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Abstract 

 

Recommendations for Improving Collaborative Programming in Anger Management and 

Anti-Bullying in High Schools 

 

 

Kathryn M. O‟Connor 

 

Under the Supervision of Dr. Cheryl Banachowski-Fuller  
 

Statement of the Problem 

 

 Bullying has become a national topic again in recent years with students being so 

distraught over being bullied in schools; some are even taking their own lives.  These 

students are in desperate need of help from parents, school officials, and teachers to curb 

bullying in our schools.  Students need to be able to feel safe while at school.  If they do 

not feel safe, how can we expect them to learn and be successful members of our 

community?  Also if our students are not safe, why isn‟t the school doing something 

about it?  Bullying a major concern for schools, students and parents and needs to be 

addressed in a manner that will allow for everyone to collaboratively work together to 

create a learning environment that is safe for everyone. 

Method of Approach 

Secondary data, including empirical and theoretical findings, will be presented to 

provide insight into prevalent issues in bullying including what is bullying, what causes 

bullying, the impact bullying has on its victims, along with the issues over currently anti-

bullying programs.   

The theoretical framework for this research is provided through discussion of 

Hirschi‟s Social Control Theory and theories of Ken Rigby, a renowned researcher of 

bullying. 
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Results of Research 

 Removing zero tolerance policies will allow for the bully to change his or her 

behavior and learn ways to control their anger and continue to learn and thrive in their 

school environment.  Teacher intervention will allow for students to put trust back into 

their teachers and stop the bullying immediately when it is observed.  Implementing anti-

bullying programs in high schools that work with teachers, school officials, parents, 

victims, and bullies will help to decrease the amount of bullying present in high schools.  
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Section I:  Introduction: Need for an Effective Parent-Teacher Intervention Anti-

Bullying Program in High Schools, an Alternative to Zero Tolerance Policies 

 

Bullying is widespread in high schools, with more than 16% of United States 

children stating that they have been bullied by other students during the current term, 

according to a survey funded by the National Institute of Children Health and Human 

Development (NICHD) (Bullying Widespread in U.S. Schools, Survey Finds, 2001).  

Bullying is also considered to be one of the most important social problems that schools 

need to address.  Over the last two decades, bullying in schools has become an issue of 

widespread concern (Smith, Morita, Junger-Tas, Olweus, Catalano, & Slee, 1999).  The 

research on bullying during later adolescence has been important in documenting the rise 

in harassment, thus bullying/victimization takes on the form of harassment and the two 

are clearly linked (Swearer, Espelage, & Napolitano, 2009).  The most tragic outcome of 

victimization is suicide.  It was the suicide, within a short interval, of three boys in 

Norway that led in 1983 to the first major anti-bullying intervention by schools, at the 

national level (Smith, Pepler, and Rigby, 2004). 

What is meant by bullying?  The word(s) bullying or victimization is defined as a 

student being bullied or victimized when he or she is exposed, repeatedly and over time, 

to negative actions on the part of one or more students (Olweus 1973b).  Negative actions 

can be carried out by words (verbally) by threatening, taunting, teasing, and calling 

names.  A negative action is also considered to be hitting, pushing, kicking, pinching, 

and/or restraining another individual by using physical contact.  One can also carry out 

negative actions by making faces or using dirty gestures or intentionally excluding 

someone from a group.  Even if a single instance of harassment can be regarded as 
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bullying under certain circumstances, the definition provided emphasizes negative actions 

that are carried out repeatedly and over time.  However to differentiate bullying from 

aggression, the bullying behavior includes an imbalance of power between the perpetrator 

and the target, is intentionally harmful, and occurs repetitively (Olweus et al., 1999).  The 

intent is to exclude occasional non-serious negative actions that are directed against 

another student at one time and against another on a different occasion (Olweus, 1993). 

Research has shed light on the reasons why children and young adults bully.  By 

taking a broad evolutionary approach, some have drawn attention to a need, more evident 

in some children than others, to dominate in the course of establishing a hierarchy of 

dominance in a school.  Some have pointed to personality or character deficiencies on the 

part of those who frequently bully, for instance, a lack of empathy or an inability to feel a 

sense of shame when they act in an antisocial manner (Rigby, 2008).  Children who are 

victims of bullying are often alone and excluded from the peer group during breaks and 

lunch time.  They may also try to stay close to a teacher or another adult during breaks.  

Children may show a gradual or sudden deterioration of school work. 

A great deal of research in recent years has focused on the effects of bullying on 

the well-being and health of children.  Consequences of bullying/victimization identified 

in previous research include psychological and psychosomatic distress and problematic 

emotional and social responses (Borg, 1998; Cowie & Berdondini, 2002; Ericson, 2001; 

Natvig, Albrektsen, & Quarnstrom, 2001; Rigby, 2002; Roland, 2002; Seals & Young, 

2003).  An example of this would be eating disorders and chronic illnesses which have 

affected many of those who have been tormented by bullies (Hinduja & Patchin, 2009).  

There is much variation in the way children respond.  Visibly, it will depend in part of the 
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severity of the bullying and the capacity of the targeted child to cope.  Some children are 

much more resilient than others.  The nature of bullying can also affect children 

differently.  Some are very disturbed by name calling and exclusion and others are more 

affected by being physically abused (Rigby, 2008). 

There are many anti-bullying programs in schools.  One such program is the 

Olweus Bullying Prevention Program which was implemented in Norway after a severe 

incident of bullying sparked national attention (McWhirter, 2004).  However, some 

programs are not as effective as others in deterring bullying in schools.  One such 

program is zero tolerance policy in schools.  Zero tolerance is not an educational solution.  

There is clear evidence that zero tolerance policies are not effective for reducing bullying 

behaviors (APA Task Force on Zero Tolerance, 2007; Casella, 2003).  In-school 

suspension, out-of-school suspension, and expulsion are not strategies that teach students 

not to bully others.  In fact, zero-tolerance policies communicate to these students that 

they are rejected from the very institution that is suppose to teach them (Swearer, 

Espelage, & Napolitano, 2009).  School districts, faced with a pressure to address 

violence in schools, expropriated wholesale a term from drug enforcement that provided 

at least the appearance of addressing the problem.  The early implementation of zero 

tolerance paid little to no attention to whether the most expedient solution was also the 

most effective (Skiba & Noam, 2002).  Zero tolerance policies do not take into account 

circumstances of bullying or allow for rectifying the problem and allowing the bully to 

make amends.  When a student gets into a fight in a cafeteria, he or she is at fault for 

fighting.  However, when he or she is suspended or expelled from school, that student is 

hurt by the punitive policy in a way that is not deserved.  To criticize a “get tough” policy 
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does not mean that one is excusing the behavior of those who act violently (Casella, 

2001).  Once bullying is determined to have occurred, the bully is expelled from school.  

That is not allowing for a positive change in schools, it is not allowing for students to 

change their mindset regarding bullying.  It does not help fix the social relationship 

problems; thus the bullying continues and may even increase in severity (Swearer, 

Espelage, & Napolitano, 2009). Zero tolerance does not urge or teach students to act non-

violently; nor does it address the behavioral and structural causes of violence.  It is a 

policy based on fear, frustration, and a notion of violence prevention garnered from a 

U.S. history that has supported the institutionalization of youth, behaviorism and all 

forms of social and political violence (Casella, 2001).  Effective strategies for violence 

prevention and school disciplinary improvements are comprehensive and instructionally 

based, and they are effectively precisely because they seek to keep students included in 

their school community (Skiba & Noam, 2002).  As clearly, noted, zero tolerance does 

not fall in to this category.  What in fact works, are programs that incorporate parental 

involvement and immediate teacher intervention to help stop bullying in the first place.  

Given the lack of evidence that zero tolerance policies are effective for reducing bullying 

behaviors, there is support for the development of anti-bullying policies which include 

intervention strategies to help teach students how to change their behavior.  If bullying is 

viewed as a social relationship problem, then it is possible to adopt strategies that focus 

on teaching students how to develop healthy social relationships (Swearer, Espelage, & 

Napolitano, 2009). 

