between different bullying scenarios.
Third, we framed our items in terms of general
immigration. However, the development of iden-
tity-based on immigrant-origin and national iden-
tity might vary across ethnic groups, geography,
and time spent in the United States. With related to
that, most of our immigrant-origin participants
have Hispanic-Latino background in which collec-
tivism is an important value. Based on cultural
socialization theories empirical research showed
that collectivism was positively related to the proso-
cial behavior of Hispanic-Latino adolescents
(range = 13-17). This was explained by the possible
association between collectivism and cooperative
interactions with others in a harmonious way
(Davis et al, 2018). In a similar vein, Segal, Gerdes,
Mullins, Wagaman, and Androff (2011) demon-
strated that Hispanic-Latino wvouth and young
adults have more social empathy and they are more
willing to help a stranger compared to their nonim-
migrant-origin peers. These patterns are likely to
reflect the participants in our study as well. How-
ever, our results also showed that older immigrant-
origin adolescents were more likely to see bullying
as more acceptable compared to nonimmigrant-ori-
gin adolescents when the victim is nonimmigrant-
origin adolescents. Thus, the interaction between
age and group processes might shape immigrant-
origin  adolescents”  attitudes and bystander
responses toward bullying. Fourth, future research
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should also examine the intersectionality of differ-
ent group memberships (e.g., bias-based bullying
toward LGBT immigrant adolescents). For example,
Fournier, Hamelin Brabant, Dupéré, and Chamber-
land (2018) found that lesbian and gay immigrants
were more likely to encounter many challenges
including racist and homophobic discrimination.
Furthermore, for the general bullying, we chose
“shyness"” as a targeted personal characteristic (e.g.,
Jantzer et al, 2008), however, future research
should also examine other personality characteris-
tics as an underlying reason of peer victimization in
general bullving to better capture the stability of
the results. Lastly, although we examine adoles-
cents’ evaluations quantitatively, future research
should also examine bystander responses gualita-
tively to understand the motivations of bystanders
in the intergroup context via their voices which
help the researcher to generate a conceptual frame-
work to inform antibullying intervention programs
in diverse societies. To our knowledge, only two
qualitative recent studies investigated youth’s judg-
ments about bias bullying toward (Caravita et al,
2020; Mazzone et al, 2018). Findings showed that
participants were more likely to attribute the reason
for bullying to learned racism, color and prejudice
in a bias-based bullying context (when the victim is
immigrant) compared to general bullying (when the
victim s nonimmigrant). However, more research
is needed to extend these studies by allowing youth
to discuss their motivation to intervene or not to
intervene in bias-based bullving. Despite these limi-
tations, our study uniquely presents an important
first step in understanding why adolescents'moral
judgments and bystander intervention differ across
three types of bullying varied on victim's group
membership (immigrant-origin and nonimmigrant-
origin) and reason of the bullying (bias-based and
general bullying).

This study extends the bystander intervention lit-
erature by examining the correlates of bystander
intervention in different types of bullyving including
bias-based bullying. Although effect sizes were
small the practical significance of these findings
might have important implications for intervention
resgarch in diverse societies. Prior research docu-
ments that, in the US. context, many bullving inter-
ventions are not very effective, in part because they
do not attend to the diverse heterogeneous popula-
tions in schools (Evans et al,, 2014). Thus, it is criti-
cal to examine factors influencing bias-based
bullying to provide implications for school-based
interventions in ethnically diverse bullying contexts
(Evans et al., 2014; Palmer & Abbott, 2018). These
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results are important steps to inform the develop-
ment and implementation of more appropriate
antibullying interventions in ethnically diverse set-
tings as schools are increasingly diverse in today's
wordd, Our results help to inform  school-based
antibullying intervention programs which target fos-
tering positive social climates of schools, where school
principals, educators, and educational psychologists
attend to the unique needs of children with marginal-
ized background and support their well-being and
positive intergroup interactions. Findings also suggest
that considering intergroup processes and social-cog-
nitive skills help to strengthen existing antibullying
interventions that attempt to tackle bias-based bully-
ing against immigrants.
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Manuscript 3: Do Adolescents Intervene in Intergroup Bullying?: Bystander Judgments
and Responses to Intergroup Bullying of Refugees

Despite the plethora of literature on bullying, and the availability of hate crime data
toward Syrian refugees, relatively less is known about how adolescents show bystander
responses in cases of biassed bullying toward refugees. The third study examined to what
extent Turkish adolescents' reactions to school bullying as bystanders varyetsoa fof two
different forms of bullying, namely bidsased (if a Syrian child is bullied because of refugee
status) and generalized bullying (if a Turkish child is bullied because of shyness) in
hypothetical scenarios. Further, the second aim of thg stad to investigate the possible role
of intergroup related factors and soeatalgnitive abilities (ToM) as predictors of bystander
responses to biggased bullying. This study also draws from Social Identity Development
Theory (SIDT; Nesdale,2008) ancetBocial Reasoning Developmental perspective (SRD;
Rutland, Killen & Abrams, 2010Rarticipants included 587 Turkish middMdge= 12.19)
and high Mage= 14.81) schoostudents in two districts that vary in terms of Syrian refugee
enrollment (higHow Syrian enrollment). Participants read two stories @iased and
interpersonal bullying). To evaluate moral judgments, they rated the acceptability of bullying
after each story. Then, they evaluated how likely they would be to respond in different ways as
bystanders: explicitly challenge the bully and explicitly support the bully. Adolescents' ToM
abilities (White et al., 2009) and empathy (P6yhonen et al., 2008) were assessed through
reliable measures to understand what role social cognitive skills ptgsgtander responses.
Further, intergroup contact (Crystal et al., 2008), prejudice (Aboud, 2003), and discrimination
(Berger et al., 2015) towards Syrian refugeeswere examined as interglatgol predictors of

bystander responses.
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Findings from ANOVAs kowed that adolescents judge bullying as more acceptable and
were more likely to support the bully in bibased bullying than in generalized bullying.
Hierarchical regression results also revealed that adolescents with higher ToM and empathy
weremore likéy to challenge the bully and less likely to support the bully in-bassed bullying
explicitly. In terms of intergroup factors, adolescents with higher intergroup contact with Syrian
refugees were more likely to challenge the bully explicitly and lkefylto support the bully
explicitly. Relatedly, adolescents with high prejudice and discriminatory tendencies towards
Syrian refugees reported that they were more likely to engage in explicit support of the bully
andless likely to engage in explicit cledges of bullying. Examining factors involved in
bystander responses to bullying is essential to inform why intervention programs should
consider multiple factors in intergroup contexts where there is a great need for new research to

inform policy and progamming to ensure just and fair treatment of all youth.

This article is under review in the Journal of Research on Adolescence.
Gonultas, S., & Mulvey, K. L. (under review).
Members are Victimized?: Intergroup Processes and SGomhitive Predictors of

Bystander Responses in Bibased Bullying of Syrian Refugees in Turkey.
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Abstract

This study examined Magg<13.T4EDK1.63)judgmentsl escent

andthe likelihood of bystander responses towards hypothetical intragroup (Turkish victim) and
intergroup (Syrian refugee victim) bullying. Intergroup factors and scoghtive skills were
assessed as predictors. Findings revealed that adolescents were more likely to see intergroup
bullying as more acceptable and more likely to explicitly support the bully compared to
intragroup bullying. Further adolescents with higher thed mind and empathy were more

likely to evaluate intergroup bullying as less acceptable and more likely to expect they would

chall enge the bully. Adol escents prejudice a
predictors of bystander judgments and resgs to intergroup bullying. This study provides

implications for antbullying intervention programs for intergroup bullying of refugees.
Keywords.bias-based bullying, bystander responses, prejudice and discrimination,

intergroup contact, victimizationf &yrian refugees, theory of mind, empathy
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Do Adolescents Intervene in Intergroup Bullying?: Bystander Judgments and Responses
to Intergroup Bullying of Refugees

From the start of the crisis in Syria in 2011 through 2020, Turkey hosted thliea mil
six hundred thousand refugees, largest number of refugees worldwide (UNHCR, 2020). AImost
46 percent of those individuals are betweetB8(/ears old (UNHCR, 2020). Evidence from
empirical articles and public reports revealed that Syrian adolesc@atisesce discrimination
and negative attitudes from their peers (Demir & Ozgiil, 2019; Yitmen et al., 2019). Further,
Syrian refugee adolescents are bullied in schools by their Turkish peers due to their refugee
status (Yilmaz & Uytun, 2020). Consideringethegative influence of bullying of Syrian
refugees on their mental health and school belonging (Sapmaz et al., 2017; Yilmaz & Uytun,
2020), it is important to explore ways to reduce bullying of Syrian refugee youth. One factor
which influences the probdiby of bullying occurrence is the response of bystanders who
witness bullying rather than being involved as either the bully or victim (Salmivalli et al.,
2011). Bystanders can help to stop bullying incidences. However, bystanders might not be
willing to intervene in intergroup contexts when the bully is from their ingroup and when the
victim is from a marginalized outgroup. Thus, in the current study, we investigated to what
extent adolescent s’ bystander s’ @gtorithet udes and
ethnic background of the victim exploring both intergroup bullying (when the victim is an
outgroup Syrian refugee peer and the bully is an ingroup Turkish peer) and intragroup bullying
(both the victim and bully are Turkish peers). Further, wengxad how bystander responses
differ across different forms of bullying and how responses to intergroup bullying are

associated with individuals' soeicognitive abilities and intergroup attitudes.
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Bystanders’ Judgments and Responses to Intragroup and Intergroup Bullying

