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A substantive body of research demonstrates negative bias toward reporting characteristics of young people
associated with bullying and cyberbullying in schools, as both victims and perpetrators. The current study pro-
poses a different approach. A sample of 2,799 postprimary school pupils aged 12 to 19 years (M = 15.5,SD =
1.66), divided equally across males and females, completed the Values in Action Inventory of Strengths for
Youth questionnaire (VIA-Y outh; Park & Peterson, 2005) and Corcoran’s (2013) modified version of the net-
TEEN questionnaire (Machmutow et al., 2012). A series of stepwise regression analyzes found that the
strength of “prudence” was a common denominator predicting nonparticipation in school bullying—as both
perpetrators and victims of traditional and cyberbullying. Furthermore, the current study identified a list of
other character strengths, such as “fairness” and “love, which predicted noninvolvement of each of the 4 bul-
lying groups (traditional bullies, traditional victims, cyber bullies, cyber victims) differently. Implications of
the current research for both practitioners and researchers are discussed, including the potential for the cre-
ation of a prosocial, strength-based program to prevent bully/victim problems in schools.
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Bullying and cyberbullying remain significant
issues of concern to those interested in positive
educational experiences for children and
young people (Mc Guckin & Corcoran, 2010).
Consequently, there are ongoing efforts to
ameliorate the insidious effects of bully/victim
problemsl (e.g., see Mc Guckin & Corcoran,

2016; Vollink et al., 2016). While meta-ana-
lytic studies have demonstrated a decrease in
bullying behavior following antibullying inter-
ventions (Gaffney et al., 2019), the prevalence
of bully/victim problems has not altered sig-
nificantly over the last few decades (Mc
Guckin & Corcoran, 2016). Therefore, an
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innovative approach that departs from previ-
ous foci of intervention attempts is required.
We propose that a positive psychological
approach, namely the application of “character
strengths” (Peterson & Seligman, 2004), may
be able to offer a contemporary approach to
prevalence reduction. Character education has
a long history of efficacy in helping to reduce
young people to reduce risky behaviors,
develop their socioemotional functioning, and
fostering a general sense of morality (Lavy,
2019). To date, however, no direct link
between character, and participation in
(cyber)bullying has been established.-

School Bullying Definition
and Prevalence

Bullying is a deliberately aggressive and
repeated behavior that is generally unprovoked
and demonstrates an imbalance of power on
the perpetrator’s side. It includes behaviors
such as verbal and physical abuse, exclusion,
extortion, rumor spreading, and threats (Burke
& Minton, 2016). Since the emergence of
cyberbullying, this type of bullying has
become known as “traditional bullying”
(Corcoran et al., 2015). While early definitions
of cyberbullying simply mimicked the defini-
tional criteria for traditional bullying, the new
medium for the behaviors to occur in (Web
2.0, internet mediated communication) has led
to an interesting discussion regarding whether
cyberbullying and traditional bullying are the
same thing (e.g., see the debate between
Smith, 2012, and Olweus, 2012). In reviewing
the definitional criteria for cyberbullying,
Corcoran et al. (2015) have argued that
“cyber-aggression” is a better representation of
the issue. They argue that the term “cyberbul-
lying” has been problematic in that it was
based on the criteria for traditional bullying
(i.e., intent to harm, repetition, imbalance of
power) and did not fully account for the unique
nature of cyber-based aggression. This argu-
ment was supported by data regarding tradi-
tional bullying, cyberbullying, and
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cyber-aggression from 2,474 students attend-
ing schools in Ireland (Corcoran et al., 2015).

Mc Guckin and Lewis (2006) noted that
“much of the research exploring bully/victim
problems has been largely sporadic in nature,
resulting in a smorgasbord of findings that in
combination provide a rich tapestry of findings
from which is beginning to emerge a picture of
the nature, incidence, correlates, and manage-
ment of bully/victim problems” (p. 350). In
terms of prevalence, characteristics, and inter-
vention approaches, Zych et al. (2015) have
reported a useful systematic study of publica-
tions on bullying and cyberbullying, from
1978 to 2013, which showed that the preva-
lence of traditional bullying is 35%, whereas
cyberbullying is 16% (Modecki et al., 2014).
Smith and Berkkun (2017) developed this
work with a more focused review of cyberbul-
lying (up to 2015) indicating a rapid increase
in academic articles relating to cyberbullying.
The variations in how best to define the issue,
and different methodological positions regard-
ing how best to quantify the behaviors of con-
cern (e.g., single item questions, scaled
questionnaires), has resulted in contested prev-
alence rates and differing understandings of
involvement in bully/victim problems. Numer-
ous intervention approaches (e.g., Olweus,
1993; O’Moore & Minton, 2005; Salmivalli et
al., 2010) have demonstrated (usually) small
effects on reducing traditional bully/victim
problems (e.g., see Farrington & Ttofi, 2009),
and intervention knowledge regarding cyber-
bullying is still emerging (e.g., Mc Guckin &
Corcoran, 2016; Vollink et al., 2016). Due to
the differences between bullying and cyberbul-
lying, in relation to the definition, prevalence
and interventions, both concepts need to be
explored separately.