The purpose of this paper is to provide research that supports the fact that high 

school bullying is on the rise, and that the current harsh „no tolerance policy‟ programs 
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are not working effectively to decrease the bullying problem. The goal of this research is 

to give support to the fact that what is more effective are less harsh forms of preventative 

measures and processes that involve a more proactive parent and teacher intervention 

strategy.  Research has shown that the use of more proactive parent and teacher 

intervention strategies in bullying situations give better results in decreasing bullying in 

high schools, and overall create a better educational and learning environment.  As part of 

its National Bullying Prevention Campaign, the Health Resources and Services 

Administration (n.d) highlighted 10 elements of best practice to address bullying in 

schools which included a focus on changing the social norms of the whole school 

environment, assessment, training of all staff, development of a team to coordinate the 

school‟s efforts, staff and parental involvement, clear rules and consequences for 

engaging in and/or supporting bullying, increased adult supervision, consistent relations, 

and continuing efforts over time (Health Resources and Services Administration, n.d.).   

This research will first, examine the prevalence of bullying and increasing 

amounts that are occurring in high schools.  Second, this research will examine the 

definition of bullying and also address the causes of bullying in high schools.  Thirdly, 

this research will determine the impact that bullying has on high schools as well as the 

victims.  Fourthly, this research will address the disadvantages of the zero tolerance 

policy and instead the need for a parent-teacher intervention anti-bullying program.  

Several current bullying programs will be examined supporting the fact that the “no 

tolerance policy” program is ineffective.  Recommendations will be provided for an 

effective anti-bullying program that supports the need for strong parent-teacher 

intervention to reduce bulling in the high school.  Hirschi‟s and Rigby‟s theories will 
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serve as the theoretical framework that will give support to the recommendation for 

parent-teacher intervention anti-bullying program.  It is hoped that this research will 

allow high schools to examine their current anti-bullying programs to make sure their 

programs include preventative strategies that involve teacher and parent intervention 

processes.  
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Section II:  Literature Review 

 

 The following section consists of a review of the literature pertaining to bullying.  

The definition of bullying and the prevalence and increase amounts of bullying will be 

examined.  A review of the causes of bullying will highlight the most common reasons 

that bullying occurs.  Assessment of the impact that bullying has on victims, bullies 

themselves, and schools will be addresses through the literature.  Lastly, an overview of 

the problems with current anti0bullying programs in high schools will be explored.  

  

A.  Definition of Bullying and Prevalence/Increase Amounts of Bullying 

 

The definition of bullying has been debated in the research literature, and many 

view bullying as a subset of aggressive behavior (Espelage, Bosworth & Simon, 2000; 

Pellegrini, 2002a; Pellegrini & Long, 2002; Smith et al, 1999, 2002).  Dodge and Coie 

(1987) define bullying as a form of proactive aggression, in which the bullying is 

unprovoked and initiates the bullying behaviors.  Olweus, Limber, and Mihalic‟s (1999) 

definition of bullying is “aggressive behavior.”  However, to differentiate bullying from 

aggression, the bullying behavior includes an imbalance of power between the perpetrator 

and the target is intentionally harmful, and occurs repetitively.  The imbalance of power 

means that the perpetrator of bullying is stronger in some way (eg. more popular, 

physically bigger, smarter, high social status) than the target.  Bullying deserves serious 

attention and it can no longer be explained away, as some adults have done in the past, as 

a normal part of growing up.  For many years, bullying was seen as a necessary evil – an 

unpleasant but unavoidable rite of childhood.  If one was to ignore it, it was thought that 

it would pass.  However, now, we see that the problem of bullying has not gone away and 

many educators and parents can no avoid it any longer.  Bullying is not only harmful but 
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has no benefit for the target, perpetrator or even those who stand by and witness the 

bullying (Garrett, 2003). 

According to Dan Olweus, a psychology professor at Norway‟s University of 

Bergen and one the world‟s leading experts on bullies and their victims, bullying is an 

accumulation of negative reactions which occurs repeatedly and over a period of time 

which is directed toward one student by another student or students.  Those negative 

actions occur in a context always characterized by an imbalance between the bully and 

the victim (Garrett, 2003). 

In addition to aggressive behavior, bullying includes other forms of aggression 

that cannot be readily observed.  For example, bullying may include one person making 

threats to another without actually being physically aggressive.  Bullying can also be 

perpetrated via computer or cell phone, also known as cyberbullying, and may also 

include relational (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995) and social (Underwood, 2003) aggression.  

Thus, the use of either observable or non-observable aggressive repetitive nature of 

bullying differentiates bullying behaviors from other forms of aggression.   

Nansel (2001, p. 15) defined bullying as “when a teenager‟s behavior is purposely 

meant to harm or disturb another child when it occurs over time and when there is an 

imbalance of power between the kids involved.”  Types of bullying include verbal 

belittling regarding religion, race, looks, or speech; hitting, pushing or slapping; 

spreading rumors; making sexual comments or gestures (Garrett, 2003). 

Rigby (2008) states that bullying is the systematic abuse of power in interpersonal 

relationships and discusses that there is direct and indirect meaning of bullying.  Direct 

bullying includes insulting language, name calling, ridicule, cruel teasing and taunting, 
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striking and kicking, spitting, throwing objects, using a weapon, threatening motions, or 

staring fixedly at someone.  Indirect bullying can include persuading another person to 

insult or abuse someone, spreading malicious rumors, anonymous phone calls, offensive 

text messages or emails, deliberately and unfairly excluding someone, removing and 

hiding belongings, and repeatedly turning away to show that someone is unwelcome.  

Garrett (2003) states that bullying that includes unwanted words or physical actions are 

generally distinguished from being good-natured teasing by the way that the recipient 

feels.  Children who are teased are not made to feel bad because it is clear that the 

behavior is done for fun. 

There is also racial bullying which is defined as bullying directed at someone 

because of their racial identity.  Sexual bullying is when the bullying, either verbal or 

physical, directed at someone has negative sexual or gender implications.  Cyber bullying 

is when bullying makes use of computer technology, as in sending threatening emails or 

text messages, or involves setting up defamatory websites.  This category of bullying has 

been increasing in recent years (Rigby, 2008). 

A large number of surveys have been conducted in a number of countries to 

estimate the incidence of bullying.  The earliest was conducted by Dan Olweus in 

Norway in the 1980s.  His national sample of over 80,000 schoolchildren, aged 7 to 16 

years old, is the largest ever reported.  Of these 80,000 schoolchildren, approximately 

15% indicated in answer to an anonymous questionnaire that they had been bullied 

during the school year “now and again” (Rigby, 2008).  Around 3% indicated that they 

were bullied about once a week or more frequently. 
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In the largest survey conducted in the United States in 2001, it was estimated that 

among students in grades 6-10, approximately 8% of children are bullied on a weekly 

basis.  However, this is almost certain an underestimation of bullying across all age 

groups in American schools.  It is well know that bullying is reported as occurring much 

more frequently in the earlier years of schooling (Rigby, 2008). 

Only recently have researchers sought to estimate the prevalence of cyber 

bullying.  A recent Canadian source has suggested that as many as 25% of children are 

being targeted by cyber bullies in Canada.  The prevalence may vary between countries, 

depending in part on the availability to children of the relevant technology.  The 

prevalence of children reporting being subjected to cyber bullying in Australia in 2005 

was estimated at 14% (Rigby, 2008). 

School bullying has come under intense public and media scrutiny recently amid 

reports that it may have been a contributing factor in shootings at Columbine High 

School in Littleton, Colorado, in 1999, at Santana High School in Santee, California, in 

early 2001, and in other acts of juvenile violence, including suicide (Garrett, 2003).  

Garrett also suggests that Bill Bond, the principal at West Paducah High school told ABC 

News that taunting or teasing could not begin to justify Michael Carneal‟s deadly 

rampage at the school which left 14 year old Brian Zuckor and 15 year old Randy Gordon 

dead and 13 other injured.  He further elaborated that taking bullying seriously is a key to 

preventing school shootings and other acts of student violence.  “In almost every case, 

they have been bullied,” Bond was quoted as saying (2003, 7). 