Intergroup bullying is defined as repeated aggression involving a power imbalance that
targets the victims due to their group membership (e.g., race or ethnicity, nationality,
immigration/refugee status, religion, gender, sexual oriemadir disability, Palmer & Abbott,
2018). On the other hand, intragroup bullying occurs if the ingroup victims are targeted because
of their personality, skills, or abilities (Juvonen & Graham, 2014). Although both forms of
bullying have adverse effects adolescents, intergroup bullying can be even more detrimental
to adolescents' school adjustment and psychological health than intragroup bullying (Mulvey et
al., 2018). Thus, it is important to examine factors that help in tackling intergroup bullgng. A
noted above one factor which influences the probability of both intragroup and intergroup
bullying is bystander intervention.

Research on bystander intervention documents that bullying tends to stop when
bystanders intervene (Salmivalli et al., 2011)wdwoer, bystanders' intervention (on behalf of
the victim) in bullying incidents is rare, even in intragroup bullying situations for many reasons,
including possible fear of retaliatory acts (Frey et al., 2014). Further, bystanders can also
reinforce and asst the bully, specially in intergroup bullying, when the victim is an outgroup
member (immigrant/refugee) and the bully is an ingroup member (Anténio et al., 2020;
Gonultas& Mulvey, 2020) . Limited research on
intergroup bullyingprowde evidence that bystanders may be exposed to higher risks of being
socially excluded by their group members if they intervene (Anténio et al., 2020). Thus,
intergroup bullying contexts might create further concerns and obstacles for bystanders'
motivationto intervene in assertive ways. However, it is still very little known about how

intergroup bullying might influence bystander judgments and responses.
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Therefore, it is essential to explore predictors and underlying mechanisms that help explain the
different types of bystander responses in intergroup bullying incidents, especially-in high
conflict contexts such as refugees in Turkey.

Most of the bullying studies conducted in Turkey examine the demographic correlates
of being victimized or being a bully drprovide information about the prevalence rate of
ingroup bullying in school settings (Cali1 skan
Among the few studies that examined bullying involving Syrian youth in Turkey, Yilmaz
(2020) showed that Syrian ddecents in the study sample experienced different types of
invol vement in bullying (“15.1% as a victi m,
However, there is a | ack of research on TurKki
types of lillying, including intergroup bullying targeting Syrian refugee peers. This is novel
and important issue to address as intergroup bullying of refugee adolescents is a major threat to
the inclusion and wellbeing and to harmonious intergroup relations.vemeel theoretical
understanding of generic developmental and distinct intergroup processes in reducing
intergroup bullying, the current research shifts the focus from bullies and their victims to their
peers apystanders. Thus, by bridging developmental social approaches it is important to
examine social cognitive and intergrerglated factors as possible predictors of bystander
judgments and responses.
Predictors of Bystander Responses to Intergroup Bullying of Syrian Refugees in Turkey

Toourknowlelge no prior research has examined t
responses to intergroup bullying of refugees. Thus, we reviewed the limited research that has
investigated intergroup bullying targeting immigrants to explore possible factors in bystander

responses to intergroup bullying of refugees as immigrants and refugee youth experiences
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common discrimination and prejudice in their schools (Buchanan et al., 2018). Howsver, it

also important to note that the current research is novel in addressingoand unique
mechanisms to foster bystander responses as a tool to reduce ethnic victimization.

Among few studies that examine bystander responses in the intergroup bullying
context, Mazzone et al . (2018) s hewcandisanhat ad
immigrantornoA mmi gr ant peer. More specifically, ado
racism and fear towards i mmigrants” while rea
Caravita et al . (2019 ptiorfs might depehdroathegeoupo| escent s
membership of the victim in hypothetical scenarios (whether the victim is an immigrantor non
i mmi grant peer). Al though research on adol esc
bullying is gaining attention, littles still known about how sockaognitive factors and
intergroup processes might shape bystander s’
contexts. Understanding the role of so@agnitive factors and intergroup processes is
important as this maneveal key areas for intervention both to reduce bullying in general and to
foster assertive bystander intervention to halt bullying which does occur.

In the current study, we adopt the Social Reasoning Developmental perspective (SRD;
Rutland et al., 2000 understand when and why adolescents challenge or support either
bulliesor victims in intergroup contexts. This model combines social group processes (e.g.,
peer evaluations and inclusion decisions into peer groups) with the development of social and
cognitive skills. It provides a model that explains the developmental unfolding of group
dynamics by illustrating the process in which children and adolescents subjectively evaluate
behaviors of ingroup and outgroup members by weighing moral norms amesgand also

group functioning. Thus, the current study is informed by this model theoretically, and the
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hypotheses are derived by this empirical framework that emphasizes the role of social factors

such as group processes, intergroup attitudes, antictonf youth's bystander responses
towards intergroup bullying.
Intergroup Processes as Predictors

In line with the SRD model, we explore the role of various intergroup factors that might
underlie individual differences in bystander responses in intgpdsallying contexts, such as
intergroup contact, prejudice, and discrimination.

Intergroup Contact. Allport's Intergroup Contact Theory argues that intergroup contact
would lead a decrease in prejudice and other types of negative attitudes towardgseutgrou
specific conditions are met (i.e. equal status, common goals, cooperation, and institutional
support, Allport, 1954). For example, when adolescents have more opportunities to contact
immigrants and refugees, their likelihood of establishing friepdshith the members of those
groups is higher compared to adolescents who have less opportunity for contact (e.g., Pettigrew
& Tropp, 2006; Titzmann et al., 2015).

Further, intergroup contact is also associated with bystanders' active responses when
they witness their outgroup members are victimized (Abbott & Cameron, 2014). Similarly,

Pal mer and coll eagues (2017) showed that <cros
increase in the likelihood of prosocial bystander responses among adolescents. Albough

possible link between intergroup contact and bystander responses has not been tested yet in the
context of intergroup bullying of Syrian youth in Turkey, related studies provide some evidence

that intergroup contact may foster youth's positive bystaresponses. For example, a recent

study showed that the association between negative attitudes and discrimination was weaker in

Turkish children and adolescents who reported more Syrian refugee friends compared to
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childrenand adolescents with lowercantt wi t h Syri an refugees (Bag
Further, in a followup study, they found that intergroup contact did not matter for

individuals who have priaonegative attitudes toward Syrian refugees. In other words, for those

adolescents, prejudice wastrong predictor of their behavioral tendencies towards refugees.

These findings suggest that, in addition to intergroup contact, it is also important to examine

prejudice and discrimination, givehat not all opportunities for contact may be positind a

that prejudice and discrimination may still occur in contexts where confaatis si bl e ( Bagc

al., 2020).
Prejudice and Discrimination.Pr ej udi ce (i . e. *“ newlaaiveve at't
responses to groups as a whole or toward indi

di scriminatory t en dseditreatnerst of padopledbased‘onthey group vel vy b

me mber shi p”, Dovidio et al., 2010; Gondudl tas

motivation to intervene when adolescents observe bullying of an outgroup member. Prejudice

and discriminatory tendencies towaflgian refugee children and youth have increased as

Syrian refugees have settled in puBOl6).c school
Studies with Syrian participants also showed that they are exposed to prejudicial

attitudes, discriminatoryred enci es, and social exclusion (AKkG¢

Ozgiil, 2019). Given the prejudice and discrimination toward refugees and the likely

continuation of the globakfugee crisis with an increased number of refugees requesting

entrance to Turkeythe consequences of such prejudice and discrimination in peer social

conflicts are essential to understand.
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Social-cognitive Skills as Predictors

Further, the SRD perspective posits the importance of investigating the role of social
cognitive developrant in relation to intergroup processes. The SRD argues that the
developmenbf sociatcognitive abilities influences whether individuals show intergroup
biasegoward otherdrom different groups and whether these intergroup attitudes influence
their mord judgments towards social conflicts within intergroup contexts (Rutland et al.,

2010). Thus, in addition to intergroup attitudes, we also examined how adolescents' Theory of
Mind (White et al., 2009) anempathy (Poyhtnen, 2008) as these might influegstahder
responses to bullying.

