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School bullying has been a spreading and a growing concern of students’
well-being. A student bystander with defending behaviors may be a key player to
stop bullying and changing school climate. The present study was to explore the
linkages of empathy, motivations to defend with defending behaviors in school
bullying incidents among Thai secondary school students. The participants were
1,138 students in Mathayom Il and Mathayom 111 (43.9% boy and 56.1% girl), aged
12 to 15 years (M = 13.83, SD = .66) who had online communication tools and
completed the online questionnaire. Mediation analysis and multigroup analysis
with structural equation modeling (SEM) were conducted to investigate the
relationships among the study variables by using Mplus 8.2. The research findings
displayed that empathy had a significant positive association with autonomous
motivation and introjected motivation to defend, and a significant negative
association with extrinsic motivation to defend. Empathy also had an indirect effect
on direct defending and indirect defending via extrinsic motivation and introjected
motivation to defend, while the mediating effect of autonomous motivation to
defend was insignificant. As Thai students may have less autonomy supportiveness
regarding the cultural context, their thoughts and behaviors could be influenced by
that environment. The findings also found that there was no significant direct effect
of empathy on two subtypes of defending. Furthermore, the moderating effect of
gender and students' perception of school anti-bullying policy were found.
Additionally, defending self-efficacy was found to be associated with defending
behaviors. This study suggests that peer pressure and external incentives can
increase the likelihood of defending behaviors to peer witnesses among Thai
students. However, future research is needed to place particular attention to
autonomous motivation in young adolescents which could ultimately encourage
defending behaviors, instead of external contingencies as well as empathic feeling
should be focused more, with other factors (e.g., interpersonal factor and contextual
factor).
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Bullying has been a major problem worldwide with negative health
consequences and poor psychosocial functioning (Nansel et al., 2001; Ttofi et al.,
2014). Bullying has continued increasing attention (Nickerson, 2017) over the last 10
years due to the concern for negative effects on youth development. Previous studies
indicated that about 600,000 children were bullied at school per year. Thailand
currently has the world's second-highest rate, accounting for approximately 40%
(Triruangworawat, 2018). The 2015 WHO Global School-based Student Health
Survey (GSHS), focused on 13 to 17 years old, demonstrated that 33.2% of students
experienced bullying during the past 12 months. However, the circumstances take
place widely around the globe. According to a global summary report on school
violence and bullying released by UNESCO, one in three of 150 million students have
experienced peer victimization at school on one or more days in the past month.
Around 16.1% of victims revealed that they have been hit, kicked, shoved or locked
indoors (UNESCO, 2018). School bullying affects both male and female students.
Data from 25 countries indicated that 20% of girls and 50% of boys have been
attacked by at least one other student. Physical bullying is more common among boys,
whereas psychological bullying is more prevalent among girls. The survey showed
that many students have been victimized and neglected from society causing long
term damages. As a consequence of bullying, stress, depression, anxiety and school
avoidance have been commonly found in the victims (Department of Mental Health,

2018; Williams et al., 2009, as cited in Ayad, 2017) as well as poorer academic



achievement. In severe cases, they have a tendency to hurt others (bullies) or
themselves or even commit suicide (Department of Mental Health, 2018).

Relatively, bystanders have an impact on bullying occurrence as they are part
of bullying issues such as reinforcer, assistant or even outsider. However, they can
also be part of solution known as “defenders” who represent a primary role in
protecting victims, including restraining the bully, seeking help from adults, and
consoling the victim (Salmivalli, 2010). Like so, defending bystanders can make a
difference within the bullying incidents. A bystander who has defending behavior
could intervene in a bullying incident and defend victims by gathering in a group with
their peers to minimize the adverse effects for those who are victimized. This could
gradually change the classroom climate as a group dynamic (Ttofi & Farrington,
2011). Research showed that bystanders who witness the defending scene come to
like victims more compared to those witness other bystanders taking side with the
bully (Gini et al.,, 2008). Furthermore, defending behavior often appears to be
effective in stopping bullying (Hawkins et al., 2001) and decreasing the frequency of
bullying within classrooms (Salmivalli et al., 2011). More importantly, victims
reported that they endured fewer negative psychological and social consequences
when their classmates defended them, compared to those victims without defenders
(Sainio et al., 2011). This implies that victims who are not neglected to face adversity
alone, tend to live a better school life. Therefore, understanding of defending behavior
and its antecedent is needed to influence less victimization in schools.

According to Caravita et al. (2009), empathy has been suggested as a
necessary precursor of defending behavior. Several studies have shown that empathy

was positively associated with defending the victims (Caravita et al., 2009; Gini et al.,



2008; Nickerson et al., 2008; Péyhonen, Ju-vonen, & Salmivalli, 2010; Thornberg et
al., 2012). Additionally, empathy is a determinant of altruistic prosocial which is
characterized by intrinsic motivations to aid others (Eisenberg & Mussen, 1989).
Observing other person in distress could encourage an empathic response and
motivate a desire to alleviate their suffering, which result in helping behavior (Batson,
1991; Eisenberg & Miller, 1987, as cited in Batson et al., 2002; Lockwood. Et al.,
2014). This was consistent with the results from Thornberg et al. (2012) study in
which empathetic reactions toward the victim might actuate bystanders to intervene in
bullying situations. It indicated that even though defender bystanders do not like the
victims, they understand how the victim’s feeling of being the target might be.
Moreover, this knowledge of the antecedents of defending behaviors in bullying
episodes can be realized by exploring the different motivations that can drive
bystanders to defend victims.