At least 160,000 children miss school every day because they fear an attack or 

intimidation by other students (Grossman, 1999).  Research on peer victimization in 
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schools has increased dramatically over the recent years.  This is a critical issues because 

it is so prevalent and due to the fact is has long-lasting consequences. 

 

B.  Causes of Bullying In High Schools 

Bullies are not born bullies. Although there are certain genetic traits that are often 

present.  Some children‟s personalities are naturally more aggressive, dominating, and/or 

impulsive.  Children with Attention Deficit Hyperactive Disorder (ADHD) are more 

likely to become bullies.  However, having such traits does not mean that a child will 

automatically become a bully as they grow up.  Bullying is a learned behavior and bullies 

can learn new ways to coup with their aggression and learn how to handle conflicts in an 

effective manner (St. Clair, 2009). 

 New research shows that most bullies actually have excellent self-esteem.  Bullies 

usually have a sense of entitlement and superiority over others and lack compassion, 

impulse control, and social skills.  They enjoy being cruel to others and sometimes use 

bullying as an anger management tool (St. Clair, 2009).  All bullies have certain attitudes 

and behaviors in common.  Bullies dominate, blame and use others.  They have contempt 

for the weak and view they are their prey.  They lack empathy and foresight, and do not 

accept responsibility for their actions.  Bullies are only concerned with themselves and 

often crave attention (St. Clair, 2009). 

Researchers have not been able to find a link between bullies and any religious, 

racial, income level, divorce, or other socio-economic factor.  Author Susan Colorado has 

identified seven kinds of bullies.  They include the hyperactive bully who does not 

understand social cues and therefore reacts inappropriately and often physically.  The 
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detached bully is one who plans his attacks and is charming to everyone except for his 

victims.  A social bully has a poor sense of self and tends to manipulate others through 

gossip and meanness.  By overpowering others, the bullied bully gets relief from his own 

sense of helplessness. 

Although anyone can be a target of bullying behavior, the victim is often singled 

out because of his or her psychological traits more than his or her physical traits.  A 

typical victim is likely to be shy, sensitive, and perhaps anxious or insecure.  Some 

children are picked on for physical reasons such as being overweight or physically small, 

having a disability, or belonging to a different race or religion (Garrett, 2003). 

In a large-scale Australian survey, children give their reasons for bullying: they 

annoyed me, to get even, for fun, others were doing it too, the people I bullied were 

wimps, to show how tough I am, and to get things or money from people.  Notice that the 

most common reasons (they annoyed me and to get even) suggest that the bully may feel 

personally justified in bullying someone.  One suspects that such reasons are often 

rationalizations, but the bully may still feel that his or her behavior is justified.  The 

reason “bullying is fun” was given as a reason by 30% of secondary school boys and 20% 

of secondary school girls.  In choosing this as a reason for bullying, the respondents 

appear to be minimizing its seriousness (Rigby, 2008). 

The reason for bullying may vary according to the kind of bullying being 

practiced.  For instance, perpetrators of cyber bullying are more likely to have been the 

victims of bullying themselves and are often seeking a kind of revenge (Rigby, 2008).   

 According to Dr. Peter Sheras, forty percent of bullies are victims of bullying 

either at home or at school.  Dr. Nathaniel Floyd‟s research has shown that a victim at 
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home is more likely to be a bully at school and the reason may be because when a bully 

watches another child appear weak and cowering, it disturbs him/her because it reminds 

him/her of his/her own vulnerability and behavior at home. 

If you brush up against a bully, he may take it as a physical attack and assault you 

because "you deserve it, you started it," etc. Drs. Kenneth Dodge and John Coie's 

research (1987) indicates that bullies see threats where there are none, and view other 

children as more hostile than they are. The hyperactive bully will explode over little 

things because he lacks social skills and the ability to think in depth about a conflict (St. 

Clair, 2009). 

Bullies are characterized by the need to dominate others through hostile means 

and they show little to no emotion or empathy for their victims.  Research that examined 

personal characteristics of young people involved in bullying has consistently found that 

both victims and the bullies demonstrate poorer psychological functioning than their less 

involved peers (Rigby, 2008). Why children bully is a very important question.  Boys and 

girls provide answers on questionnaires that were similar to one another.  Answers from 

an Australian large scale survey included: they annoyed me, to get even, for fun, others 

were doing it too, the people that I bullied were wimps, to show how tough I am, and to 

get things or money from people (Rigby, 2008).  The most common reasons suggested 

that the bully may feel personally justified in bulling someone (Rigby, 2008).  One can 

suspect that such reasons are often rationalizations but the bully may still feel that he or 

she is justified. 

Some children are bullied for no particular reason, but normally it‟s because they 

are different.  Perhaps it‟s the color of their skin or the way they talk.  Maybe it‟s because 
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of their size or even their name.  Sometimes children are bullied because they look like 

they won‟t stand up for themselves – they are seen as lacking any confidence in 

themselves.  Playground observation research has shown that one incident of bullying 

occurs even seven minutes (Garrett, 2003). 

C.  Impact of Bullying in High Schools 

Many children in our nation‟s schools are robbed of their opportunity to learn 

because they are bullied and victimized on an everyday basis.  Bullying takes a terrible 

toll on children and the scars can last a lifetime.  “Bullies often cause serious problems 

that schools, families and neighbors ignore.  Teasing at bus stops, taking another child‟s 

lunch money, insults, and threats, kicking or shoving – it is all a game for the bully.  Fear 

and anxieties about bullies can cause some children to avoid schools, carry a gun or knife 

for protection or even commit a violent act,” (Garrett, 2003, p. 6). 

Dan Olweus (1993, p. 9) states that the repercussion of bullying, even when it 

doesn‟t escalate into violence, is rarely limited to the victims alone.  Olweus suggests that 

students in schools with serious bullying problems report feeling less safe and less 

satisfied with their schools.  Students in schools where bullying problems are ignored and 

aggressive behavior is not addressed are likely to become more aggressive and less 

tolerant as well.  Bullying affects the school climate and the learning environment of 

every classroom in the school (Garrett, 2003). 

Consequences of bullying victimization identified in previous research include 

psychological and psychosomatic distress and problematic emotional and social 

responses (Borg, 1998; Cowie & Berdondini, 2002; Ericson, 2001; Natvig, Albrektsen & 

Quarnstrom, 2001; Rigby, 2002; Roland, 2002; Seals & Young, 2003).  An example of 
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this would be eating disorders and chronic illnesses which have affected many of those 

who have tormented by bullies. 

A wide range of emotions surround experience of being victimized or perpetrating 

bullying.  Victimized youth report more loneliness, greater school avoidance, more 

suicidal ideation, and less self-esteem than their nonbullied peers, (Hawker & Boulton, 

2000; Kochenderger & Ladd, 1996a).  Depression also has been found to be a common 

mental health symptom experienced by male and female victims of bullying, (Kaltiala-

Heino, Rimpelae, & Rantanen, 2001; Swearer, Song, Cary, Eagle, & Mickelson, 2001). 

There are many signs that parents and teachers can watch for in victims of 

bullying.  At school, signs of a victim of bullying include being teased in a nasty way, 

called names, being made fun of and laughed at in a derisive and unfriendly way.  

Victims of bullying may be picked on, pushed around, shoved, punched, hit or kicked.  

Victims are often involved in quarrels or fights in which they are fairly defenseless and 

from which they are trying to withdraw from.  They also may have their books, money, 

and other belongings taken, damaged, or scattered around (Olweus, 1993). 

A great deal of research in recent years has focused on the effects of bullying on 

the well-being and health of children.  There is much variation in the way different 

children respond.  Obviously, it will depend in part on the severity of the bullying and the 

capacity of the targeted child to cope.  Some children are more resilient than others.  

