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Objective: The literature on participant roles in bullying lacks empirical evidence to explicate
what differentiates latent participation. The purpose of the present study was to examine social
cognition in early adolescents (i.e., empathy, prosocial moral reasoning, and perceived group

norm) with latent participants of bullying.

Methods: The participants included 279 adolescents (129 girls; M age = 13.5 years) in two middle

schools.

Results: The result showed that empathy, prosocial moral reasoning, and perceived group norm
were possible determinants of latent bullying. First, high levels of empathy (especially empathic
concern and perspective taking) was associated with latent defenders. Second, helping decision of
prosocial moral dilemma and prosocial moral reasoning were associated with complex situational
cues. Third, latent reinforcer positively indentified the group norm with regard to bullying.

Conclusion: The results are discussed in terms of practical implications for anti-bullying programs

and educational practitioners.
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Ch(Seo, 2008). F2}2] Tol A uer uf,
3] Argke FEHE (bystander) 7} Q= %
+ #(Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Bjérkqpvist, Osterman, & Kauklamen,
1996)0f| =3l = L 27} QU

Q0] U] U EA S e BT o Fo] JakS 1
A= F 23 u|AA|A Q2102 =950 gFth(Salmivalli et al,
1996; Sutton & Smith, 1999). Salmivalli 5-(1996) 2] Zrod 2} &gt
o] Ao w2 ZSFAH(reinforcer)= 5744 M=o 7}
sfjotoll Al Al AkS] 2] HAk2 Algskal, ®¥AHousider) 2] -
AR B = A Zelfal e 7ot e ql o= EH Y ES 1
AL, P20 2 ol afdefenden’s AT EH 1%
A e 1oL 2 falolr} mlafol s 1)1 s
AL B IR, Sl 71 154 e WA

2=}l $HCH(Sainio, Veenstra, Huitsing, & Salmivalli, 2011). 5=
Ao} A RES 2L 4B TS Sk 7
23} & ufj(Salmivalli, Voeten, & Poskiparta, 2011), L2 3]
Aol A] RS P} Y| Tol 2 of7|SRe &
3= a9l
A w218 Aol A Aol FutEee] 2ol

tlo] 9lefe Q150 ®aglo] Shek. Seo (2015 o}
A7) R 12 Bt 2rojz} olst Hrr2 AX|s A} Ut
32} oJle] ol o] =9k, o] HAYL wloj x|} v
gto] ol AJo] =& Ao 2 X %] QT Salmivalli £
(1996)2] Q1T A1 Wola} aol A of ko] 30.1%
SpAYe] 4.5% Woh 22 v &R ek o2 e Aol A
ofstyo] Fopaof wlsl] ol A=A Hsfjols w5 Aol =
o}l B 1% 31 Q)ch(Salmivalli et al., 1996; Seo, 2015; Sutton &
Smith, 1999). o|2|gt A5 of/d o] Ak2l 2] Adake] whet %1
AEIHl WFS Ak shH skl Sk et oSl
© 41812 o] ufel wol Y-S 1 elckw sA5] ofel
S0, wheb FHE Hof ol 4] Holsh ehts
S 0912 % v WHsl wefe B a o] A7lEr.

o 7R BT S AS A Hel, 245
], #eh= 4 , 5 ARE]QIR
2 A %_]E]—(Pennington, 2010). o]} =& 3P=2 A3)5}7] ¢
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3l 7171 Fol == g ol Al Z)Q1 1ke] Zpo7F vreRd 4= QL

5, FREE E Y E gl Ag wsjore] 15S
olIst, Safore] 1S AR WA O Ll )
S| A Z}o| & H QI tH(Caravita, di Blasio, & Salmivalli, 2009).
ERQlo] B35 ofsfistar A4 whg& frtsh= el WA
S4g0] vk BHempathy)olo], ol AAEIH YF-L £
SH= F Q3 AFS| Q1A 4] 2 Ao th(Davis, 1980).