Consequences of Bullying

With the exception of a few studies (e.g.,
Bannink et al., 2014; Sjurso et al., 2016), the
majority of research on bully/victim problems
reports little difference in the psychological
impact of bullying behaviors on participants
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exposed to traditional and/or cyberbullying
(e.g., Ortega et al., 2012; Tokunaga, 2010).
Factors such as frequency (e.g., daily, weekly,
monthly, rarely), intensity (e.g., low-high), and
the severity of specific types of bullying (e.g.,
rumor spreading, exclusion, verbal, or physical
violence) seem to have more bearing on young
people’s mental health than the medium
through which bullying occurred (Chen et al.,
2013; Smith et al., 2008). The most severe type
of bullying is physical bullying, followed by
verbal and relational bullying, whereas the
most frequent type of bullying is verbal, fol-
lowed by physical (Chen et al., 2013). Cyber-
bullying often occurs in tandem with
traditional bullying (Kadiroglu et al., 2018).
Due to the similarities associated with the con-
sequences of cyberbullying and traditional bul-
lying, they will be discussed together.

The impact of bullying on victims of tradi-
tional and cyberbullying is usually reported as
pejorative (e.g., Burke & Minton, 2016;
Ortega et al., 2012). Victims of bullying and
cyberbullying are perceived as having negative
social and physical self-concept, and lower
levels of self-esteem (Corcoran et al., 2012;
O’Moore & Kirkham, 2001; Patchin & Hin-
duja, 2010), and are considered less popular
among their peers, as well as having a lesser
number of friends (Fossati et al., 2012; Leung
et al.,, 2018). Being a victim of bullying
impacts negatively on an individual’s mental
health, increasing their risk of anxiety
(Hawker & Boulton, 2000), sleep problems
(Van Geel et al., 2016), depression (Ttofi et al.,
2011), and suicidal ideation (Holt et al., 2015).
However, it has also been reported as being a
source of posttraumatic growth for some
(Burke, 2016; Ratcliff et al., 2017).

Bullies, on the other hand, have been
reported as being impulsive (Olweus, 1991),
lacking empathy (Olweus, 1993), provocative
(Ehrler et al., 1999), selfish (Fossati et al.,
2012), and Machiavellian (Sutton & Keogh,
2000). Furthermore, they have been reported
as being more prone to psychiatric disorders
(Kumpulainen et al., 1999), and score higher
on measures of narcissism and psychoticism
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(Ivarsson et al., 2005) than their nonbullying
counterparts. In summation, the research indi-
cates that being a bully or a victim of bullying
is associated with largely negative outcomes.

Antibullying Interventions

School bullying is a serious public health
problem (Zych et al, 2020). Gaffney et al.’s
(2019b) meta-analysis of 100 antibullying pro-
gram evaluations, including cyberbullying,
found that they reduced school bullying by
19%—-20% and school bullying victimization
by 15%-16%. Further analysis that isolated
cyberbullying programs found that when
directly targeted, they reduced cyberbullying
by 10-15%, and cyber victimization by 14%
(Gaftney et al., 2019a). While this finding is to
be welcomed, it emphasizes the importance of
designing programs that may have a higher
level impact on the reduction of bully/victim
problems. Most of the programs reviewed by
Gaffney et al. (2019a) focused on creating
awareness, outlining consequences of bullying
and cyberbullying, and developing coping
strategies to helping victims cope more effec-
tively.