Some children can act cool; others may become emotional very quickly.  The nature of 

the bullying can also affect children differently.  Some for instance are very disturbed by 

name-calling and exclusion; others are more affected by being physically abused (Rigby, 

2008). 
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Researchers (Rigby, 2008) have attempted to assess the likelihood of children 

getting upset by the bullying.  For example, taking children who are bullied on a weekly 

basis we find that the bulk of the children feel a loss of self-esteem and feel angry or sad 

about it.  In Australia approximately 75% of the students who were bullied weekly 

reported that they felt sad and miserable or angry.  Boys were more prone to say they felt 

angry; girls said that they were sad or miserable.  But of course children can feel both 

angry and sad at different times about how they have been treated.  Some children are 

inclined to seek help from others; a minority tends to keep it to themselves. 

 

D.  Overview of Problems with Current Anti-Bullying Programs in High Schools 

 One problem with current anti-bullying programs in high schools is the type of 

program in place.  If a school has a “zero-tolerance” policy in place, it is not working 

towards changing the main cause of bullying.  It is just removing the person causing the 

problem without any sort of understanding of why bullying is wrong in the first place 

(Casella, 2001).  Some schools in their rush to “do something” about bullying, adopt a 

“zero tolerance” policy against it, without an in-depth analysis of their specific problem 

or the comprehensive involvement of administrators, teachers, other staff, student-

witnesses, parents, bullies, and victims at the school, class and individual level (Casella, 

2001).  This approach may result in a high level of suspensions without full 

comprehension of how behavior needs to and can be changed.  It does not solve the 

problem of the bully, who typically spends more unsupervised time in the home of 

community if suspended or expelled.  Zero tolerance may also ultimately have a chilling 

effect of reporting of bullying. 
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 There is clear evidence that zero-tolerance policies are not effective for reducing 

bullying behaviors (APA Task Force on Zero Tolerance, 2007; Casella, 2003).  In-school 

suspension, out-of-school suspension, and expulsion are not strategies that teach students 

not to bully others.  In fact, zero-tolerance policies communicate to these students that 

they are rejected from the very institution that is suppose to teach them.  Zero tolerance is 

a failed initiative (Skiba & Knesting, 2002).  It does not help fix social relationship 

problems; thus, the bullying continues and may even increase in severity. 

 Another concern in regards to bullying is the lack of knowledge that bullying is 

even taking place in a school.  Teachers have a limited understanding and knowledge of 

how much bullying is occurring in their schools and they are surprised when students are 

polled anonymously and learn that bullying is a greater problem than once thought to be.  

Teachers typically underestimate the levels of bullying/victimization in their schools.  

Bradshaw et al. (2007) surveyed both school personnel and students at more than 14 high 

schools in the Northeast, with the goal of determining how well high school teachers and 

predict the amount of bullying and harassment in their schools.  Over 57% of school staff 

correctly predicted that approximately 28% of high school students reported being 

victimized.  Although the overall rates of bulling and victimization decrease during high 

school (Nansel et al., 2001), this phenomenon is confounded by sexual harassment and 

underestimation of the prevalence of bullying, victimization, and harassment (Swearer, 

Espelage, & Napolitano, 2009). 

 Students‟ responses to a question in the University of Bergen study asked about 

how often teachers try to interfere when a student is being bullied at school.  It was 

reported that roughly 40% of bullied students in the primary grades and almost 60% in 
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secondary/junior high school reported that teachers tried to “put a stop to it” only “once 

in a while” or “almost never” and that 65% of bullied students in primary school said that 

the class teacher had not talked with them about the bullying,” (Olweus, 1993).   

 The following section will cover theoretical views such as Hirschi‟s Social Bond 

Theory and Ken Rigby‟s theories on bullying and identify promising ways to keep 

bullying to a minimum as well as support the recommendation for parent-teacher 

intervention anti-bullying programs. 
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Section III:  Theoretical Framework 

Two theories really help one to understand bullying.  The first is Hirschi‟s Social 

Control Theory.  The second is a combination of five theories by Ken Rigby.  These two 

sets of theories describe the reasons behind bullying and the major causes of bullying in 

general as well identify ways to keep bullying to a minimum. 

A.  Hirschi’s Social Control Theory 

Social control theory is a dominant theory in the literature to explain the development 

of both prosocial and antisocial behavior (Hirschi, 1969).  This theory postulates that as 

individuals establish connections with conventional institutions within society, for 

example schools, churches, or community organizations; they are less prone to 

wrongdoing and more likely to internalize norms of appropriate behavior.  Positive 

school bonding has been associated with lowered risk of student substance abuse, 

truancy, and other acts of misconduct (Hawkins, Catalano & Millers, 1992).  However, 

considerable debate has emerged over many decades about what aspects of the school 

environment make a difference in buffering any negative family or community factors to 

which children are exposed.  Early research focused on tangible, physical aspects of the 

school environment, including teacher-student ratio, population, and budget (Griffith, 

1996; Huber, 1983; Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston, & Smith 1979), with 

inconsistent associations with these factors and academic outcomes for students. 

More recent research has focused more on expanding school influence investigations 

to include broader constructs such as school policies, teacher attitudes, and the general 

ethos of a school as potential predictors of children‟s academic, social, and psychological 

development (Swearer, Espelage, & Napolitano, 2009).  Kasen and colleagues have 



 

 20 

produced a vast majority of the research in the past 17 years on the relation among school 

climate factors (Kasen, Berenson, Cohen, & Johnson, 2004; Kasen, Cohen, & Brook, 

1998; Kasen, Johnson, & Cohen, 1990).  In their earliest work, Kasen et al. (1990) found 

that students (ages 6-16 years) who went to schools with high rates of student-student and 

teacher-student conflict had significantly greater increases in oppositional, attentional, 

and conduct problems, whereas those who from “well-organized, harmonious schools” 

that emphasized learning reported decreases in these outcomes (Swearer, Espelage, & 

Napolitano, 2009).  A follow-up study involving this sample found that students from the 

highly conflicted schools were at increased risk for alcohol abuse and a criminal 

conviction 6 years later (Kasen et al., 1998). 

Bullying also occurs within the confines of the classroom.  As such, it is clear that 

classroom practices and teachers‟ attitudes are also salient components of school climate 

that contribute to bullying prevalence.  Aggression varies from classroom to classroom, 

and in some instances aggression is supported.  For example, researchers have found 

levels of aggression in elementary schools to significantly differ across classrooms 

(Henry et al., 2000; Kellam, Ling, Merisca, Brown, and Ialongo, 1998) and those 

aggressive students in classroom with norms supportive of aggressions become more 

aggressive over time compared with students in less aggressive classrooms.  Bullying 

tends to be less prevalent in classrooms where most children are included in activities 

(R.S. Newman, Murray, & Lissier, 2001), teachers display warmth and responsiveness to 

children (Olweus, 1993a, 1993b).  Furthermore, Hoover, Oliver, & Hazler (1992) note 

that when school personnel tolerate, ignore, or dismiss bullying behaviors, they are 

conveying implicit messages about values that victimized students internalize. 
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B. Rigby’s Theories on Bullying 

The first theory of bullying is seen as an outcome of individual difference.  In 

regards to this view, bullying occurs as a result of encounters between children who 

differ in their personal power in which the more powerful child is motivated to seek to 

oppress the less powerful and does so continually.  Rigby (2004) states that a 

considerable amount of research has been undertaken to identify the physical and 

psychological factors that are associated with acting in a bullying way and/or being 

bullied by another person or group of persons at school.  It has been reported that 

children who continually bully others tend to be physically stronger than average, to be 

generally aggressive, manipulative and low in empathy (Farley, 1999; Olweus, 1993; 

Suttons and Keogh, 2000). 

 The second theory is described as bullying being a developmental process.  This 

perspective conceives bullying beginning in early childhood when children begin to 

assert themselves at the expense of others in order to establish their social dominance.  