Theory of Mind. One social cognitive ability that may be especially important for
thinking about responding to others' behavior is Theory of Mind (ToM), which can be defined
as attributing and predicting subjective mentatedt of others including intentions, beliefs,
desires, and emotions (White et al., 2009). Examining ToM can help researchers to understand
the dynamic relationship between bystanders' responses to bullying and group processes. This
is because low ToM anepspectivetaking abilities are predictors of individuals' intergroup
attitudes towards specific outgroups (Amodio, 2014). Further, research documented that higher
mental state understandings positively related to active defending &eébrs (Caravita et
al., 2010).

However, recent studies showed that children and adolescents do not always use their
theory of mind ability effortlessly and automatically (Ekerk bul ut et al . , 2020;
al., 2020; McLoughlin & Over, 2017). For example, two recéundiss showed that Turkish
adolescents and young adults were more likely to attribute mental states to their ingroup

members compared to Syrian refugees. Moreover, their ToM performance varies as a function
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of perceived similarity, prejudice, and threatqaption towards outgroups (Ekerifrtkbulut et

al ., 2020; Gonul tas et al ., 2020) . Il n ot her

of situations and individuals when trying to grasp others' mental states, and this selectivity in
the informaton they attend to can bias their theory of mind performance. Similarly,
McLoughlinandOver (2017) found that children perceived less humanness in outgroup
members compared to ingroup members. Together, these findings suggest that studies which
examine theossible role of ToM in intergroup relations should consider ToM mind as
effortful process and evaluate Tgddrformance for the spiic targeted outgroup members.

Empathy. Empathy is conceptualized broadly as the ability to understand and feel the
cogniive and affective experiences of others (Hodgson & Wertheim, 2007). Several studies
document the relationship between bystander intervention and empathy, indicating that when
bystanders can understand and feel a victim's situation, they are more likely,tand thus,
more likely to stop the bullying incident (e.g., Barchia & Bussey, 2011). Similarly, a recent
studyshowed that empathy was a significant predictor of both bystanders' moral judgments
and active responses to intragroup bullying and follgwataliation on the part of the victim
(Gonultas et al ., 2019). Further, inducing
between 8 and 11 improves outgroup attitudes, and in turn, increases helping behavior toward
refugees (Taylor & Glen, 2020)hat is still unknown, however, is what role empathy plays
in shaping bystandeesponses to intergroup bullying, in particular.

Present Study

Extant literature on bystander intervention in bullying documents that when bystanders

intervene (e.g., defenay the victim, challenging the bully or helping the victim after the

bullying), bullying cases is likely to stop in most of the time (Salmivalli et al., 2011).
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However, there is a dearth of literature on bystander responses to intergroup bullying in a
conext with high intergroup tension, such as in Turkey, given the refugee crisis. This gap in
the literature limits our understanding of how bystander responses might vary based on the
group membership of victims and the reason for bullying. In this studgddeessed this gap

by investigating how bystander responses are related to intergroup processes and social
cognitive skills with a novel approach by bridging developmental and sgppabaches. With

this aim, we examined to what extent Turkish adolestegdctions to school bullying as
bystanders vary in response to two different forms of bullying, namely intergroup (if a Syrian
youth is bullied because of refugee status) and intragroup bullying (if a Turkish youth is
bullied because of shyness) in hiipetical scenarios in a withisubjects design. Refugee

status was chosen as the reason for intergroup bullying as this is a salient intergroup context in
Turkey and shyness was chosen as the reason for intragroup bullying since it is one of the
importantunderlying reasons for peer victimization in generalized or interpersonal tontex
(e.g., Jantzer et al., 2006).

We focused on adolescence because, throughout this developmental pesodiathe
horizon and knowledge about group dynamics of adolescedéenievy & Klein,2010).
Especially in the context of intergroup attitudes towards immigrants and refugees, earlier
studies showed that negative attitudes towards immigrants increase with age (Ruck &
Tenenbaum, 2014). Further, research demonstratedibiaseents were less willing to have
social contact with their immigrant and refugee peers with age (Verkuyten & Slooter, 2007).
Moreover, we specifically focus on middle schools and high schools because earlier studies
showed that adolescents were madkeli to see bullying as more acceptable and less willing

to intervene with age. More specifically® §raders were less to see bullying as acceptable and
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were less likely to show active responses comparedl ¢gpe@iers (e.g., Mulvey et al., 2019).
Thus,we examine attitudes and expected bystander responses in both younger and older
adolescents.
Hypotheses for Differences in Bystanders’ Acceptability Judgments and Bystander
Responses across Intragroup and Intergroup Bullying

Based on previous researchseiggt i ng t hat victi ms’ i mmi gr at
shapebystanders' judgments (Caravita et al., 2019; Génla s & Mul vey, 2020) ,
hypothesized that adolescents would evaluate intragroup bullying as less acceptable compared
to intergroup bullying (H1). In line with research documenting bystanders' different
attributions to intragroup and intergroup bullyinga¢@vita et al., 2020), we expected that
adolescents would be more likely reference fairness, refugee status, and discrimination in their
acceptability judgments for intergroup bullying while they would be more likely to consider
personal characteristicsiimragroup bullying (H2). In a similar line with H1, we also
expected that adolescents would be less likely to challenge and more likely to support bullies
in intergroup bullying compared to intragroup bullying (H3). Further, we also examined
whether adascents' acceptability judgments, bystanders' responses, and their reasoning might
differ depending on opportunities for intergroup contact (comparing participants in school
districts with high or lower contact witByrian refugees) and age (middle anchiéghool)
across H1, H2, and H3.
Hypotheses for Predictors of Bystanders’ Acceptability Judgments and Bystander
Responses in Intergroup Bullying

After examining within and betweegroup differences, we further explored the possible

predictors of adolescents' acceptability judgments, bystanders' responses, and their
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reasoning in intergroup bullying. Given the evidence of positive association-cogrative
abilities and challenging responses (Caravita
thatadolescents who have highlesM and empathy would be less likely to see bullying as

acceptable, less likely to support bully and more likely to challenge the bully in intergroup

bullying (H4). Finally, considering the evidence suggesting that bystanders' responses are likely

to be dfected by intergroup factors (Palmer & Abbott, 2018), we hypothesized that adolescents

who have lower discriminatory tendencies, less prejudice toward Syrian refugees, and who have

more intergroup contact with Syrian refugees would be less likely toulgmg as acceptable,

less likely to support bullies and more likely to challenge intergroup bullying (H5).
Methods

Participants

Data was collected from 587 Turkish middMage= 12.19,SD= 1.01; 208 girls) and
high Mage= 14.81,SD=.97; 142 girls) shool students. The data were collected from eight
different schools in Istanbul (located in the northwespam of Turkey), which is a key
locationthat hosts a larger refugee population in Turkey (Ministry of Interior, Directorate
General of MigratiorManagement, 2017). To get variability in intergroup contact with Syrian
refugees in Istanbul, schools were chosen from four different districts: two districts where the
population of Syrian refugees is relatively high (14% and 19% of the total popul&tta o
districts) and two districts in where the Syrian refugee population is low (1% and 5% of the total
population of thalistricts). Middle schools in lower and higher contact districts and high
schools in lower and higher contact districts are sinmléerms of the total number of students

and that curriculum that is taught.
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Procedure and Design

Institutional Review Board approval was obtained from the two universities (in the USA
and Turkey). After receiving permission from the Ministry of Educatibfurkey, the study
was introduced to school principals and school counselors. Adolescents were recruited by
sending invitation letters and consent forms to parents through their schools. All students with
parental consent were included in the study.

A within-subjects design was used to compare adelgts' acceptability judgmerasd
bystander responses to intergroup bullying and intragroup bullying. All participants were
presented the measures in the following order: intragroup bullying story, thenrga&tories,
intergroup bullying story, intergroup contact scale, discrimination, empathy, and prejudice. We
did not randomize the order of measures in order to avoid priming participants in terms of
intergroup attitudes towards Syrian refugees. All messwere presented in Turkish. Most of
the tasks and scales have reliable and validated Turkish versions: Prejudice, Discriminatory
Tendencies (Gonultas et al., 2020; Husnu et
Theory of Mi n,d020)Gloweuel, thalsllyiegtscematios and the intergroup
contact scale were adapted and translated for this study using farauasthtion and baek
translation methods.