Only two programs mentioned by Gaffney
et al. (2019b) offered a strength-based
approach to reducing bully/victim problems
and combating the effects. The first of these
was the whole-school “strengths in motion”
program (Rawana et al., 2011) that focuses on
identifying and applying strengths to promote
prosocial behavior and enable victims to cope
more effectively. The second program, the
“resourceful adolescent program,” is a cogni-
tive-behavioral therapy-intervention which has
a component that discusses an individual’s
personal strengths (Stallard et al., 2013). Both
programs demonstrated a statistically signifi-
cant decrease in bully/victim problems, with
the strengths in motion program indicating a
long-term effect measured at 8 months postin-
tervention. Thus, while strengths are an emerg-
ing focus of antibullying programs, relatively
little is known about the relationship between
strengths and bully/victim problems.
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A promising development in antibullying
interventions comes from the research on the
social aspects of bullying, according to which,
in over 85% of bullying cases there are
bystanders present who have the power to
intervene in bullying (Pepler & Craig, 1995).
They include defenders of the victim, reinforc-
ers and assistants of the bully, as well as out-
siders, who choose to walk away from the
situation (Salmivalli et al, 1996). A
“Kiusaamista Vastaan” (KiVA)—meaning
“antibullying” in Finnish—program was
developed, the aim of which was to empower
bystanders to defend targets, in order to reduce
bullying and bully-reinforcing behaviors
(Salmivalli et al., 2010). While the program is
associated with a reduction in bullying, the
effect size are lower than other programs
(Gaffney et al., 2019b). Given that aim of the
program was to develop prosocial behaviors, it
is deemed a strength-based approach to reduc-
ing bullying.

A previous study in a different field of
research showed that using a strengths-based
approach to career-counseling resulted in a
20% increase of clients’ rate of employment 3
months after the intervention, in comparison to
a traditional approach (Littman-Ovadia et al.,
2014). Also, when participants with depression
were introduced to a positive psychotherapy
intervention, including a discussion about
strengths, their depression levels were signifi-
cantly lower than “the treatment as usual”
group (Seligman et al., 2006). This indicates a
precedent for a strength-based approach being
more effective than a traditional approach.
Therefore, exploring the relationship between
bullying and strengths can act as the first step
toward refining a strength-based antibullying
intervention.

Character Strengths

The first established model of strengths was
a Clifton StrengthsFinder, which views
strengths as refined talents (Rath, 2007). The
second model, StrengthsScope considered
strengths within the workplace and divided
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them into four categories of strengths; emo-
tional, relational, executive and thinking
strengths (Brook & Brewerton, 2006). Another
model of strengths, realized strengths, which is
now referred to as the strengths profile sees
strengths as having an energizing quality and
differentiates between realized strengths, unre-
alized strengths, weaknesses and learned
behaviors, which referred to overused
strengths or nonstrengths refined by habitual
use (CAPP, 2010). Of the three models, the
StrengthsFinder is the only one that has an
assessment specific to youth, therefore could
be potentially used as a strength measure (e.g.
Hodges & Harter, 2005). However, the current
study applied the “Values in Action Inventory
of Strengths for Youth” (VIA-Youth: Park &
Peterson, 2005), which is yet another model of
strengths, as it has a more robust empirical
basis than the StrengthFinder (Burke & Pass-
more, 2019) and has been used extensively in
the context of positive education (i.e., the
study of well-being and other positive out-
comes in schools; e.g., Noble & McGrath,
2008; Norrish, 2015; Seligman et al., 2009).

VIA stands for values in action, therefore
identifies what values individuals use at vari-
ous frequency that best describes them and
helps them build character. According to the
VIA-Youth, good character is a “family of
positive traits reflected in how people think,
feel and behave” (Park & Peterson, 2010, p.
638). In order to measure good character, oth-
erwise referred to as character strengths, Peter-
son and Seligman (2004) created a handbook,
classification, and measurement of it, in a form
of a Values in Action Inventory of Strengths
(VIA-IS: Peterson & Seligman, 2004), which
has been subsequently adapted to adolescents
(VIA-Youth: Park & Peterson, 2005) and
recently updated by McGrath (2017).

The wvalidated measure of character
strengths was developed following strict
empirical guidelines (Peterson & Seligman,
2004). The strengths were created by reviewing
the world’s most influential traditions (e.g.,
from Christianity through to Taoism and Islam;
Dahlsgaard et al., 2005), as well as the science
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of psychiatry, psychology, and education.
Included too were popular songs, greeting
cards, bumper sticker, children books, and oth-
ers (Peterson, 2006). They are organized into
six virtues (courage, justice, humanity, temper-
ance, wisdom, and transcendence) with a strict
10-item inclusion criteria, such as that each
strength needed to contribute to the good life,
be morally valued, not diminish other people,
or manifest itselfin participant’s thoughts, feel-
ings, and behaviors (Peterson & Seligman,
2004). The VIA character survey is also
referred to as an anti-Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders survey (e.g., Boni-
well, 2006), as it measures an individual’s good
character, rather than what is wrong with them.

Strengths have been tested extensively with
a young population. When compared with
adults, young people scored higher on the
strengths of hope, teamwork, and zest (Park &
Peterson, 2006). However, as they grow and
transition through primary and postprimary
education, they develop a wider range of char-
acter strengths, allowing their character struc-
tures to become systematically more
differentiated in adolescence (Shubert et al.,
2019). This also provides evidence that
strengths are not static and can be consciously
altered by the person and their environment.