“This view also resonates with the evolutionary theory which argues that domination over 

others had been and continues to be, a primary goal ensuring an individual‟s survival in a 

competitive environment and is the means by which the strongest prevail and the 

existence of the species is prolonged,” (Rigby, 2004).  This type of developmental view 

on bullying has some connection to schools.  It does suggest that bullying is a part of the 

natural developmental process and its prevalence in a school does not mean that schools 

are to blame.  However, it may also motivate some schools to seek means of expediting 

the process according to which children mature and get past bullying, (Rigby, 2004). 
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 The third view on bullying describes bullying as a socio-cultural phenomenon.  

This is described as seeking to explain bullying as an outcome of the existence of social 

groups with different levels of power.  The focus is typically on differences which have 

an historical and cultural basis, such as gender, race, or ethnicity and social class (Rigby, 

2004).  There has been major emphasis placed on the differences that are associated with 

gender.  Society is seen as essentially patriarchal.  Males are seen as generally having 

more power than females as a consequence of pervading social beliefs that they should be 

the dominant sex.  It is also sometimes claimed that bullying tends to be associated with 

racial or ethical divides.  It is also said that some ethnic groups are more powerful than 

others and seek to dominate them (Rigby, 2004).  It is typically noted that the less 

powerful are those who are victims of colonialism. 

 Another theory regarding bullying is seen as a response to peer pressure within 

the school.  This approach does indeed have something in common with the socio-

cultural approach in that it conceives bullying as understandable in a social context.  This 

context, however, is not defined according to socio-cultural categories such as gender, 

race, and class.  There is first a broad social context consisting of the behaviors and 

attitudes of members of the entire school community.  “Individuals are seen as influenced 

to a degree by their perceptions of what may be called the school ethos” (Rigby, 2004).  

Secondly, they are more powerfully influenced by a smaller group of peers with whom 

they have relatively close association.  These groups are typically formed within a school 

because of common interests and purposes, and provide support for group members.  

They may also constitute a threat to outsiders, sometimes to ex-members, whom they 

then bully. 
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 The last theory that Rigby discusses is the one that shows bullying from the 

perspective of restorative justice, which recognizes that some children are more likely 

than others to be involved in bully/victim problems as a consequence of the kind of 

character they have developed.  Children who bully others typically feel little or no pride 

in their school and are not well integrated into the community (Rigby, 2004).  These 

children mishandle their emotional reactions to the distress they cause by not 

experiencing appropriate feelings of came.  They do, however, tend to attribute unworthy 

characteristics to those they victimize. 

 

C. Applying Hirschi’s and Rigby’s Theories to Bullying Behaviors 

Grasmick, Tittle, Bursik, and Arnekleve (1993) developed a scale to measure 

social-control that has been widely used to test Gottfredson and Hirschi‟s theory.  Studies 

have supported the reliability, factor structure, and external validity of this measure and 

its relation to criminal behavior and other self-serving, reckless behaviors (Piquero, 

MacIntosh, & Hickman, 2000; Pratt & Cullen, 2000).  Indeed, some have argued that 

schools may be better equipped to provided systematic social control in the prevention of 

disruptive behavior (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). 

Children who bully others enjoy exercising power and status over victims (Besag, 

1989) and fail to develop empathy for others (Rigby, 1996).  Not only does bullying 

cause harm and distress to the children who are bullied (Besag, 1989; Farrington, 1993; 

Rigby, 1996), it also inflicts emotional and developmental scars that can persist into 

adolenescence and beyond (Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996). 
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After taking a look through Hirschi‟s and Rigby‟s theories, it can be concluded 

that schools are the place that children spend a majority of their waking hours.  If that 

school environment is not fit for an educational, learning experience, then the children 

that attend are not reaching their full potential.  If teachers are not working to combat the 

problem of bullying in their schools, nothing will change.  Teachers and administrators 

clearly know that children learn and grow through their interactions in school.  If a child 

feels unsafe or unable to learn in the environment they are in, it is up to the teachers and 

administration to rectify the problem immediately.  Students who are bullies are not 

connecting with their school in a positive manner.  It is important that teachers and 

administrators take this into account and determine how they can engage the bully in 

school so that they learn appropriate behaviors and stop bullying.  As Rigby (2004, p. 2) 

states: “Students who bully may be pressured to do so by other members of their group.  

Student peer pressure is a significant problem and without proper action being taken by 

the school, it can create serious issues in the classroom.  It is important to realize that 

when students have a warm, caring environment and can feel connected to their school, 

there is a lesser chance of bullying becoming an issue.” 
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Section IV:  Current Effective and Ineffective Anti-Bullying Programs In High 

Schools 

There are many programs that focus on bullying and anger management that 

school districts use to create a positive learning environment.  However, not all ways of 

preventing and controlling bullying is effective.  Four programs will be laid out in detail, 

one of which is not a positive means of enforcing bullying policy.  The other three 

programs are prime examples of how to control and handle bullying when such a problem 

arises in a school setting.  The purpose of addressing these programs in this paper is to 

show with research what programs are not effective in preventing and controlling 

bullying and which programs are effective in this process. 

 

A. Zero Tolerance 

Zero tolerance in high schools addresses anger management for the more severe 

types of behavior that involve weapons, gangs, etc.  The emphasis of zero tolerance is not 

to allow certain types of behavior that could easily escalate into violence, harm, or other 

forms of behavior that will cause disruption. 

The death of South Hadley, Massachusetts‟ Phoebe Prince back in January of 

2010 put bullying in the national spotlight, with many local parents blaming school 

officials.  In neighboring Chicopee, school administrators say when it comes to bullying, 

they have a zero-tolerance policy.  At Chicopee Comprehensive High School, there are 

adult monitors in every hallway, high-tech surveillance cameras, and even an armed 

police officer.  “I think we have as many incidents of bullying as other schools have, the 

difference here is how we deal with them,” said School Resource Officer Joseph 

Morrissette (Sunbeam Television Corporation, 2010). 
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“I think teenagers respond well to adults. I think, in general, they respect the teachers 

here in the building, and they also lean on them when they do need help,” said Principal 

Derek Morrison. And they're not just watching the students. They're getting parents 

involved, too, something that some allege didn't happen in South Hadley.  Chicopee's 

mayor says times have changed, so their policies have, too. “Back in the day, it used to be 

kids fighting on the playground and the noon moms or the lunch moms would get out 

there and they'd break it up and that would be the end of it. Sort of boys would be boys, 

and somehow it's gotten worse. When school lets out, the bullying doesn't let up,” said 

Chicopee Mayor Michael Bissonnette (Sunbeam Television Corporation, 2010).   

Zero tolerance is a measure used by school districts to promote their educational 

policy.  In some cases, this has the effect of extinguishing negative behaviors such as 

fighting in school, which the district wishes to enforce.  Nonetheless, this same zero 

tolerance approach can create problems for the district that would otherwise could have 

been foregone.  An example of this would be if a fight did occur, and only one of the 

parties involved is interested in defending themselves, should both parties be expelled?  

Another factor, if racial slurs were involved, where the one party is just angry and is 

attempting to verbalize their anger, should that person be expelled?  It is obvious that the 

zero tolerance is a positive stance when it comes to carrying weapons or violent gang 

behavior but there are times that the districts are using this policy when other alternative 

measures could prove to be more effective. 

Zero tolerance policies that employ exclusion response, such as expelling students 

from the educational system or placing them in homogenous classes of aggressive 
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students, should be seen as a last resort.  They may protect other children in the original 

school they are expelled from, but exclusion not only fails to provide opportunities to 

develop the relationship capacity that these children lack but also may place them at 

increased risk for association with similarly aggressive peers.  Rather than promoting the 

goals of education for responsible social engagement, these contexts can promote 

problem behaviors through deviancy training (Smith, Pepler & Rigby, 2004). 

Schools have to be worth a students‟ time.  If they are not, students will react as 

many adults would:  They will become frustrated, revengeful, hateful, and, in time, all 

these feelings may boil over (Casella, 2001). 