The data was collected between Decen$h@019, and January 10, 20Farticipans
completed the study in a pageised format, either in their classrooms or in the school libraries
in their reading or physical activity classes. Students who did not have parental consent or did
not assent to participate did their class activities (nggitheir book or attending physical

activity class). Small stationery items were given to adolescents for their participation.
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Measures
Dependent Measures

Acceptability Judgments and Bystander Intervention. Two bullying stories were
created basedonéar er research (Goéondltas & Mulvey, 202
aggression and the context were kept as same across stories: social aggression in the school
context. However, victims' ethnic background and the reason for bullying were changed. Mo
specifically, in the first story, adolescents read about a hypothetical bullying scenario in which a
Turkish peer bullies a Turkish youth due to being shy (intragroup bullying).
Story: AYour group enjoys tel |l i nigcludngdiffererdt her | o
personality characteristics. Now, imagine that the school day has not yet started, and you are
hanging out with your group of friends in the hallway. There are no teachers around yet.
Murat, who is one of the kids in your group of fdepnshouts outude words against shy
people Meanwhile, Fatih appears. When Murat realizes Fatih is around, he purposely
shouts out a rudevord at Fatih because Fatih is very shy as he did in the previou$ days

In the second story, adolescents read aadwipothetical bullying scenario in which a
Turkish peer bullies a Syrian refugee youth because of refugee status (intergroup bullying).
Story2AYour group enjoys telling each other |joke
different groups of peopl&ow, imagine that the school day has not yet started, and you are
hanging out with your group of friends in the
who is one of the kids in your group of friends, tells a joke about Syrian people. Meanwhile,
Joram appears. Joram is originally from Syria
Joram is around, he purposely shouts out a rude word at Joram because Joram is from Syria as

he did in the previous dayso.
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After each story, participants rated teeptability of bullying on a-point Likert scale
ranging from 1ieally not okayto 6 feally okay. Then they were asked how likely they would
respond as bystanders in the following ways: explicit challenge (tell the bully to stop, tell other
memberof your group not to join in) and explicit support (laugh and tell others to come and
watch, join the bully). Their responses were rated oipailt Likert scale ranging from het
likely at all) to 6 feally likely), and composite scores were createceiglicit challenge to
bully and explicit support to bully for intragroup bullying and intergroup bullying.

Reasoning. Participants were also presented with a reasoning question (Why?) after the
acceptability question. Participants' responses were dndesing coding categories based on
previous literature on individuals' conceptions of mardgments (Killen et al., 2013yhe
analyses were conducted using the following justification codes (used more than 10%): Fairness
(e.g., "lItis not fair to bullyanyone for any reason"), Personality Characteristics (e.g., "We
shouldn't treat anyone differently because of their shyness"), Refugee Status (e.g., "They

deserved this as they came from different country") Prejudice & Discrimination (e.g., "It is okay

tobully them because Syrian students are bad a
and discriminatory”), Empathy (e.g., “How wou
(e.g., “1t wildl hurt his f eeleyonaresnbt)supposedtoPr e s c
bully”). Doubl e and tri pl eetharoodecategoreto captuwes e d wh

Interrater reliability was assessed based on about 25% of the interviews, with \etry goo
reliability, Cohen’s k = .89.
Intergroup-relatedPredictors

Intergroup Contact. The Developmental Intergroup Contact Survey was used to

evaluate participants’ contact with the refug
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consists of six items on apbint Likert scale ranging from h@ng to 4(very). Examples
include “How often do you work on school pr oj
but now |Iive in Turkey?” and “In the neighbor
are from Syria but now rloinvbeasifiB). 3heuconkpesyescoref or e
was calculatedby averaging the items, with higher scores representing greater contact with
Syrian refugeeslhis measure was initially developed to assess ethnic intergroup contact and
was modified to fit the specdiintergroup context (contact with Syrian refugees in Turkey).

Discriminatory Tendencies. Discriminatory tendencies were measured via a social
distance task by Berger et al. (2015). After participants were presented with a drawing depicted
a street with gjht houses set sidgy-side, they were asked to choose one of the houses for
their newcomer Syrian refugee peer. Adapting this measure to also capture tendencies in
school, we presented participants with a drawing of a classroom with eight desks-bgt side
side. Then, participants were told to choose a desk for the same Syrian refugee peer. We
matched the gender and age of the hypothetica
and gender. As the distance scores in houses and desks were sooetgyed ( = .83,p <
.001), a composite score was created by averaging two distance scores. The composite distance
score is ranging from 1 to 7, with higher scores representing greater discriminatoryigsdenc
toward the Syrian refugees.

Prejudice. To assess intergroup attitudes, we adagit t he Mul t i pl e- Respon
Attitude measure (Aboud, 2003). Participants
|l i kabl e, c¢clean, good”) and six negative (“ugl
to rate each adjective for thergeted outgroup (Syrians) with gbint scale

(1 = not at all to 5 a lot). Negative and positive attitudes scores were created by averaging
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items 1 n each d @éfaritha negatve aitintudes suhscase and .82 for the

positive attitude subscale). Then a composite score was created by subtracting the composite
score of positive attitudes frothe composite score of negative attitudes with higher scores
representing greater prejudice toward Syrian refugees in Turkey (ranging4ftord). This
measure was previously used to measure ol der
et al., 2020; Rutland et al., 2005).

SocialcognitivePredictors

Empathy towards Victim. Ad ol escent s’ empathy towards vi
assessed vithe Empathy for Victimization Scale (Karna et aD11;, Péyhone et al., 2008).
This scale includes seven items rated orpaift Likert type scale ranging from tigve) to 5
(always (e.g., | can understand how being bullied make someone feel bad;
Cr o n b a=.86). Bhe composite score was created by averagmscitres, with higher
scores representing higher levels of empathy towards victimized pdrri$yofg.
Theory of Mind. A modified version of the Strange Stories task was used to examine

adol escent s t heory of mi ndala2009) REatlier #tuslies( De vi ne
showed that children aratlolescents were more likely to attribute mental states to ingroup
members compared to outgroup members (Goénuiulta
adapted two mindreading stories (white lie and deception) to depict Syrian characters. After

exhst ory, participants answered a question req
statePartici pant s’ r e s-@ scales(2-scorre@ answerovghdnertal stkate a O
attribution; 1 = correct information without attributing mentatss and 0 = false answer). Two

coders scored participants responses (interr

of responses). Participants accuracy scores
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performance ranged between O dnd
Data Analysis Strategy
Statistical analyses include descriptive statistics (e.g., means, standard deviations, and
ranges), mixed repeateadeasures ANOVAS, bivariate correlations, and hierarchical regression.
First, three separate mixed repeateelhisures ANOVAs wengsed to examine group mean
differences in acceptability judgments, bystander responses, and reasoning by school district
andage group. Mixedlesign analysis is appropriate to explore the interaction between within
subject factors (different types of butlg stories) and betweesubjects factor (age group and
school district) on the dependent variable. Second, to examine the relationship between
outcomevariables and predictors, bivariate Pearson correlations were conducted. Lastly,
hierarchical regressiernwere conducted to investigate sociagnitive and intergroupelated
factors as possible predictors of adolescents
This data analytic approach is common to explore the unique role of different factors on
outcome variables. All analyses were performed in SPSS.
Results
Missing Data and Preliminary Analysis
Table 1 presents the means, SDs, ranges, and correlations between outcome variables
andpredictors. Missing value percentages for variables ranged 2866n©.9.2%. Thus, the
pairwise deletion method was used to minimize the loss of cases. To examine whether
adol escent s’ d e mo g r acpgdnmitive skilshaad irdecgtogprattitgdési ¢ s, s oc
dependbn the school district (lower contact and highemtact with Syrian refugees), we first
conductedA NOVAs. Accordingly, no differences were

and empathy across school districts. Further, adolescents in schools where Syrian refugees
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mostly live in the district reportehigher levels of intergroup contact compared to adolescents
in schoolswith low contact. Adolescents in schools with low contact were more likely to report
prejudicial attitudes and discriminatory tendencies compared to adolescents in schools with high
contact with Syrian refugees (see Supplementary Analysis for the means anderesjt
Based on these findings, the school district was used in all analyses as a possible factor. Gender
was dropped from the analyses as we did not find gender differentesa d ol escent s’
acceptability judgments and their bystana=ponses.
Acceptability Judgments by Age and School District

To test H1 and examine differences in adol
(story type: intergroup bullying and intragrobpllying) X 2 (age group: middle school and
High school) X 2 (school district: lower contact and higher contact with Syrian refugees)
mixed ANOVA. Our withingroup variable was story type and our betwgesup variables
were age group and school distrRte sul t s showed a main effect of
acceptability judgmentd=((1, 573) = 12.93p < .001,dp? = .022) with a small effect size.
Overall, adolescents judged all bullying as wrong, but evaluated intragroup bullying as less
acceptableNl = 1.32;SD= .66) than intergroup bullyind{ = 1.60;SD= 1.16) regardless of
school districts. Although nogificant interactions were found between acceptability and
school contact, there was a betwaeibjects effect of school conta&t (1, 573) = 22.00,

p <.001,dp? = .037) with a small effect size. More specifically, adolescents in schools with

highercontact judged both bullying types as less acceptable {.33;SD=.40) compared to

adolescents in lower contact schodsX 1.64;SD= .50).
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Reasoning by Age and School District