Teaching youth to apply their character
strengths is beneficial. Using strengths is asso-
ciated with heightened levels of well-being
(Burke & Minton, 2019; Oppenheimer et al.,
2014), self-esteem, and life satisfaction (Freire
et al,, 2018). Interventions used to create
awareness and teach young people how to
apply strengths more effectively in their lives
resulted in better class cohesion and related-
ness (Quinlan et al., 2014), improved school
performance, decrease of negative classroom
behavior, and enhancement of social relation-
ships and academic motivation (Grinhauz &
Castro Solano, 2014). Therefore, character
strengths not only change throughout young
people’s lives, but can also be taught.

In a 2011 theoretical paper, Tweed and col-
leagues (2011) reviewed the concept of VIA
character strengths as well as other positive
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psychological research and suggested a rela-
tionship between youth violence and gratitude,
forgiveness, sense of meaning, altruism,
humility and prudence. The authors claimed
that positive psychology research could lend
itself to reducing youth violence. Similarly, of
all examined strengths, research indicated that
the strengths of prudence, honesty, per-
sistence, and love were associated with fewer
externalizing problems and more prosocial
behaviors (Park & Peterson, 2008), which is
why these strengths may also be related to
bully/victim problems. Therefore, the past
research indicated that certain character
strengths may indeed play a role in protecting
individuals from bullying. Considering that
there is no empirical evidence of the associa-
tion between involvement in bully/victim
problems and specific character strengths, the
current research did not offer any hypotheses,
instead, aimed to explore the strengths associ-
ated with nonviolent bullying behaviors. As
such, our research question is: What character
strengths predicted traditional bullying, cyber-
bullying, and being a victim of traditional and
cyberbullying?

METHODOLOGY

Participants and Procedure

The sample included 2,799 participants
aged 12—-19 (M = 15.05, SD = 1.66), 50.8% of
whom were females, from 13 secondary
schools located across Ireland (both rural and
urban areas). Strategic sampling was applied
to ensure all types of schools were represented
(i.e., secondary, vocational, comprehensive,
and community), across all the provincial
regions of the Republic of Ireland (Connaught,
Leinster, Munster, and Ulster), and various
denominational affiliations (Roman Catholic,
Church of Ireland, multi-, and nondenomina-
tional), as well as language use (English and
Irish). Informed consent was obtained from
school principals, who acted in loco parentis.
The questionnaire was administered by school
teachers in a paper-and-pen format, half way
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through the academic year (January—Febru-
ary). Each school was requested to distribute
questionnaires to a maximum of 30% of its stu-
dents’ population and ensure that each year
was represented equally.

Measures

Two measures were used in the current
study: The Values in Action Inventory of
Strengths for Youth (VIA-Youth; Park &
Peterson, 2005), and Corcoran’s (2013) ver-
sion of the netTEEN bullying and cyberbully-
ing questionnaire (Machmutow et al., 2012).

VIA-Youth

Character strengths were assessed using a
96-item VIA-Youth survey, which had a reli-
ability of o = .87 in past research, thus demon-
strating acceptable internal consistency levels
(VIA, 2014). The respondents were asked to
read statements and decide how much each
statement was “like them.” Sample statement
included: I am a very loyal member of my
group/team and My temper often gets the best
of me. Responses were recorded on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (very much like
me) to 5 (not like me at all). The results were
analyzed by the VIA Institute, which provided
respondent’s mean scores for all character
strengths. Sample strengths included: creativ-
ity, curiosity, bravery, honesty, kindness, lead-
ership, and self-regulation.