o P Ao ol Thgol HAlel 2w
= oA el 7 o] th(Davis, 1983; Lawrence, Shaw, Baker,
Baron-Cohen, & David, 2004). 272 AHte] IS #3)
% 9 S0l Be) Q14 Qaoh el A3 W3]
A Q4w ol A RSkS 1, Z5iAe} ke el
A2 F3Ee] Aol 7h Q1T Ghim, 2013)= A7} A|A| =
7]t sk, AR Ake] 1A FAte] B ke o
T+AIHGini, Albiero, Benelli, & Altoe, 2007)7} UEH 7| = 5}
ek, olo} o] FulEee] Ftel B AT-So] Uit WY
9ot 1 Ayt d2)5HA] Y= AS B QItHGini et al.,
2007; Seo, 2008). X574 T2 257 o] F3tol ¥t A+=
2 22 sfaole} TjslolE FH 0 WA Hat FHE
ok 7+o] F3to] atolof ek Ago] 53 M e uf
ENDET AN FUE FolR S B T
Aol 2493 2 LR} e,

A =Y A AFstel wizsHAl vt
(Warden & Mackinnon, 2003)+= 4 Oﬂ A= 33 52 o] AL
A WES gurshe Aol g 54
o 0] SehslolE e Al
A2] 2] 350 & oo X A] ¢S 4= QITHS.-Y. Lee, 2014)= F
S nefel 2 ), 7 Sevo R FHEY HELt BEe
o] olafa7] o QSolck uhehx| T} olfde)
Zpo & olsfist7] Y= a4 ol ol =Y A ek vl
AFEIQ1A A 291L T Aol gk
AA B2 AadES gafole] 32 olsfetole &

L S A0 EATA AU o
2 QA351717F 1A &t Menesini et al., 1997). 2] 1] 53] A
ol FAEE Aalo] 2 % G 319 erole] 7
Atolof A A A=, olwf RS T=E 5 (prosocial
moral reasoning) IH-2 A A QJAFE A& Sk} (Eisenberg-Berg,
1979). ZIALS] 2] =Y S22 770019 e A SjAbE A o A

2}o| & o] TojU= Q3 AL 0124 G 910]tHO. K. Lee &
o1t wjetol 4 BabEel Aaehdse] gt 3
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4 Ee3EI B EATFS] 9L ATES o]
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7] #1834l Salmivalli 5(1996)°] A2t Zrofa} ek ZwA]|
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B 2 A4 GNE 2 oz sl gk
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(fantasy)’, A A4 342 42 34 (empathic concern)’, 7}
012 3% (personal distress) 31| QJ o2 LA = o] Qi) Y|
744 519] 9ol e 2t 7mapAolnl, AR 2820 2 FAE o]
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2 1013 o} 5} whal 318] 2414} 291, Foka w8 A 1
Qlozie ehuelES AEWeT A FUAE 4
<=+ Eisenberg-Berg (1979)2] &5 7|3} O. K. Lee (2002)2]
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+ 35 (anti-bullying behavior)2] 2702 & sEgo g L
AElo] ok, S 2 S 27, B 18, RAH w

sl
otk a4 golsHA 8] fistol A 2%
%

32382 vl 21 0] Bkl o3y )
T APt =S SHAhE s e o] ZhsliAr 2
sk Ao

AR A Mg A o] F315L 2 S S, % 10
) SF2 hEsto] e E A Olweus, 1991)2 54
weks] Awska A7) aA) AEAS WEsheic. A o)

shgleolnt iR AIZHE WAl AAE tRm Y Eof

HEHAR Ao, AR AEA S F 520
3)

[e] Tl
At 14 32 Prezi Flesh 19 4= & o]-§5}o, A]Z}
AFE et T AR olopr| 2 EaE EEF Al SHEHES

skt

KJCS

AEER

A= SPSS win 19.0 (IBM Co., Armonk, NY)& AR&-5}o] &
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To] A FEE YolH 7| 9519 Cronbach’s o E AFE38S
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£ E
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o gro] 1.96 o4l A--(dutH oz 2 o) Bl Rl e]
©]AJo] Qlth(Haberman, 1973) 1L afAl3tc}. uwlehs #3231
ZEA} gho] 5-2]8t 749~ Beasley@} Schumacker (1995)¢] £33