To test for differences i n pabiltyi ci pant s’
judgments (H2), a mixed model 14 (Reasoning in Intragroup and Intergroup Bullying:
Fairness, Refugee Status, Personality Characteristics, Discrimination, Empathy, Harm and
Prescriptive Norms) X 2(age: middle school and high school) X 2 (schooetdistwer
contact with Syrian refugees ahifjher contact with Syrian refugees) ANOVA was run for
proportional use of each codeesultsshowed a significarmain effect of reasoning (see
Table 2 for the means, SDs, and ANOVA statistics). Pairwise casoparshowed that
participants were more likely to attribute fairness, refugee status, and discrimination in
intergroup bullying compared to intragroup bullying. Further, participants were more likely to
attribute personality characteristics, harm, pregcriptive norms in intragroup bullying
scenarios compared to intergroup bullying.
Bystander Responses by Age and School District

In order to test H3 and examine different types of bystander responses, we ran a similar
4(bystander responses: explicit chafje in intragroup bullying, explicit challenge in
intergroup bullying, explicit support in intragroup bullying, explicit support in intergroup
bullying) X 2 (age: middle school and high school) X 2 (school district: lower contact and higher
contact with Sgian refugees) Mixed ANOVAResults showed that there was a main effect of
bystander responsE (7, 539) = 1031.09 < .001,dp? = .657). Accordingly, adolescents were
more likely to report that they woulsupport the bully in intergroup bullying compdreo
intragroup bullying F (7, 539) = 544.42p < .001,dp? = .753). However, no differences were
found in bystander responses in termsegplicit challenge across two storigs £ .055).

Further, results showed that adolescents were more likely tot relpaitenging behavior
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compared to supporting behaviarboth stories (s < .001). The findings also revealed a
significant threeway interaction between bystandesponses, school district, and age groups
(F (7, 539) = 5.03p = .002,dp? = .009) (see @ble 1for the means for each group and see
Figure 1 for differences). Accordingly, middle school students in lower contact districts were
more likely to support the bullypE .016). At the sam#éme, they were less likely to challenge
the bully in intergoup bullying compared to intragrobpllying (p = .004). Further, high school
students in higher contact districts were less likely to support the bully in intergroup bullying
compared to high school students in lower contact distpcts Q03).

Predictors of Acceptability Judgments and Bystander Responses

H4 and H5 were that soctabgnitive factors and intergroup related factors would
predictadol escent s’ acceptability judgment and
(when the victim is Syrianguth). To test those hypotheses, first, we examined correlations
between outcome variables and predictors (see Table 3). Then, three different hierarchical
regressions were conducted to examine predictors of bystander judgments and responses to
intergroupbullying based on what was theoretically supported in the literature. We performed
these analyses only for the bystander responses to intergroup bullying (not to intragroup
bullying) as intergroup related factors are primarily meaningful to explore imtieyoup
context.

Age group (middle school = 0, high school = 1) was added in the first step as previous
research has documented -agkated differences in responses to bullying. The school district
(lower contact to Syrian refugee = 0, higher conta@yoan refugee = 1) was also added in
the first step because results ANOVA tests revealed that there were significant differences

between adolescents from low and higher contact districts in terms of intergroup related factors
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(see Supplementary Analysish the second step, empathy and ToM were added because they
were related to bystander responses in intrag
al., 2019)but were not previously tested in the context of intergroup bullying. At the last step,
intergroup related variables (i.e., intergroup contact, idiscation, and prejudice) were added
to examine the possible interplay between them in predicting the acceptability judgments and
bystander responses as previous studies showed that intergroup related factors might shape
adol escent s’ b eshosvards dargsted auiggos (a.d., tPalmen et @l., 2017).
Tolerance and VIivalues for all variables indicated that multicollinearity was not a problem.
The results of the hierarchical regressanalyses are detailed below.
Acceptability of intergroup Bullying

For the acceptability of intergroup bullying, the third model explained 27 % of the
variance F (7, 439) = 25.11p < .001) when all predictors entered to the model (see Table 3).
Findings showed that adolescents inhgigcontact districts were less likely to see intergroup
bullying as acceptabl®8(=-. 3 1 ,-.12fp =:917). Similarly, adolescents with higher
empathy towards victimized youth evaluated intergroup bullying as less acceptabl&3g,
B -23,p<.001) controlling for age and school district. With regard to intergroup factors,
adolescents whohave higher discriminatory tendenBes (. 1 6 , p.00Hand2 7 ,
prejudicial attitudesg= . 1 3, p3.00% towatds Syrian refugees were more Yikel
perceive bullying as mor&cceptable.
Explicit Challenge to Bully

Regarding participants’ expectation that t
behalf of victim) in intergroup bullying, the third model explained 13% of the variance

(F (7,439) = 3.57 p = .014). Participants with higher ToBE . 3 3, pf3.026)and1 1 ,
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empathy towards victim®(= . 3 9, p .00%) werentore likely report that they would
explicitly challenge the bully in intergroup bullying controlling for age group and school
district. While intergroup contact with 8sn refugees was positively related to explicit
challenge of the bullyB= . 2 0, p3.043), adoegents with higher discriminatory
tendencies towards Syrian refugees were less likely to challenge the bully when they
witnessed bullying of a Syriagouth 8=-. 0 7 ,-.11fp = 29) controlling for
demographic and individual factors (see Table 4).
Explicit Support to Bully

The hierarchical regression analysis revealed that the final model explained 20% of the
variance in explicit support to bullyr (7, 439) = 7.97p < .001). Adolescents with higher
empathyB=-. 4 4 ,-32fp<:#001)and ToMB=-. 3 1 ,-.12fp =:2007) were less likely
to report that they would explicitly support the bully in intergroup bullying independent of age
group andschool district. With regard to intergroup related factors, adolescents with higher
discriminatonB= . 06, pf3 .=030l)l,and prejudice towards S
.14,p = .004) were more likely report that they would explicitly supgtioetbully (see Table
4).

Discussion

Considering the growing evidence that Syrian youth in Turkey are experiencing
prejudicial treatment in schools (Demir & Ozgiil, 2019), it is important to extendalhting
efforts for Syrian refugee youth in school s&gs. One critical piece in improving anti
bullying efforts is understanding bystander s’

intergroup bullying. Thus, we investigated whether bystander responses might vary as a

function of different types ofdllying (intragroup bullying and intergroup bullying) and

70



whether intergroup related factors and sec@dnitive skills predict bystander responses to
intergroup bullying. In so doing, we aim to contribute to the scarce bystander intervention
literaturem adol escent s’ attitudes toward intergrou
tension contexts.

Overall, adolescents were likely to report bullying as unacceptable (all means were
belowthe midpoint), were likely report that they would explicitly cleaige the bully (all
means were above the rpoint), and were likely report that they would not explicitly
support the bully (all means were below the 4paint). However, significant variations in
mean differences i n adolwemst#foundbasedonldulymge nt s an
type.

In line with our hypothesis regarding acceptability judgments (H1), findings showed
that adolescents judged intergroup bullying (when the victim is Syrian refugee youth) as more
acceptable than intragroup bullyinghen the victim is Turkish youth). These results are
similarto earlier studies, which showed that
beliefs, and behaviors towards outgroups (Palmer & Abbott, 2018). Contrary to our
expectations, we did notfindsignificant interaction between acceptability and school district
(lower contact and highercontact). More specifically, adolescents in schools with higher
contactweremore likely to evaluate both intergroup and intragroup bullying as less
acceptable congred to adolescents in schools with lower contact. This is an interesting
finding, as it suggests that opportunities for intergroup contact, more generally, may foster
awareness of the importance of treating others equitably and fairly regardless petbé ty
peer aggression. On the other hand, one might speculate that higher contact schools may have

fostered antbullying school norms in ways thate different than the lower contact schools.
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However, the higher contact schools in this study were impiengeany specific anti

bullying intervention program. Despite not having a specificlamtying curriculum, it is
possible that informal education is occurring in the higloatact schools related to the
negative effects of bullying and social exclusleecause of the school demographics. While
this finding is intriguingfuture research will need to further explore what might account for
this pattern.

With regard to reasoning, as we expected (
acceptability judgmestdiffered between stories: adolescents reasoned more about fairness,
refugee status, and discriminatory acts for the intergroup bullying, while they attributed harm
and prescriptive norms more for intragroup bullying. Our reasoning data provide novel
findings regarding how adolescents approach intergroup bullying of their Syrian refugee
peers: they attend carefully to moral issues around discrimination as well as acknowledge
t hei r S yunigue expepences as refugees when evaluating victimizdt®yrian
refugees. This suggests that youth do differentiate between different types of bullying.
Further, our findings suggest that antillying efforts might draw on the reasoning that
adolescents use when thinking about bullying to shape discusstomsl dyullying.

Specifically, antibullying efforts might address the discriminatory nature of intergroup
bullying and create anbullying norms that comprehensively address both intergroup and
intragroup bullying.