netTEEN

Traditional and cyberbullying was assessed
using Corocran’s (2013) modified 32-item ver-
sion of the netTEEN questionnaire (Machmu-
tow et al., 2012). Responses were recorded on
a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (never)
to 5 (almost daily), and included an additional
response option of 6 (no answer). For the anal-
ysis, the occurrence of at least one bullying
behavior in the highest frequency of bullying
and cyberbullying was deemed as the actual
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frequency. Therefore, if a participant had
never experienced bullying behavior—except
for one form of bullying (rumors: experienced
almost daily)—their frequency was recorded
as being bullied almost daily. The question-
naire measured bullying behaviors that
occurred in the previous 3 months. Seven
questions assessed the frequency of displaying
behaviors associated with traditional bullies.
Sample questions included: Have you laughed
at anybody, or did you say bad things to them?
Have you deliberately excluded anybody so
that they could not join in? A further seven
were associated with the victims of traditional
bullying. Sample questions included: Has any-
body said bad things about you (e.g., spread-
ing rumors)? Has anybody hit you, tripped
you, or hurt you in some way? Nine questions
inquired about being cyberbullies. Sample
questions included: Have you sent mean or
threatening messages to anyone (e.g. text mes-
sages, MSN, Facebook, etc.)? Have you sent
mean or embarrassing messages or spread
rumors about anyone to your friends (e.g. text
messages, MSN, Facebook, etc.)? Finally, nine
questions were related to experiences of being
a victim of cyberbullying. Sample questions
included: Has anybody used your username
and password (e.g., breaking into your Face-
book or email account to do mean or embar-
rassing things? Has anybody excluded you
(e.g., blocked you on Facebook, or stopped
you from joining a game online)? Past internal
reliability for all of the four subscales for the
current study (traditional bully, traditional vic-
tim, cyber bully, cyber victim) ranged between
o = .63 and a = .78 (Corcoran, 2013), and for
the current study it ranged between o = .84 and
o =.96.

RESULTS

SPSS (Version 25, IBM Corp., 2019) was used
to conduct the statistical tests. The mean scores
varied across all four bullying scales, with
cyber bullies yielding the lowest scores (M =
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TABLE 1
Descriptive Statistics for All Variables (N =2,799)

Variable Mean Standard Deviation
Beauty 3.46 0.94
Bravery 3.73 0.79
Love 3.69 0.89
Prudence 3.27 0.88
Teamwork 3.93 0.72
Creativity 3.49 0.94
Curiosity 3.74 0.81
Fairness 3.57 0.83
Forgiveness 3.73 0.93
Gratitude 4.08 0.72
Honesty 3.37 0.85
Hope 3.64 0.88
Humor 3.96 0.90
Perseverance 3.4 0.96
Judgment 343 0.88
Kindness 3.85 0.74
Leadership 3 1.01
Learning 3.24 0.93
Humility 3.56 0.82
Perspective 3.48 0.78
Regulation 3.07 0.92
Social intelligence 391 0.68
Spirituality 2.79 1.16
Zest 3.7 0.85
Victim 2.97 1.50
Bully 2.71 1.47
Cyber victim 2.11 1.45
Cyber bully 2.09 1.43

2.09, SD = 1.42), and “traditional victims”
showing the highest scores (M = 2.98, SD =
1.50). Similarly, the mean values for strengths
were different across the groups, with the low-
est values for “spirituality” (M = 2.79, SD =
1.16) and the highest value for “gratitude” (M
=4.08, SD = .72). See Table 1 for all descrip-
tive statistics.

Stepwise regression was used to assess the
ability of all character strengths to predict the
frequency of behaviors associated with a tradi-
tional bully, traditional victim, cyber bully,

and cyber victim. Preliminary analyzes were
conducted to ensure there were no violations
of the assumptions of normality (residuals),
linearity, multicollinearity, and homoscedas-
ticity. Bonferroni correction was applied to
adjust for alpha inflation.

The first stepwise regression revealed that
the frequency of traditional bullying was best
predicted in the final model by the strengths of
“fairness” ( = —.19), followed by “prudence”
(B = -0.9). The -eight-predictor model
accounted for 12% of variance in bullying (R?
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=.12, F18,2,790] = 45.88, p < .001). See Table
2 for details of the analysis.

The second stepwise regression demon-
strated that the frequency of being a traditional
bullying victim was best predicted by the
strengths of “love”, followed by “prudence”.
The 10-predictor model accounted for 7% of
variance in being a victim of bullying (R2 =
.07, FT10, 2,788] = 22.22, p < .001, love [B =
—10], prudence [B = —.09]). See Table 3 for
details of the analysis.

The third stepwise regression revealed that
the frequency of cyberbullying was best pre-
dicted by fairness, followed by prudence. The
7-predictor model accounted for 9% of vari-
ance in cyberbullying (R2 =.09, F[7,2,791] =
36.83, p < .001, fairness [ = —.14], prudence
[B=-.12]). See Table 4 for details of the anal-
ysis.

The final stepwise regression revealed that
the frequency of being a victim of cyberbully-
ing was best predicted by prudence, followed
by fairness. The 9-predictor model accounted
for 5% of the variance in scores for being a
cyber victim (R2 =.05, F[9, 2,789] = 14.45, p
< .001, prudence [B = —.07], fairness [B =
—.07]). See Table 5 for details of the analysis.