Zero tolerance is the link between schools and prisons.  Not only is it a policy that 

steers students from classrooms, through the labyrinths of the justice system, and into 

prison cells, but it is a philosophy that is the driving force behind one of the fastest 

growing ventures ion the United States: the private prison industry.  It is symbolized as 

well in draconian prison system and the subsequent inhumanity that defines much of the 

criminal justice system.  Not only does that United States imprison juveniles, but the 

country is unique in the world for being the only country in 1998 and 1999 to put to death 

people who were minors when they committed their crimes.  As Wisconsin U.S. Senator 

Russ Feingold made plain, “I don‟t think we should be proud of the fact that the United 

States is the world leader in the execution of child offenders,” (Casella, 2001).   

Zero tolerance appears to be one sided and autocratic by definition.  However 

some situations require a harsher punishment than others and can not be accepted in our 

schools or society.  Zero tolerance can be an effective punishment and deterrent if used in 
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the right situation; however it is not always that best choice depending on the 

circumstances of the situation. 

B. Olweus Bullying Prevention Program 

The Olweus Bullying Prevention Program involves establishing rules of behavior 

similar to the zero tolerance programs.  Both programs clearly set the rules for behavior 

and require intervention on the spot with meetings with the involved student(s) and 

parents. 

The program is designed to improve peer relations and make schools safer, more 

positive places for students to learn and develop.  Goals of the program include reducing 

existing bullying problems among students, preventing new bullying problems, and 

achieving better peer relations at school (Clemson University, 2003). 

This is a school based violence prevention program that focuses on strengthening 

sanctions against bullying behaviors and supporting social norms for inclusive and pro-

social behavior.  Major program activities include developing awareness of bullying, 

involving adults in activities, surveying bully-victim problems, holding school 

conferences days/class meetings about bullying and providing better supervision during 

the school hours.  This program also sets specific rules against bullying and implements 

consistent and immediate consequences for aggressive behavior as well as conducts 

serious talks with bullies, victims, and parents. 

The development of the program started in 1983, when three adolescent boys in 

northern Norway died by suicide.  The act was most likely a consequence of severe 

bullying by peers, prompting the country‟s Ministry of Education to initiate a national 

campaign against bullying in schools.  As a result, the first version of the Olweus 
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Bullying Prevention Program was developed.  The initial prevention program was 

carefully evaluated in a large-scale project involving 2,500 students from forty-two 

schools followed over a period of two and a half years (Clemson University, 2003).  

Statistics showed that reductions of 50% or more in student reports of being bullied and 

bullying others.  Peers and teacher ratings of bullying problems have yielded roughly 

similar results.  There were also marked reductions in student reports of general antisocial 

behavior, such as vandalism, fighting, theft, and truancy.  There were also clear 

improvements in the classroom social climate, as reflected in the students‟ reports of 

improved order and discipline, more positive social relationships, and more positive 

attitudes toward schoolwork and school (Clemson University, 2003). 

Due to the program‟s success in Norway and other countries, Dr. Dan Olweus 

began working closely with American colleagues in the mid 1990s to evaluate and 

implement the program in United States.  With the help of Dr. Susan P. Limber of 

Clemson University in South Carolina and others, the Olweus Bullying Prevention 

Program was adapted and implemented for U.S. schools with positive results.  Authors 

and researchers continue to study U.S. results for further insights and improvements.  The 

first systematic evaluation of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program in the United 

States was conducted in the mid-1990s involving 18 middle schools in South Carolina 

(Limber, 2004b).  After one year of implementation, researchers observed a large, 

significant decrease in boys‟ and girls‟ reports of bullying others as well as a large, 

significant decrease in boys‟ reports of being bullied and in boys‟ reports of social 

isolation. 

C. Second Step Violence Prevention Program 
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Second Step is a classroom based social skills curriculum for students that aims to 

reduce impulsive and aggressive behaviors and increase protective factors and social 

emotional competence.  The program helps students to learn the protective skills to make 

choices and stay engaged in school despite the pitfalls of substance abuse, bullying, cyber 

bullying, and peer pressure (Committee for Children, 2010).  Organized by grade level, 

the program teaches children empathy, problem solving skills, risk assessment, decision 

making, and goal setting skills.  The Second Step program is classified as a universal 

intervention which means that it is appropriate for a whole classroom of children and not 

just for those who are classified as being at risk.   

Second Step lessons are organized into three skill-building units that focus on 

empathy, impulse, control, and problem solving coupled with anger management.  

Lessons are sequential, developmentally appropriate, and provide opportunities for 

modeling, practice, and skills reinforcement.  The curriculum includes discussion, teacher 

modeling, coaching skills, and role-plays.  Stories are used to demonstrate important 

peer-relations skills and to teach affective (emotional), cognitive, and behavioral social 

skills.  These lessons can be incorporated into health, science, math, social studies, and 

language arts coursework (Committee for Children, 2010). 

Scientists from Committee for Children and the University of Washington 

collaborated on a study that validated the Second Step program's effectiveness in helping 

children resolve conflicts, avoid bitter disputes, and behave in a more socially responsible 

way. 

When compared to children in a control group, those who participated in the 

Second Step program showed 78 percent greater improvement in teacher ratings of their 
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social competence; required 41 percent less adult intervention in minor conflicts; were 42 

percent less aggressive; were 37 percent more likely to choose positive social goals and  

in addition, girls from intervention schools, where the program was implemented, were 

59 percent more collaborative than girls in control schools (Frey, Nolan, Edstrom, & 

Hirschstein, 2000). 

The results of this study make a strong case for the effectiveness and use of the 

Second Step program to reduce student conflict. The effects of conflict in the classroom 

are many: The emotions that accompany unresolved conflicts can "shut down" the 

learning process for the children involved; teachers can spend valuable classroom time 

trying to resolve disputes; and children who are sent to the principal's office lose out on 

valuable learning time (Frey, Nolan, Edstrom, & Hirschstein, 2000). 

As pressure to raise academic standards increases, many educators are looking for 

ways to meet both the academic and emotional needs of children in order to create a 

supportive learning environment. The Second Step program has proven itself to be an 

effective curriculum for teaching children the emotional skills they need to reduce 

conflict and spend more time learning (Frey, Nolan, Edstrom, & Hirschstein, 2000). 

 

D. Responding in Peaceful and Positive Ways 

Responding in Peaceful and Positive Ways (RiPP) has been tested in ethnically 

mixed populations.  Some key elements in this programming include working in small 

groups, problem solving, identifying feelings, handling differences, peer mediation, 

clarifying values, dealing with prejudices, and avoiding, ignoring, defusing and resolving 

conflicts.  The problem solving component includes several steps that students memorize 
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and practice frequently.  Students learn how to stop, calm down, identify the problem and 

feelings about the problem, decide among nonviolent options, such as resolve, avoid, 

ignore, or defuse.  Students then do the action they have chosen, look back and evaluate 

on the situation (NREPP, 2010). 

RiPP was originally developed to meet the needs of public school students in 

Richmond, Virginia.  Most students in this school system are African Americans and 

many come from low-income, single-parent households in neighborhoods with high rates 

of crime and drug use.  RiPP also has been implemented in racially diverse, rural school 

systems in Florida.  The empirical and theoretical foundations of RiPP suggest that it 

could be adapted for many types of communities (NREPP, 2010). 

An evaluation funded by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention shows 

RiPP significantly reduces fights and incidents of being threatened with a weapon.  Also 

it involves stopping the bullying behavior and controlling the anger while involving the 

students and parents. 

Multiple studies reported benefits in self-reported experience of violent and 

aggressive behavior for students who received RiPP compared with peers who did not 

receive the intervention.  These benefits included lowers rates of being injured in a fight 

in the past 30 days in which the injuries required medical attention, higher rates of 

participation in peer mediation; among girls only, lower rates of threatening to hurt a 

teacher; and at a 9 month follow-up, reduced rates of bringing a weapon to school, 

threatening someone with a weapon, and sustaining fight-related injuries in the past 30 

days (NREPP, 2010). 
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Another study of RiPP concluded that overall, the RiPP program had the most 

consistent impact improving the knowledge base of intervention group students. It did 

not, however, have a significant impact on the attitudes and application of nonviolent 

responses. On some measures, such as disciplinary violations and in-school suspension, 

the control group was found to have significantly higher rates at posttest than the 

intervention group. These outcomes remained significant for boys at the twelve-month 

follow-up, but were not significant for girls. RiPP participants did report higher levels of 

involvement in peer mediation and lower levels of fight-related injuries than the control 

group at posttest (Farrell, Meyer, & White, 2001). 