With regard t o a ddfferenstgpesmftbgstandér regpensestoo od o f
intragroup and intergroup bullying, our hypothesis (H3) was supported only for explicit
support, but not for explicit challenge. Specifically, we found that adolescents were more

likely to expect that they wouldkplicitly support the bully in intergroup bullying compared
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to intragroup bullying. It is plausible that when the victim is an outgroup member, and the
bully is an ingroup member, adolescents might be more supportive of the bully given their
shared groupemmber shi p. No significant overal/l di f fe
explicit challenge across intragroup and intergroup bullying. However, middle school students
in lower contact districts were less likely to challenge the bully in intergrouproylly
compared to intragroup bullying, while no significant difference was found in higher contact
schools. This suggests that opportunities for positive intergroup contact may help younger
adolescents to recognize the importance of speaking up on b&batfjroup victims.

Our findings revealed that several so@agnitive variables were predictors of
adol escent s’ acceptability judgments and byst
More specifically, the hi gh eedyouhdwas, theshoeent s’ em
likely adolescents were to see bullying as unacceptable and the less likely they were to expect
that theywould explicitly support the bully. Further, they were more likely to report that they
would challenge the bully explicitly. lime with our hypothesis (H4) and previous studies,
our findingshi ghl i ght the role of ToM in bystander s’
These findings extend the results of earlier studies that examine the possible role of ToM and
empathy in bystader responses in intragroup bullying to intergroup bullying contexts
(Barchia & Bussey, 2011; Caravita et al., 2010). Our findings are also in line with a recent
intervention study that aimed to increase the social inclusion of Syrian refugees intg school
in Turkey byincreasing perspective taking and empathy in both Turkish children and Syrian
refugee children aged between 8 and 12 (Alan et al., 2020). They showed that an educational
curriculum that involveperspectiveaking and empathy increaseschild n’ s pr osoci al

behavior towards outgroups (Syrian and Turkish) and decreases social exclusion of Syrian
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refugee children and intergroaggression (Alan et al., 2020).
In line with the earlier research drawing on the SRD perspective and our hypothesis
(H5),t he current study showed that intergroup fa
judgments and responses to intergroup bullying. Adolescents with higher discrimination and
prejudice judged intergroup bullying as more acceptable. As we expected, auslestie
high prejudice and discriminatory tendencies towards Syrian refugees reported that they were
more likely to engage in explicit support of the bully and less likely to engage in explicit
challenges of bullying. These results underline the necedsityervention studies that aim to
decrease negative attitudes towards Syrian refugees to create an inclusive school climate. This
is especially important considering the results of earlier public reports and research, which
showed that one of the commoimallenges that young Syrian refugees face in the school is
prejudice experienced in their daily interactions with Turkish students (Demir & Ozgill,
2019). Further, adolescents with high intergroup contact with Syrian refugees were more
likely to challengehe bully explicitly. This is in line with prior studies from adult literature
which showed that engaging in contactwitly r i ans i ncreases Tur kish vy
attitudes towards Syrian refugees hérBm@gc1 et a
been no studies that tested this relationship in children and adolescents. Considering the
changing demographics of schools in Turkey (in tesfrethnic composition), it is critical and
timely to examine how intergroup contact can be influential c hi | dren’ s and ado
motivation to intervene imtergroup social conflicts tmform intervention studies. Overall,
the current study showed that Turkish adol esc
shaped by the intergroup related fastavhich motivate them to behave differently when they

witness the victingation of Syrian refugee youth.
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Notwithstanding the novel findings of our study, some limitations and future
directions for research should be considered. First, the measuresofrére research
include only seHreport measures within a cressctional design, which precludes
conclusions regarding causality. Second, we used hypothetical scenarios to be able to examine
di fferences i n bystander sisesaaross dfferematppesiof t y j udg
bull ying. However, It i s also Iimportant to in
in the case of intergroup bullying. Further, we manipulated both victim ethnic background and
the reason for bullying in the ingmoup bullying story. But future studies might consider
examining intergroup bullying that targets the victims for reasons unrelated to his or her group
membership (e.g., Syrian youth is bullied bec
Third, we onlyinvestigated different types of explicit bystander responses as our intergroup
related measures were explicit in nature. However, adolescents can challenge or support the
bully in implicit ways as well. Fourth, although we targeted schools in distridishwgh and
lower contact with Syrian refugees and our results confirmed that adolescents in schools with
higher contact report more contact compared to adolescents with lower contact, the percentage
of Syrian refugees enrolled in these school is still [Blus it is unclear if the current findings
reflect the situation in cities closer to the border with Syria, where Turkish adolescents may
have even more contact with Syrian refugees, such as Hatay (27% of the city population),
Gaziantep (22% of the cityopulation), and Kilis (76% of the city population). Further, we
evaluatech d o | e sntergroup sohtact with Syrian refugees in terms of quantitative
aspects. However, future research should also consider examining the quality of intergroup
contact as sue of the previous literature showed negative associations between intergroup

contact and intergroup attitudes (Vervoort et al., 2011). Lastly, in the current study, we only
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examined the Turkish adolescents’ theiystander
Syrian peers. However, creating an inclusive school climate and society (in general) is not a
oneway street. Thus, it is also important to
towards social conflicts in the school and society. Thispeeially important, given that

some recent findings suggest that some Syrian refugees are bwtis ant bullies (Yilmaz,
2020).Overall, the findings of the current study provide novel insights for how social

cognitive skills and intergroup processeigim shape bystander responses to intergroup

bullying of Syrian refugees. This is especially timely and important issue based on the

evidence demonstrating increasing negative interactions between Turkish and Syrian youth in
schools.

Moreover, considerinthe increase in Syrian refugees in Turkey in recent years, new
programs for an inclusive education system should be developed to create inclusive
classrooms and the increassense of belonging, which can be particularly poignant for
refugees who have beelisplaced from their homes (lcduygu, 2015). Thus, our findings set a
stage for future research in examinlmgtander responses to intergroup bullying in informing

antibullying programs to ensure just and fair treatment of all youth.
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Supplementary Analysis

To examine whether adol escen-tognitiveglellsnogr aphi
and intergroup attitudes vary depend on the school district we first conducted ANOVAs.
Results showed that adol es cen ssstwoscapldisticsss n o't
(F(1,575) =3.86p = .056,dp? = .010). However, parental education was significantly higher
inthelow contact school district compared to high contact school didigt, (527) = 228.19,
p<.001,dp?=.302). Withregardtocao | escent s’ experiences in bul
therewer e no signi fi cant -reporfirftleeir expedeacss edthdr@ad escent s
bullies F (1, 545) =.50p = .822,dp? = .000) or bystander$ (1, 552) =1.84p = .175,dp? =
.003).However, adolescents in high contact schools reported more victimization compared to
adolescents in low contadt (1, 545) =1.24p = .001,dp? = .018). With regard to social
cognitive skills, there were no significant differences in theory of nfind (561) =3.11p =
.058,dp? = .003), empathyR (1, 558) =.39p = .532,dp? = .001), egalitarian beliefs((1,
501)=.25,p = .613,dp? = .001) and perceived inequality (1, 515) =3.50p = .062,dp? =
.007) acrosschool districts. Further, adolesceimschools where Syrian refugees mostly live
in the district reported higher levels of intergroup contact compared to adolescents in schools
with low contact(F (1, 519) = 206.79 < .001,dp? = .285). Adolescents in schools with low
contact were moreKely reportprejudicialattitudes £ (1, 529) =7.78p = .005,dp? = .015)
and discriminatory tendenciels (1, 550) =1.16p = .001,dp? = .019) compared to adolescents

in schools with higltontact with Syrian refugees.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between Outcome Variables and Predictors

Variables M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1.Acceptability of IntragroupB ¢B) 1.32 (.66) 1

2.Expicit Challenge IntragroupB (&) 4.64 (1.15) -.36" 1

3.Explicit Support IntragroupB (&) 1.52(.92) .45 -40° 1

4.Acceptability of IntergroupB ¢6) 1.60(1.16) .27° -33° .357 1

5.Explicit Challenge IntergroupB{@) 4.50(1.35) -.21° 56" -29° -44" 1

6.Explicit Support IntergroupB ¢f) 1.66 (1.13) .23° -31" 49" 58" -45 1

7.Theory of Mind (64) 1.36 (.48) -13° 200 -23° -07 A7 -1 1

8.Empathy (15) 3.82(.86) -30° .29° -34° -28° 29° -32° 19" 1
9.Intergroup Contact (4) 2.01(57) -12" -02 .05 -05 -06 -09 -05 .04 1
10.Discrimination {4-4) 13(1.61) .17 -15° 16" 31" -15° 22" -02 -13 -1T 1
11.Prejudice (7) 3.49 (2.12) 24° -19° 21 38 -23° 26" -09 -25 -11 4T

Note. IntragroupB is intragroup bullying and IntergroupB is intergroup bullying.
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Table 2. Mean, Standard Deviations and ANOVA Results for the Reasoning