DISCUSSION

Previous work in the area of prevention and
intervention in traditional and cyberbullying
has neglected to understand the importance of
strengths, even though slow progress has been
made in the last decade to incorporate this
approach (e.g., Rawana et al., 2011; Salmivalli
etal., 2010). The results from this research has
added much needed new knowledge regarding
the efficacy of the strengths approach and how
it should be useful in the further (re)develop-
ments of such approaches. The findings from
the current study demonstrate that the strength
of prudence is a common denominator across
the top-two strengths that predict traditional
bullying and cyberbullying behaviors. Specifi-
cally, lower self-reports of prudence was asso-
ciated with a higher likelihood of being a
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traditional bully and a cyber bully, as well as a
victim of both traditional and cyberbullying.
While previous studies have suggested that
there may be a link between prudence and vio-
lent behavior (Park & Peterson, 2008; Tweed
etal., 2011), this is the first research to confirm
this association. Considering that there are var-
ious definitions of prudence, it is important to
further define it in the context of the current
study.

Prudence is considered one of the risk atti-
tudes that goes beyond risk aversion (Denuit &
Eeckhoudt, 2016). It is a regulator of human
values based on choices that people make
(Larrivee & Gini, 2014)—therefore, it is seen
as a meta-strength regulating other strengths. It
is also associated with both self-control and
conscientiousness (Furnham et al., 2016).
However, as a VIA strength, it indicates a
“cognitive orientation to the personal future, a
form of practical reasoning and self-manage-
ment that helps to achieve the individual’s
long-term goals effectively” (Peterson &
Seligman, 2004, p. 477). The results from the
current study relate to the VIA definition of
prudence, rather than its other meanings.
Therefore, when designing any future inter-
ventions, the VIA definition needs to be con-
sidered. Also, in order to avoid generalization
relating to the findings about prudence, further
research needs to explore how other defini-
tions of prudence predict bullying.

The VIA-Youth questionnaire consists of
four questions on the basis of which prudence
is measured. The strength of prudence denotes
individuals who are cautious, differentiate
right from wrong, and who consider the conse-
quences of their behavior (VIA-Youth, 2014).
An important aspect of prudence is, therefore,
its future time orientation that instigates
impulse-control in the present. It is about not
saying anything, or acting in any way that may
be regretted later (Park & Peterson, 2006).
This is particularly relevant in relation to
bully/victim problems that is associated with
impulsivity (Walters & Espelage, 2018),
which implies reactivity and not thinking
about the consequences of one’s actions. This

Downloaded from ftp.nowpublishers.com/jced/article-pdf/18/1/51/11630215/jced-10-2022-0005en.pdf by guest on 15 August 2026



Journal of Character Education Vol. 18, No. 1, 2022

60

100" > Qyeses 10" > Ay 'G0° > dy “2ION

%50° %90~ %90 w01 — %580 90"~ %590 #5500~ #3060~ w5501 — g
€0 0’ SO 0 0’ ¥0° €0 SO’ Y0 ¥0° qg4ds

18744 L0°0 LO 1= er 81— 148 01— o1’ 61— 91— LT= d 0T [9POIN
%S0~ %90 w01 — #35%00 90— #5%80 %580~ 01— w501 — g
0 SO 0 0’ $0° €0 SO 0’ $0° q4ds

LL'S L0°0 60— er LT= ST 01— er 81— 91— LT'= g 61°POIN
#xL0 #5%060"— %580 90— #35%80 w01 — 01— skl g
90" 70 [440% Seo’ 430 4450 1440 S30) q4ds

06 L0°0 148 LT= 148 11= er - 91— (Ve g 8 I°POIN
sx:L0"— 54500 s L0 #4400 #3600 — sxx01— s [ 17— d
0 0 ¥0° €0 SO 0’ $0° q4ds

L8'8 L00 = Sr (48 148 61— L1— 61— d L IPPOIN
%80 s 80— #4400 s — s [ 17— s d
0 €0 €0 SO 0’ $0° q4ds

886 90°0 e (9 e €C— 81— 1T- d 99PN
w3280 #4%00" #x00"— s L0~ s d
€0 €0 SO’ Y0 0 qg4ds

el 90°0 (9 ST 0T— = 0T— d SIPPON
#4500 s — s [ s d
€0 SO’ Y0 0 qg4ds

16°0C 90°0 148 - L1— 17— d v I9POIN
#35%060 #3500~ wwx 17— d
SO’ 0 0 qg4ds

6L'ST 00 61— 91— 81— g €I°PON
wxxCl— wxxb = g
€0 €0 qg4ds

06'6¢ ¥0°0 17— €C— g CTIPPON
wxx817— d
€0 q4ds

£€'88 €00 67— g  1I9POIN

a3uvy) 4 A Appanvaa) adopy ssaupury ssouniv,]  JUaWSpny  UonDINSaYy Amvag Juy [p120S  2oUPNAJ 2407