AR S (post-hoc)& A AIBHL, A A 0= F-o7t 2o (p <
05)7F = 0] E8 | S 7R 0 ' AakE v

2l

AATHC = 12.28, df = 4, p < .05). FAH A 22 A Ee
Aeoe d8 H23 Fo] glrj= S5 MFolA A5y
23 E WA 3.2, AL 3202 o3 Aol 7} Uhek
ek =, B I EY RS o W 2 Ao Qlrhs Sl A
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ERHANFT 73 SolA A A5 WA A5
oflAf g ol wh F-2 7k 2ol 7k AT = 36.18, df =3, p <
001). A1A| 2 253 ol A dehg o] EE=ohe k= 4.6, o138t
o] IV A= 4602 AAA I53lE HAsAY
SR Aol ekl SR vlE2 et AelA o &7
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Table 1
Differences in Bullying Experience and Latent Bystander Types by Gender
Male Female Total
n (%) n (%) n (%) Y (df)
Witnessed bullying 12.28(4)*
None 22 (14.7) 39 (30.5) 61 (21.9)
Several 104 (69.3) 74 (57.8) 178 (64.0)
Often 14 (9.3) 12 (94) 26 (9.4)
Usual 9 (6.0 3 (23) 12 ( 4.3)
Others 1 (0.7 0 (0.0 1 (04
n (%) 150 (100.0) 128 (100.0) 278 (100.0)
Bullying type 36.18(3)***
Physical 49 (33.1) 13 (10.1) 62 (22.4)
Verbal 70 (47.3) 53 (41.1) 123 (44.4)
Relational 21 (14.2) 53 (41.1) 74 (26.7)
Others 8 (5.4 10 ( 7.8) 18 ( 6.5)
n (%) 148 (100.0) 129 (100.0) 277 (100.0)
Bystanders type 13.92(2)**
Reinforces 31 (20.7) 32 (24.8) 63 (22.6)
Outsiders 74 (49.3) 82 (63.6) 156 (55.9)
Defenders 45 (30.0) 15 (11.6) 60 (21.5)
n (%) 150 (100.0) 129 (100.0) 279 (100.0)

*p<.05.%p<.01. **p<.001.
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&30l A et 7ke] 0] gk Zfol 7} QLATHF = 4.82, df = 2,276,
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Table 2
Differences in Empathy by Bystander Types
Reinforces Outsiders Defenders
(n=63) (n = 156) (n = 60)
Variable M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F Scheffé

Total 61.90 (8.96)" 63.73 (10.54)* 67.48 (10.71)° 4.82% a<b
Cognitive empathy

Perspective taking 14.27 (3.94)* 15.92 (3.25)° 18.03 (4.13)¢ 16.75%** a<b<c

Fantasy 17.54 (4.55) 17.18 (5.00) 17.78 (4.07) .40 —
Affective empathy

Emphatic concern 16.51 (4.03)* 17.12 (3.91)* 19.33 (3.45)° 9.66*** a<b

Personal distress 13.59 (4.05) 13.51 (4.28) 12.33 (4.54) 1.85 —

Note. N = 279.
**p<.01.**p<.001.
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Table 3
Differences in Helping Decision by Bystander Types
Reinforces Outsiders Defenders
(n=63) (n =156) (n = 60)
Variable M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F Scheffé
Helping decision 2.75 (2.13)* 3.45 (2.19)* 5.43 (2.14)° 26.32%** a<b
Note. N = 279.

***p < 001,
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Table 4
Differences in Helping Decision by Situational Cues (e.g., Fault and Cost)
Reinforces Outsiders Defenders
(n=63) (n = 156) (n = 60) Brown
Variable M (5D) M (SD) M (5D) -Forsythe Scheffé¢

High cost

Fault 37 (.58) 36 (.63) 1.02 (.89) 19.15%+ a<b

No fault 81 (.86)° 1.10 (.87) 1.63 (.64)° 17.68**
Low cost

Fault 41 (.64) 51(.70) 1.08 (.89)° 15.20%%*

No fault 1.16 (.79) 1.48 (.76)° 1.70 (.59)° 9.17%%*
Note. N =279.
w55 < 001.
Table 5
Differences in Prosocial Moral Reasoning by Bystander Types

Reinforces Outsiders Defenders
(n=063) (n = 156) (n = 60)
Variable M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F Scheffé