) Intergroup
Intragroup Bullying .
Bullying F value p value dg?
M (SD)

M (SD)
Fairness .02 (.11) .09 (.21) 26.87 <.001 .049
Refugee Status .00 (.00) .15 (.25) 168.09 <.001 .245
Personality 12 (.24) .01 (.05) 96.42 <.001 .157
Characteristics
Discrimination .001 (.02) 11 (.23) 72.96 <.001 .123
Empathy .06 (.18) .07(.22) 0.81 .368 .002
Harm 43 (.42) .26 (.35) 59.79 <.001 .103
Prescriptive Norms .16 (.32) .07 (.19) 32.29 <.001 .059
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Table 3. Hierarchical Regression Analysis for the Acceptability Judgments of Intergroup

Bullying

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Variables B SE b B SE b B SE b
Age -02 .12 -01  -02 .12 01 -03 .11 -.01
School District -42 13 -16+ -38 .12 -15+ -31 .13 -1
Empathy -46 .06 -32+ -22 .06 -.23
ToM -25 12 -09 -21 .11 -.07
Intergroup Contact A2 11 .06
Discrimination A6 .02 27
Prejudice A3 .04 .16+
AdjustedR? .02 14 27
F for change iR? 5.78* 29.85+ 25.1 b

Note.*p < .05; *p < .01; **p < .001
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Table 4. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Bystander Wgation to Intergroup Bullying

Explicit Challenge Explicit Support
Variables B SE b B SE b
Age .01 A3 .01 -.02 A1 -.01
School District -.03 A5 -.01 -.22 13 -.08
Empathy .39 .07 250 -.44 .06 - 320k
Theory of Mind .32 14 A1+ -31 A2 -.12
Intergroup Contact .20 13 .09 A7 A1 .08
Discrimination -.07 .03 -1 .06 .02 A+
Prejudice -.06 .04 -.07 10 .03 A4
AdjustedR? 13 .20
F for change iR? 3.5% 7.7

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; **p < .001
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Bystander Responses by School District and Age
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Figure 1. Likelihood of Bystander Responses by School District andlAgandicates the
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General Discussion

School bullying is a severe problem that impacts children and youth all around the
world (OECD, 2018). The current research focuses on a critical yet lessnaelistood
i ssue: bystander s’ responsesasadmdlyngpudgment s to
(intergroup) in adolescence. Bridging developmental and social approaches, it aims to
explore the correlates of bystatandeer s’ attitud
motivation to intervene. Across three studies, we showed that different dimensions ef social
emotional factors, sockognitive factors, and intergroupe | at ed f act ors predic
judgments and responses to generalized aneblaised bullyng.
Manuscript 1

First, we hypothesized that soemimo t i onal factors (“temper ame
sensitivity, and rejection sensitivity”) woul
initial bullying and possible retaliation in generalizadlying. In line with the Person by
Environment framework (e.g., Bates & Pettit, 2007; Ellis et al., 2011) and the social cognitive
framework (Bandura, 2001), findings showed that distinct dimensions of-soctdional
predictors were related to byst@madesponses to generalized bullying and retaliation. This
research is novel for several reasons. First, most of the literature on bystander responses
emphasizes initial bullying. However, our knowledge is limited in terms of bystander responses
to retalidion despite welestablished findings documenting that retaliation leads to an increase
in aggression in the school climatqAucliffe et al., 200J. By examining sociaémotional
correl ates of bystanders’ judgments and respo
understand how ankbiullying prograns that target bystanders should also consider factors

involved in reactions to retaliation. Second, although several individual factors (e.g., empathy,
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moral disengagement, sdfficacy) have been identified in earlier studies, no prior research has
explared how different dimensions of empathy and temperament, justice sensitivity (as victims,
transgressors, and bystanders), and rejection sensitivity (anxious and angry) were related to
those judgments and responses. Thus, this study extends earlierlsfstiesiing that
participants’ justice sensitivity from the ob
bystander responses to bullying. On the other hand, negative affect and rejection sensitivity was
found to a significant predictor for ttikelihood of reporting inactive responses. Further, it has
also made novel contributions in demonstrating that temperament and empathy should be
considered as multidimensional constructs since distinct dimensions of those constructs predict
bystander judgnents and responses differently. This study also replicated some of the earlier
findings in the literature on bystander responses in terms of gender and age. More specifically,
results showed that younger and female adolescents were more likely to dwallyatg as less
acceptable and were more likely to actively intervene in bullying.
Manuscript 2 & Manuscript 3

By adopting a novel social approach and developmental approach to the issue of
bystander judgments and responses, the second study focusgtinmgothe factors that
predict how bystanders react in generalized bullying of ingroup peers arshisies bullying
of immigrants peers in the USA. This approach complements the common research focus on the
correl ates of bys tpaneed ® geseralizedbdllgimgdtithussshifsthel r e s
guestion from ‘how bystanders perceive bullyi
responses depend on the characteristics of th
shift may instigateovel insights that are crucial to understand distinct mechanisms behind

generalized bullying and bidsmsed bullying. This research also advances our understanding of
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howbystander s’ responses ar eogatyvesabiltiesdTieaydf wi t h
Mind) and intergroup attitudes (intergroup contact with immigrants, discrimination towards
immigrants, and peer norms about immigrants). Earlier studies showed that children and
adolescents were more likely to show prosocial behaviors and hefpjmgrembers as

compared to outgroup members. However, to our knowledge, no studies have yet explored how
the interplay between group membership, intergroup related factors, and social cognitive skills
might shape bystander responses in the context eblaied bullying.

As we expected, current findings revealed that nonimmigragin adolescents rated
generalized bullying (victim is a nonimmigramtigin youth) as less acceptable, whereas
immigrantorigin adolescents rated biaased bullying (victims ian immigrantorigin youth)
as less acceptable. Further, when we examined possible predictors of bystander responses to
bias based bullying, we found that soc@ignitive related factors and intergroup related
factors were important predictors demoasirg that participants with higher intergroup contact,
positive peer norms, and lower discrimination and higher Theory of Mind related to higher
likelihood of reporting active responses bised bullying of an immigrant peer. These results
are in line vith studies demonstrating that higher intergroup contact and lower levels of
negative attitudes towards targeted outgroup were related to increases in prosocial attitudes and
behaviors toward outgroup peers (Brenick & Killen, 2014; Cocco et al., 2020jinQungs
present important implications in understanding how group membership shapes bystander
responses to different types of bullying by setting the stage for further investigation of such
issues. Current findings also extend past research by clgrifygnkey role of social cognition
and intergroup processes in evaluating and responding tbdmasl bullying towards

immigrants. Overall, investigating the factors involved in understanding bystander responses in
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biasbased bullying is importa@indtimely to foster equitable and inclusive school
environments for those from marginalized backgrounds such as immigrants.

By extending the second study to a different intergroup contact, the third study
examined the question of how adolescents react toibglbf an ingroup peer versus bullying
of a Syrian refugee peer in Turkey. This is an important and understudied context because, from
the start of the crisis in Syria in 2011 through 2020, Turkey has received more than three
million six hundred thousan@fugees, with 46 percent aged betwedi@{UNHCR, 2020).

In response to unprecedented numbers of Syrian refugees in Turkey, the majority population
evinced increased prejudice, threat perceptions, and discriminatory tendencies towards Syrian
refugeesb al |l ages (i¢duygu & Nimer, 2020; Gondult
prejudice and discrimination is Syrian refugee youth, especially in school settings (Demir &
Ozgul, 2019)According to the Ministry of National Education report (20884,919 Syrian
refugee students were registering in public schools (63% of Syrian refugee children and youth
in Turkey). Despite the efforts to increase schooling opportunities for refugee children and
youth, Syrian refugee enrollment numbers in Turkishlig schools remain low, especially in
middle and high schools. One reason might be experiences of different forms of intergroup
bullying (social exclusion, aggression, hate speech) that Syrian refugees endure when
interacting with both peers and teagh@emir & Omiil, 2019).

To our knowledge, no studies have been explored whether bystanders are willing to
intervene in the bullying of refugee peers in their schools. Our aim, then, was to explore
correlates of bystander responses to intergroup bullyigyman refugees to provide evidence
that can be used to improve school climate and inclusion for marginalized youth. Thus, current

research provides novel information by demonstrating adolescents were more likely to see
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bullying as more acceptable andmadikely to support the bully in biasased bullying
compared to generalized bullying. These findings both replicated what we found earlier and
extended Study 2 in a different intergroup context.