The program seems to be more effective for students with higher pretest levels of 

violence. Students with lower levels of pretest violence were not found to be strongly 

affected by program participation and tended to display low levels of violence at all test 

points. Although the program is considered most effective for students with aggressive 

behavior, it is important to recognize that these students are among the most difficult to 

retain in the program because of poor attendance and frequent suspensions, often 

associated with this group (Farrell, Meyer, & White, 2001). 

A variety of factors may have influenced the overall impact of the RiPP program. 

It is important to note that roughly 8 percent of the intervention group missed more than 

one-third of the RiPP sessions and this may have an impact on reported program effects. 

Additionally, program evaluators emphasize the need for a supportive school 

environment, where students may be more inclined to apply RiPP skills, and for more 

generalized instruction, so that RiPP lessons will be considered applicable in a variety of 

situations (Farrell, Meyer, & White, 2001). 
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All of these approaches involve some common components.  The first is stopping 

the unacceptable behavior and controlling or managing the anger.  The programs also 

involve resolution with the students and their families involved.  A third component is 

compiling data on the results and continuing to refine the programs to increase 

effectiveness and address changes in bullying and anger management that occur as 

schools change students and society changes (NREPP, 2010). 

The four programs discussed all contribute greatly to aggressive behavior and 

bullying; some in more positive ways than others. Zero tolerance does nothing to change 

the problem hand but just passes the problem along to another school or teaches the bully 

that their behavior is not acceptable but does not teach the bully the correct behaviors one 

should obtain and exhibit.  Teacher intervention is showcased in both the Second Step 

program and RiPP Program.  Having teachers who demonstrate that they will not tolerate 

aggressive behaviors in this classrooms show children that this type of behavior is not 

acceptable and the programming allows for the children to learn positive ways to control 

their anger and determine alternative ways of expressing their displeasure.  Continual 

monitoring of such bullying programs will allow for the programs to grow positively 

along with seeing where improvements can be made along the way.  The more research 

that is completed on the bullying programs, the greater chance that more children can 

benefit from these excellent programs. 
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Section V:  Recommendations for Improving Collaborative Programming in Anger 

Management and Anti-Bullying in High Schools 

There are many ways that bullying can be controlled and prevented.  However, 

there are ways that are effective and ways that are ineffective.  Those that are effective 

can truly make a difference in a school and its environment.  A large part of this 

effectiveness falls on the part of the school to be able to take charge and make the 

necessary changes in their school. 

No Zero Tolerance 

 Section II of this research stated that bulling was seen as a necessary evil – an 

unpleasant but unavoidable rite of childhood.  If one chooses to ignore it, it was thought 

that it would stop occurring.  However, now we see that the problem of bullying has not 

gone away and money educators and parents can not avoid it any longer.  Bullying is not 

only harmful but has no benefit for the target, perpetrator, or even those who stand by and 

witness the bullying (Garrett, 2003). 

If a school has a “zero tolerance” policy in place, it is not working towards 

changing the main cause of bullying.  It is just removing the person causing the problem 

without any sort of understanding of why bullying is wrong in the first place (Casella, 

2001).  When schools rush to take action about bullying, enforce a “zero tolerance” 

policy against it, without taking the time to complete an analysis of the school‟s specific 

problem or having the input of administrators, teachers, other staff, student-witnesses, 

parents, bullies, and victims at the school, class, and individual level (Casella, 2001).  

Zero tolerance is not effective in showing children why bullying is wrong in the first 

place.  They are just punished without any sort of understanding of why bullying is 

wrong. 
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Section III goes into detail on Rigby‟s theory that bullying can be viewed as a 

developmental process.  This theory discusses that bullying begins in early childhood 

when children begin to assert themselves at the expense of others in order to establish 

their social dominance.  This developmental view on bullying has connection to schools.  

It suggests that bullying is part of the natural developmental process and its prevalence in 

a school does not mean that schools are to blame, but it should motivate schools to deal 

with bullying in a way that allows children to mature and get past bullying.  Zero 

tolerance policies do not allow for this.  These policies stated that once and you are gone.  

There is no gray are in terms of punishment. 

Section IV of this research stated that zero tolerance policies in which employ an 

exclusion response should been seen as a last resort measure.  Although the exclusion 

may protect other students, it will deny providing other chances to nurture the connection 

capacity that the bully is lacking. 

 With the use of zero tolerance policies, there is no winner – not the school, not the 

victim, and certainly not the bully.  The consequences of bullying are too aggressive a 

punishment.  The bully is not learning to change his or her behavior.  Schools need to 

take the time and resources necessary to teach the bully that the type of behavior that they 

are exhibiting is not acceptable and give him or her the tools to learn a behavior that is 

more suited for an educational setting.  This way everyone is a winner – the school, the 

victim, and the bully.  The school is able to show that they truly care about their schools 

and see alternative ways to deal with bullying behaviors.  The victim is able to feel 

confident in their school environment again and the bully is able to have a new skill set to 

use in place of their bullying behavior. 
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 When schools decide to change their zero tolerance policies to a policy that is less 

severe, the community is able to see that the school truly cares about the students that 

attend.  When a school only focuses on the negative behaviors of their students, that 

negative connotation reflects poorly on the school.  Once a school realizes that they have 

the ability to help these students change their behavior for the better and make them a 

great member of society, that in turns allows the school to stand above others and truly 

shine as an institution. 

Teacher Intervention 

 Section II of this research also discussed that there is a lack of teacher 

intervention in regards to bullying.  Bradshaw et al. (2007) surveyed both school 

personnel and students at more than 14 high schools in the Northeast, with a goal of 

determining how well high school teachers predict the amount of bullying and 

harassment in their schools.  Over 57% of school staff correctly predicted that 

approximately 28% of high school students reported being victimized. 

 Student‟ responses to a question in the University of Bergen study asked about 

how often teachers try to interfere when a student is being bullied at school.  It was 

reported that roughly 40% of bullied students in the primary grades and almost 60% in 

secondary/junior high school reported that teachers tried to “put a stop to it” only “once 

in a while” or “almost never” and that 65% of bullied students in primary school said that 

the class teacher had not talked with them about the bullying, (Olweus, 1993).  If there 

were to be more teacher intervention, less bullying would occur and overall, the school 

environment would improve and students would have a better experience in their school 

environments. 
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 The theoretical framework in Section III talked about Hirschi‟s Social Control 

Theory which postulates that as individuals establish connections with conventional 

institutions with society, for example schools, churches, or community organizations, 

they are less prone to wrongdoing and more likely to internalize norms of appropriate 

behavior.  More recent research has focused on expanding school influence investigations 

to include broader constructs such as school policies, teacher attitudes, and the general 

ethos of a school as potential predictors of children‟s academic, social, and psychological 

development (Swearer, Espelage, & Napolitano, 2009).  Bullying also occurs within the 

confines of the classroom.  As such, it is clear that classroom practices and teachers‟ 

attitudes are also salient components of school climate that contribute bullying 

prevalence. 

 Bullying tends to be less prevalent in classrooms where most children are 

included in activities (R.S. Newman, Murray, & Lissier, 2001), teachers display warmth 

and responsiveness to children (Olweus, 1993a, 1993b).  Furthermore, Hoover, Oliver & 

Hazler (1992) note that when school personnel tolerate, ignore, or dismiss bullying 

behaviors, they are conveying implicit messages about values that victimized students 

internalize.  Teachers who are engaged with their students on a daily and regular basis 

have the tools necessary to know what is going on their classroom most of the time.  