Prosocial moral reasoning 6.22 (5.81)* 8.38 (6.05)* 14.42 (7.49)b 28.59*** a<b
Note. N = 279.
x5 <001,
- 7% G e ofol =L U AL DAl AP k] Y47 A 2 VS ek
M =170.5D = 39094 4491 £ Sh AL LR T WL ol AR 2 3ol AW SR CH: o
wrc}, whg msfjote] Mol vl gl ASfolabE Al the]  #go] A8 A 2 ESZHJOF QrehollA & Hleol

F 9ol = HFAHM = 1.10, SD = .87)= Z3FAHM = .81, SD
= 86)% AR PE O B WS 5k Al o & ekt
TR O] A A o F-Fofl whet JALE A mE 2 A
£ vt AIE Table 500 AA|FGATE E4 F3tol w2
THE O] A Zholfof] whef HALE] A mE S22
A G253t 2po| S HYTHEF = 28.59, df = 2,276, p < .001). 3|
Ao of ek 7he] {27t 2po| 7} YERt=A] A 7
A3f Scheffé AFS-HZ2 AA|St A3} WO RH(M = 14.42, SD =
7.49)= HFAHM = 8.38, SD = 6.05), KM = 6.22, SD =
5.8DETE AR A =Y -5 Aol & e =Y 5
£& ot A 02 Yepylt v Bate} sl 214
A =] 2 oA SAA o= o3 Aol 7 gl
FHE Aol upe} IS 4] =y 20| FA|F o= of
WO 2 Uel=A] A ET] Sl 2IAe)4] =y 5
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IH= Table 701 A|AIGE vh} ek, Fekt1 Ql4of QLo
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7} 1Atk (Brown-Forsythe = 7.49, df = 2,167.25, p < .01). Scheffé
AFAEL AT 23} 2B = 313, 5D = 120/
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Table 6
Frequencies of the Lavel and Categories of Prosocial Moral Reasoning by Bystander Types
Reinforces Outsiders Defenders
Level Categories n (%) n (%) n (%)

1 Hedonistic reasoning 24 (13.04) 40 ( 7.63) 20 ( 6.31)
Pragmatic 33 (17.93) 108 (20.61) 47 (14.83)
Needs oriented 22 (11.96) 37 ( 7.06) 30 ( 9.46)

3 Strereotypes of a good of bad person 33 (17.93) 97 (18.51) 81 (25.55)
Approval interpersonal orientation — 7 ( 1.34) 3 (.95
Cause of the result orientation 46 (25.00) 166 (31.68) 58 (18.30)

4 Sympathetic orientation 18 ( 9.78) 36 ( 6.87) 37 (11.67)
Internalized affect to one’s value 7 ( 3.80) 26 ( 4.96) 24 (7.57)
Internalized norm and value orientation 1 ( .54) 5 (.95 7 (221

5  Abstract reasoning — 2 (.38 10 ( 3.15)

Total 7 (%) 184 (100) 524 (100) 317 (100)
Table 7
Differences in Group Norm by Bystander Types
Reinforces Outsiders Defenders
(n=63) (7 =156) (n = 60)
Variable M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F Scheffé
Group norm 4.63 (2.30)* 3.27 (2.25)° 2.92 (2.53)° 10,46 a>b
Defensive behavior 3.13 (1.20)* 2.52 (1.40) 2.15 (1.63)° <7.49*
Bullying behavior 2.98 (2.03)* 1.96 (1.77) 1.70 (1.95) 877
Note. N = 279.
“Brown-Forsythe test.
**p< .01, ***p<.001.
M =252.50 = L40F IR =215.5D < LIS A LR A At 2 AR ol
Ko] &3t ko] EaSo] woldBol ds) A WS WalIA Sk ol2ith AT BAL wigko 2 Fekit 25hd
5.9 Holefi 243kt Y2Aek H5o] Sk A o) A ol ARk
S A5 FEol ek Ao ek ke Aol7E UL om, FHE ol R mhE o4 A A =Y A
CHP=677 2276 < 001 SAEATATE AR T Ll oIS ol o 7 20 2

I} 7B M = 2.98, SD = 2.03)= B} (M =
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