Results also provide insight into how adolescents withdrnigteory of mind and
empathy were more likely to explicitly challenge the bully and less likely to explicitly support
the bully in biasbased bullying. These results are similar to findings from Study 1 and Study 2
with regard to the possible relationshigtween sociatognitive skills and bystander responses.
However, it is also important to note that the measures that we used in Study 3 to evaluate ToM
and empathy were different from those in Study 1 (empathy) and Study 2 (ToM). Study 1 found
a positiverelationship between distinct dimensions of empathy (affective, cognitive and
sympathy) and bystanders’ judgments and respo
showing that, specifically, empathy for the victims of bullying is a significant cterefa
judgments and responses. Further, Study 2 demonstrated that adolescents with higher ToM
abilities were more likely to show active responses by evaluating generalized ToM performance.
Study 3 investigated how ToM abilities for a targeted outgroup TiaM for Syrians) was
salient predictor of bystander responses and extended Study 2 by providing insight why
outgroup mentalizing is important to consider in scohtexts.

In terms of intergroup factors, Study 2 replicated Study 1 by demonstrating that
adolescents with high intergroup contact with Syrian refugees were more likely to explicitly
challenge the bully and less likely to explicitly support the bully. Relatedly, adolescents with
high prejudice and discriminatory tendencies towards Syriangefugeported that they were
more likely to engage in explicit support of the bully and less likely to engage in explicit

challenges of bullying. Overall, in both studies, we documented how intergroup factors are
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related to bystander responses in differetgrgroup contexts.
Possible Cultural and Contextual Factors to Consider

The three studies examine bystanders’ judg
contexts (generalized, bissed bullying of immigrants and bibased bullying of refugees) in
two countries (USA and Turkey). A recent OECD (2018) report provides some evidence to
compare the rates of generalized bullying and
Accordingly, the overall rates orho mtul )y i arge ( “
similar in the USA and Turkey, 25.9 % and 24.1 % respectively. The rates of different types of
bullying (e.g., physical, verbal, relational, etc.) were also provided in the same report. It is
important to note that physical bullying is higheTurkey (9% versus 5%) while verbal
bullying is higher in the USA (17% versus 13%). Further, this report also allows us to compare

the bystanders’ judgments regarding bullying

someone stands up for otherste nt s who are being bullied”; *1t
who can’'t defend themselves”; *“It irritates m
wrong thing to join in bullying”. The percent

wit h” the statements descOb%ietde Ushand8 WB1%AiNnged be
Turkey. Although data did not provide any information on whether this difference in the rates
of adolescents between the USA and Turkey is meaningful, it still posmee insights that
adolescents in the USA might relatively be more motivated to intervene in bullying compared to
adolescents in Turkey.

Studies 2 and 3 investigated a distinct intergroup dimension of bystander responses to
biasbased bullying in diffenat intergroup contexts (immigrants in the USA and refugees in

Turkey). To our knowledge, there is no study or public report to compare bullying rates or
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bystander approaches targeted bullying of immigrants and refugees between two countries.
However, earkr studies provide evidence regarding how those contextsralar sn terms of
increased discrimination and prejudice toward
2020; GoOondultas et al., 2020; Stevens et al .,
refugees, and minorities are the most vulnerableutlying, and much of the bullying is due to
prejudice and discrimination (OECD, 2018). However, there are also many contextual
differences including the numbers of immigrants/refugees, governmental policies regarding
immigrants and refugees, and schdohates towards diversity (Stevens et al., 2020). For
example, even though we did not obtain information regarding school climates towards
diversity in our study, schools in the second study have more immigyigit youth compared
to the number of refyee youth in schools in the third study. Further, immigration has a long
history in the USA compared to the refugee crisis in Turkey. This might lead individuals to
have more negative attitudes towards Syrian r
attitudes towards immigrants in the USA. Overall, testing the role of group processes in both
contexts using similar methods to assess bystander responses shed light on generic and specific
aspects offroup processes in bissedullying.
Limitations and Future Directions

The results of this dissertation should be considered in the lights of common (valid for
all three studies) and unique (for each study context) limitations. To start with a common
limitation across three studies, hypothetical scenarios wsed to examine bystander responses
to different types of bullying. Earlier studi
actual behavior are related to their judgments (Mulvey et al., 2018; Turiel, 2008). However, it is

alsoimportanttoexaome how chil dren’s and adol escents’ o
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victims, bullies or bystanders) and their actual responses (as bystanders) might change across
different types of bullying including generalized and Hased. Relatedly, future research

might examine bystander responses via behavioral measures using multimethod data (e.qg.,
understanding bystander responses via virtual reality in addition to hypotke&nalios).

Further, all three studies were cr@gstional in nature, using corretatal evidence to explore

dynamics behind bystander responses to different types of bullying. To understand casual
mechani sm behind bystander s’ eaoghitiveafactbreand and r e
intergrouprelated factors future research shibexplore longitudinal patterns. All three studies

have examined adolescents’ different-batedpes of
bullying including active, passive, explicit and implicit support, explicit and implicit challenge.
Futurestdi es shoul d examine other types of bystan
common limitation across three studies is the m&marce data method. In all three studies,

data was collected only from adolescents. Future studies should considarimgdamily-

related, peerelated, and teacheelated factors by usgna multisource data approach.

In addition to these common limitations, Study 2 and Study 3 have some unique
limitations. First, bystander responses to {iiased bullying were only $&ed in immigrant
and refugee contexts. However, there are other intergroup contexts tHadd®asbullying
mi ght occur (e.g., due to race, sexual orient
judgments and responses were examined only for the \mrlbhghg in Study 1 and Study 2.
However, immigrant and refugee youth can experience different types of bullying including,
for example, physical, relational, and soci al
judgments and their motivation to shogsponses. Thus, in future research, other types of

bullying should be alsoonsidered. Lastly, only group membership of the victim was
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manipulated in both Study 2 (either immigramigin or nonimmigrarorigin peer) and Study
3 (either Syrian refugee owikish peer) while the bully was presented as ingroup peers in all
stories. I't i s plausible to note that bystand
influenced by the group membership of the bully. More specifically, they might be more
willing to intervene if their ingroup members are victimized by outgroup bullies. Thus,
mani pul ating both victims®™ and bullies’ group
comprehensive understanding of graefated dynanes behind bystander responses.
Implications and Conclusion

Attaining safe schools for all youth is positioned high on the agenda of educators and
global policymakers who strive for equality as a universal human right. The current project
aims to increase our understanding of how bystandersoceribeite to this as one of the
important social agents. Bystanders are key targets for intervention programs to reduce bias
based bullying through changing school cultures and developing awareness, preparedness,
and competence in adolescents (Salmivakile 2011). Considering the severe consequences
of bullying and peer victimization for youths' development, there is a great demand for
innovative and comprehensive intervention strategies. Most existingudiying
intervention programs address victirand bullies in generalized bullying contexts and pay
less attention to bystanders as well as to-limased bullying. Thus, examining soeial
emotional, sociatognitive factors and intergroupelated processes that could be related to
by st and ensindifferem social gontexts is crucial to understand the complex nature
of the bullying and dynamics behind bystander responses. As one of the severe form of
aggression in school climate, bullying has many short term and long term negative

consequenee f or adol esceiteing’ and youth’' s well

100



The extant literature has found significant positive correlations between bullying and
mental health outcomes such as depression and anxiety (e.g., Priest et al., 2013). In a similar
vein, exposure to bullying cdead to feelings of anger, helplessness, and hurt (Bryson et al.,
2020; Prihadi et al., 2019) which is related to an increase in anxiety and depression. Besides
mental health and emotional consequences, bullying has also many educational consequences
at both the student level and also at the school level. At the student level, victims experience
difficulties in focusing their schoeklated task and this leads decrease in their academic
performance (Ma et al., 2009). At the school level, bullying harmerttiee school climate
especially in schools with diversity as youth from marginalized backgrounds are more likely
to be targeted by bullies (Garnett, & Bribfeisels, 2017). Bystanders are important targets
for intervention programs as bystanders havettential to reduce bullying and targeting
bystander behaviors can create changes in school climate to increase the awareness the
consequences of bullying and to increase competence in preventing and intervening in
different types of bullying. Thus, exaning the factors that influence bystander responses
informs intervention and preventictudies.

This research line has implications at both the theoretical and societal level by
contributing to our understanding of the predictors of bystander intervemtictergroup
settings. Theoretically, this study builds on prior research by bridging the gap between
research on bullying, intergroup relations, and samaginitive factors. At the societal level,
these studies aim to address these neglected isshaghbghting key bystander outcomes
amenable to educational intervention drawing from a developmental intergroup perspective.
To fully understand the dynamics of bullying, it is therefore key not to only look at the ways

to under st and \behaviors, bus dlso a thelbarbeuslthiatimayskéep
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bystanderfrom intervening when they observe bullying. While prior research has

documented the importance of bystander intervention in reducing bullying (Salmivalli et al.,
2011), research has also fouhdt most of the bullying interventions are not very effective,

as they do not attend to the diversity of the students (Evans et al., 2014). Thus, it is important
to explore the factors in such diverse contexts to shape bullying intervention programs and
contribute to the conversation surrounding how to ensure that schools and communities are

welcoming for all students.
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