(66L°7 = N) SuA[Ing Jo wnolA & 3urog YA\ POIBIOOSSY SIOlABYQg JO Aoudnbar] Sunorpaid so[qeleA 10J SISA[BUY UOISSAIZoY dsimdolg
€ d1dv],

Downloaded from ftp.nowpublishers.com/jced/article-pdf/18/1/51/11630215/jced-10-2022-0005en.pdf by guest on 15 August 2026



61

Bullying and Character Development

100" > s 10> Ay 'S0° > dy 9ION
#70°0~ #+L0°0 #:L0°0~ w1170 #+4€1°0 s 10— s 10— q
¥0°0 ¥0°0 $0°0 00 €00 v0°0 $0°0 q4ds

YLy 60°0 800~ 7o AN 910~ 81°0 610~ YT 0- a4  LIPpPON
#+L0°0 #:L0°0~ w1170 #2410 s 10— s ST°0— q
0°0 ¥0°0 00 €00 ¥0°0 $0°0 q4ds

L6'L 80°0 1o v10- L0~ 61°0 610~ ST0- a4 9 [PpoN
#£90°0~ w1170 #2410 #5600~ s 10— q
¥0°0 $0°0 €00 ¥0°0 $0°0 q4ds

708 80°0 Tro- 910~ 020 P10~ €0~ a4  SIPpPON
AN ++4€1°0 #5600~ w10~ q
¥0°0 €00 ¥0°0 $0°0 q4ds

0S+T 80°0 AN 61°0 P10~ 870~ a4 ¥ PPN
#£460°0 €170 58170~ q
€0°0 €00 €00 q4ds

L9'TT L0°0 €10 120~ 1€°0~ a4  €PpPON
2T 10— 58170~ q
€0°0 $0°0 q4ds

v9°€€ 90°0 610~ 0€0- a4  CTIPPON
€T 0~ q
€00 q4s

7861 S0°0 6£0~- a4 1 PpoN

a3uvy)y J A Apprungy Juawdpng ssaupuryy 20UDADAISAD] diys.iappa 20uapnigJ SSUAD

(66L°7 = N) Jo1aeyog Sur[ngroqA) Jo Aoudnbai] Funorpaid so[qerieA 10j SIsA[euy uoIssaIdoy asimdorg
y 219V ]

Downloaded from ftp.nowpublishers.com/jced/article-pdf/18/1/51/11630215/jced-10-2022-0005en.pdf by guest on 15 August 2026



Journal of Character Education Vol. 18, No. 1, 2022

62

100 > Ay 107> iy S0°>dy 10N

V00— %x50°0 %500~ #%xL0°0 #%x00°0~ #%%x90°0 %900~ 5#:L0°0— #5:L0°0— d
¥0°0 €00 ¥0°0 €00 ¥0'0 €00 S0°0 ¥0°0 ¥0°0 EEN

s8¢ S0°0 LO0— 900 80°0— 01°0 Y10~ 01°0 cro— (AN 11°0- g 6 1°POIN
#x10°0 %500~ #%xL0°0 #5010~ *%90°0 #xL0°0— 5#:L0°0~ 55:L0°0~ d
€00 ¥0°0 €00 ¥0°0 €00 S0°0 ¥0°0 ¥0°0 q4s

08t ¥0°0 S0°0 80°0— 01°0 ST°0— 600 ¥1°0— (AN cro— g 8 I°PON
%500~ #%xL0°0 #%x00°0~ #%%x90°0 #xL0°0~ 5#:L0°0~ %5:L0°0— d
¥0°0 €00 ¥0°0 €00 S0°0 ¥0°0 ¥0°0 q4s

(4574 ¥0°0 80°0— 01°0 ¥1°0— 600 ¥1°0— cro— 11°0— g L I9POIN
%9070 #%%80°0— #%50°0 #%x80°0— ##xL0°0— #£90°0— g
€00 ¥0°0 €00 S0°0 ¥0°0 ¥0°0 q4sS

80°L ¥0°0 80°0 €10— 800 LT°0— cro— 01°0— g 9 I°POIN
#%90°0— #%x90°0 ##xL0°0— #%%80°0— #%xL0°0— g
€0°0 €00 S0°0 ¥0°0 ¥0°0 SEN

8CTL ¥0°0 60'0— 60°0 10— ero- 11°0— d S I9PON
#x50°0 #%%80°0— #%x80°0— #5000~ g
€00 S0°0 ¥0°0 ¥0°0 SEN