They should be able to see the bullying occur and stop it immediately before it gets out of 

hand, 

 The research discussed in Section IV indicates that the Olweus Bullying 

Prevention Program has major activities that include developing awareness of bullying, 

involves adults in activities, surveys bully-victim problems, holds school conference 
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days/class meetings about bullying and provides better supervision during the school 

hours.  This program focuses on making sure that everyone involved at the school has a 

clear understanding of what is going on in terms of bullying and when bullying is 

observed, what is the right course of action to take. 

Teachers need to be much more aware of bullying in their classrooms as well as 

put a stop to bullying immediately once it is observed.  As stated in Section II of this 

research, teachers have a very limited understanding and knowledge of how much 

bullying actually occurs in their schools and are quite surprised when students are asked 

anonymously about bullying and learn that bullying is a much greater problem than once 

believed. 

 If parents cannot trust teachers to stop bullying from occurring, how can they trust 

the school to stop bullying overall in the school?  Teachers are the first line of defense 

when it comes to bullying.  They are around the students all day long.  They see, hear and 

talk to students.  The fact that they turn a blind eye to bullying is unacceptable.   Teachers 

need to be more proactive in their approach to stopping bullying in their classroom.  They 

need to not be afraid of sending the bully out of the classroom to the principal‟s office 

and calling the parents of both the victim and the bully.  It will take a group effort to 

understand why the bullying behavior is occurring and to get the behavior under control.   

 Teachers need to realize that their lack of intervention may possible lead to a 

serious outcome of the victim.  With all the talk in the news lately about victims of 

bullying committing suicide, it is an absolute necessity that teachers take note and crack 

down on bullying in their classrooms.  In doing so, they might just save a life of a 

student.  If teachers can work together with the school and lay down policies on reporting 
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bullying and let students know that it is important to report when they see bullying occur, 

parents once again can feel confident in knowing that the school that their child is 

attending has excellent bullying policies and programs in place and feel confident in 

sending their children to school each and every day. 

Monitor Effectiveness 

 There are many signs that parents and teachers can watch for in victims of 

bullying as detailed in Section II.  At school, signs of a victim of bullying include being 

teased in a nasty way, called names, being made of fun and laughed at in a derisive and 

unfriendly way.  Victims of bullying often involved in quarrels or fights in which they are 

fairly defenseless and from which they are trying to withdraw from.  They also may have 

their books, money, and other belongings taken, damaged, or scattered around (Olweus, 

1993).  

 Also a great deal of research has been completed in recent years have focused on 

the effects of bullying on the well-being and health of children.  There is much variation 

in the way different children respond.  Of course, it will depend in part on the callousness 

of the bullying and the capacity of the targeted child to cope (Rigby, 2008).  If students 

are engaged in a program that helps with bullying in their school, being able to monitor 

the program will determine how the program is helping with the consequences of 

bullying and how the victim is dealing with the aftermath of the bullying. 

 Rigby‟s theory regarding bullying is seen as a response to peer pressure within the 

school.  This approach does in fact have something in common with the socio-cultural 

approach to bullying in which bullying is understandable in social context.  However, it is 

not defined according to social-cultural categories such as gender, race, and class.  There 
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is first a broad social context consisting of the behaviors and attitudes of members of the 

entire school community.  “Individuals are seen as influenced to a degree by their 

perceptions of what may be called the school ethos” (Rigby, 2004).  Also, they are more 

dominantly influenced by a smaller group of peers with whom they have relatively close 

association.  These groups are typically formed within a school because of common 

interests and purposes, and provide support for group members.   It is also possible that 

they constitute a threat to outsiders, sometimes to ex-members, who they in turn bully.  

Effective monitoring would allow for teachers and school staff to see where there is a 

problem or concern with peer pressure and continue to work with the students to 

eliminate the peer pressure. 

 One of the programs in Section IV, Second Step Violence Prevention Program, 

operates in a classroom setting that has a social skills curriculum for students that aim to 

reduce impulsive and aggressive behaviors and increase protective factors and social 

emotional competence.  The program strives to help students to learn the protective skills 

to make choices and remain engaged in school despite the pitfalls of substance abuse, 

bullying, cyber bulling, and peer pressure (Committee for Children, 2010).   The 

importance of effective monitoring in critical to this type of program to determine that 

students are still on the right path and are working to create a better school and learning 

environment for themselves and their peers. 

In order to determine if the policies and procedures that schools implement are 

working, the schools need to monitor them in a consistent manner.  Schools need to 

establish a way of monitoring their programs so that they can determine what parts of the 
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programs and policies are effective and what areas needs to be changed or tweaked to 

make sure that they are going to be working to the advantage of the students. 

 Monitoring the success of programs and policies is a necessity for both students 

and teachers to see what progress has been made in terms of the decrease of bullying in 

their schools as well as the increase in bullying reporting and teacher intervention.  

Parents expect to see reports and statistics that show that the programs and policies in 

place are in fact work and that they can trust when their child goes to school that they will 

not have to deal with bullying.  School district administration will also want to see data 

on how well the programs and policies are working to determine future years school 

budgets. 

 Most importantly, monitoring the effectiveness of programs and policies in place 

for bullying will allow for students to continue being safe in the school environment.  

Schools are places for learning and growing as individuals.  Students should not have to 

fear for their safety or the safety of others while at school.  Data does not lie – knowing 

what is working with students and what is not will allow for programming and policies to 

continue to improve and grow into excellent prevention methods.  School officials need 

to survey students on a bi-yearly basis to determine the rate of bullying in the school and 

how many incidents of bully are being reported as well as the incidents of bullying not 

being reported.  It is important also to determine how well teachers are intervening on the 

perspective of the students.  If the students do not believe that the teachers are doing a 

good job intervening, they are going to be less likely to report bullying because they will 

feel that the teachers don‟t care about bullying and won‟t really make an effort to stop it 

from occurring. 
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Further Research 

 Along with monitoring effectiveness, more research needs to completed on 

bullying and why bullying is so prevalent.  Bullying is currently in the spotlight within 

the last few years with many cases of bullying victims committing suicide because of the 

bullying and abuse they are facing from other classmates.  There is no intervention from 

teachers or the school and parents completely shocked to find out that their child was 

being bullied.  Research needs to be focused more on the differently types of bullying 

that are now occurring, such as cyber bullying.  Cyber bullying is becoming a fast 

growing offshoot of bullying face to face.  Bullying is now occurring on Facebook, 

MySpace, and Twitter and parents and school officials are not able to monitor it 

effectively in order to control it.  It is important that parents and school officials take a 

serious look at this type of bullying as it can have dire consequences. 
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Section VI:  Summary and Conclusion 

 Bullying is vastly becoming an epidemic in our schools today.  Students are 

taking bullying much farther than ever before and the consequences and impacts of 

bullying have grown ever more dangerous, with some victims unable to handle the 

bullying and commit suicide.  Teachers are looking the other way when they observe 

bullying, seeing it as being a rite of passage in adolescence.  Bullies are being expelled 

from school when bullying is reported and are unable to continue their critical education 

to be an effective member of society. 

Parents, teacher, school officials, and students need to work collaboratively 

together to create a learning environment that is safe and works towards the common goal 

of students being able to learn in a safe and inviting environment.  This can occur by 

removing zero tolerance policies on bullying from school policy and replacing it with 

better means of educating a bully on how to manage their anger in a more effective 

manner.  Teachers need to intervene immediately when they first observe bullying and 

not turn a blind eye to the situation.  This intervention could potential safe the victim‟s 

life.  Lastly, monitoring the effectiveness of anti-bullying programs will allow for schools 

and community members to see where the programs are flourishing and where they need 

improvement.  When a program is effective, it is clearly visible in the attitudes of the 

children in the school. 

 With these measures in place, schools will become a safer place for our children 

to learn and to grow.  They will become more effective members of society and help to 

continue the growth of our world, as well as learn to work together efficiently and deal 

with conflict in an effective manner. 
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