60'9 ¥0°0 80°0 LT°0— Y1°0— 10— d v I9PON
wrxL00=  #x480°0= 442600 g
S0°0 ¥0°0 ¥0°0 q4s

656 €00 SI°0- €ro- 10— g  €I9PON
#0170~ w170~ d
¥0°0 €00 q4s

LY'€C €00 LT°0— LT°0— g CTIPPOIN
#5510~ d
€00 EEN

19 200 YT0- g 1I9POIN

a3uvy)y .J A adopy Apponyradg AOWNE] diys.ioppa]  2oupL24dsid  AJ1AIDAL) Juf [p120g SSOUAID 2oudpnAJ

(6617 = N) Sulk[[ng-1994D) Jo WNOIA & Sutog YA\ PIIBIOOSSY SIOTABYQg JO Aouonbal] Sunorpaid so[qelieA 10J SISA[euy U0IssaI3oy asimdolg

¢ a1av]

Downloaded from ftp.nowpublishers.com/jced/article-pdf/18/1/51/11630215/jced-10-2022-0005en.pdf by guest on 15 August 2026



Bullying and Character Development

could be one reason why participants who
scored low in prudence were more likely to
display bullying behavior in the current sam-
ple.

Furthermore, McGrath (2017) analyzed the
content of the VIA scale and found that there
was an overlap between prudence and other
strengths, such as bravery, honesty, and
self-regulation. These constructs are of central
importance to any work that seeks to amelio-
rate the insidious effects of bully/victim prob-
lems. In this context, these strengths are
associated with being an “upstander” (i.e.,
standing up to others) rather than a
“bystander” (i.e., bravery), telling the other
person how one feels (i.e., honesty), and mak-
ing systematic choices that lead to long-term
achievement of goals, such as reporting a bully
to a teacher (i.e., self-regulation). Therefore,
individuals scoring low in prudence may also
be more passive in the way they deal with bul-
lying behaviors directed at them, which is con-
sistent with Olweus’ seminal work (1984,
1990), demonstrating that 80% of bullying vic-
tims tend not to react to bullies. This has been
a consistent finding in cyberbullying research
too — that children and young people are loathe
to report incidents of victimization for fear that
the adult response will be to remove their tech-
nology, rather than any action directed toward
the perpetrator of the action (Mc Guckin &
Corcoran, 2020). This could be another reason
as to why participants who scored low in pru-
dence were also more likely to be victims of
bullying in the current study.

In addition to the strength of prudence,
other strengths, such as fairness, love, spiritu-
ality, and gratitude have been identified as pre-
dicting one, two or three types of bullying
(traditional bully, and/or traditional victim,
and/or cyber bully, and/or cyber victim).
While the findings from the current study
focused on the character strengths predicting
all four types of bullying, further research may
endeavor to create profiles of nonbullies and
nonvictims, because strengths do not exist in
isolation and their effect on each other needs to
be considered (Biswas-Diener et al., 2011).
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However, there is also an argument for devel-
oping all other strengths, as they are associated
with improvement in well-being, which can
inadvertently reduce anti-bullying behavior,
given that bullying is associated with lower
levels of well-being (Burke & Minton, 2016).
This fits well with curriculum developments at
the international level, where there is increased
focus on issues related to personal well-being
and the more holistic development of the pupil.
Moreover, the implications of the findings
may also be extended to the issues of improv-
ing overall student safety in school and the role
strengths play in accomplishing this. Further
research needs to explore the links between the
strengths in relation to bullying.

While caution is needed in interpreting
results, the greatest implication of the current
study is the potential it affords for creating a
pro-social, strength-based program to inter-
vene and prevent traditional and cyberbullying
among children and young people. Previous
studies have demonstrated that character
strength education may alter young people’s
behavior (e.g., Bates-Krakoff et al., 2016;
Freire et al., 2018). Therefore, strength-devel-
opment, specific to strengths associated with a
nonbully profile may be created with a particu-
lar focus on developing the strength of pru-
dence, which to date is reported as the least
endorsed character strengths (Karris & Craig-
head, 2012; McGrath, 2015; Satoshi et al.,
2006). Future, experimental research may
explore whether developing the strength of
prudence and other strengths associated with
nonviolent behavior have a capacity to reduce
bullying in schools. This new antibullying, or
prosocial program may become a significant
part of positive education and make a contribu-
tion to UNESCO’s (2016) ambitious objective
of eradicating bullying in schools by 2030.

NOTE

1. Please note that there are broader systemic,
psychological and sociological issues associ-
ated with the bullying terminology, however in
the current paper, for the ease of understand-
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ing, the most common term of “bully/victim” is
applied.
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