The current study focuses on the aspects of empathy and defending through
self-determination theory of motivation to address what energize bystanders’
behaviors and drive them into action (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Based on Deci and Ryan
(2000), there are two types of motivation in human beings, which are extrinsic
motivation (including external, introjected, identified, and integrated regulation), and
intrinsic motivation. The former refers to a drive that is encouraged by external
sources in order to gain external rewards (e.g., praise). The latter refers to an internal
drive that undoubtedly comes from inner self (e.g., sense of morality). However,
introjected motivation (regulation) is distinct from extrinsic motivation based on guilt
or moral pressure (Deci & Ryan, 1985). An example is when a person feels bad for

not giving help to someone in pain. Moreover, motivation varies along a continuum



between controlled and autonomous motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Identified and
integrated regulation can be defined as autonomous motivation, while external and
introjected can be defined as controlled motivation. Typically, autonomous
motivation consists of intrinsic motivation and internalized extrinsic motivation.
Research suggests that helping with autonomous motivation tends to give more help
and is perceived as more helpful than those helpers with extrinsic motivation
(Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). Correspondingly, empathy is found to be positively
associated with intrinsic and introjected maotivation to defend but negatively
associated with extrinsic motivation to defend (Longobardi et al., 2019).

However, there has been little research done regarding the relationship of
empathy, motivation to defend, and defending behaviors. Several previous studies
have investigated the linkage between empathy and defending behavior. Nevertheless,
they have not yet identified how empathy arouses various forms of defending
behaviors as direct and indirect defending behaviors (Longobardi et al., 2019). The
conceptual framework of this study was derived from self-determination theory of
motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000), and underlining the importance
of empathy in eliciting defending behaviors (Hoffman, 2000). Emphasizing the idea
that genuine empathy is part of altruism which influences helping behaviors, and the
various forms of motivation to defend encourage bystanders to act on defending
behaviors dissimilarly. A self-report questionnaire will be used to explore the
relationships among the study variables in this study, using self-report among
Mathayom Il and Mathayom Il students from the four schools in Bangkok, with

convenience sampling techniques.



The goal of this study is to explore the relationship among empathy,
motivation to defend and subtypes of defender bystander behaviors based on self-
determination theory of motivation. Multiple group analysis will be would be
employed to estimate all variables by grouping gender and perception of school anti-
bullying policy. In the model, all variables will include predictor variable (i.e.,
empathy), mediators (i.e., autonomous, extrinsic, and introjected motivation) and
criterion variable (i.e., direct defending and indirect defending). Regarding the effect
of self-efficacy on defending behaviors (e.g., Péyhonen et al., 2010; van der Ploeg et
al., 2017), self-efficacy will be included as control variable. This study will explore a
unique effect of empathy on different forms of motivation to defend which will have a
positive effect on defending behavior. Empathy will be positively associated with
defending behaviors, autonomous motivation and introjected motivation, whereas it
will be negatively associated with extrinsic motivation. Autonomous motivation will
be positively associated with both direct and indirect defending. Extrinsic motivation
will be positively associated with direct defending, while introjected motivation will
be associated with indirect defending. With a better understanding of these
associations, we can could promote defending behavior in students by establishing
and developing empathy on bystander intervention programs in order to reduce

victimization and bullying in schools.

Bullying and Bystander Roles

What is Bullying?



Olweus (1993) proposed the definition of bullying “A student is being bullied
or victimized when he is exposed repeatedly and over time to negative actions on the
part of one or more other students.” (p.9). Bullying can occur in a variety of forms
such as the form of physical aggression (e.g., hitting, throwing things), verbal
aggression (e.g., threatening, name-calling), relational aggression (e.g., spreading
rumors, shaming, ignoring or excluding a person), and cyberbullying (Gladden et al.,
2014). Moreover, bullying can occur as an indirect form of physical aggression, such
as hiding or destroying a personal belonging. There are three types of characters in
bullying episodes including a bully, a victim and a witness of the bullying, known as
bystanders.

For a victim, Graham et al. (2006) found that a victim of bullying was likely to
experience many psychosocial adjustment problems, including low self-esteem, high
loneliness which was associated with greater depression, anxiety and suicidal
thoughts (Rigby & Slee, 1999; Smith & Brain, 2000; Williams et al., 2009, as cited in
Ayad, 2017). This can affect the school life of those students who were being
victimized, which resulted in lower academic achievement and the increased
likelihood of school avoidance or refusal (Waasdorp et al., 2011). The previous study
by Nansel et al., 2001, has examined the prevalence of bullying and its psychosocial
consequences. The findings indicated that those students who had terrible
relationships with classmates, increased loneliness and was not able to make friends
were more likely to be the victim of bullying. For bullies, Broidy et al. (2003)
investigated a cross-national study of developmental trajectories of childhood
disruptive behaviors and juvenile delinquency. The results displayed that being a

bully was related to an increase in delinquent behaviors. Bullying behaviors were



related to increased smoking and alcohol use, poorer perceived school climate and
poorer academic achievement (Nansel et al., 2001). Additionally, people engaged in
relational aggression were found to present an increase in internalized behaviors,
depression and social isolation, as well as lack of prosocial behavior (Card et al.,
2008; Storch et al., 2004, as cited in Ayad, 2017). For bystanders, evidence suggested
that the experience of being a bystander at bullying led to negative mental health
outcomes, even if a person was not directly involved as a victim or a bully (Gini et al.,
2008; Hutchinson, 2012; Salmivalli, 2014). For example, Rivers et al. (2009)
indicated that being a bystander was associated with increased levels of anxiety,
depression, and drug or alcohol use. Furthermore, students who try really hard to fit in
with their peers, and observe the bullies and victims may heighten anxiety around

their weaknesses (Glover et al., 2000).

Why Do Bystanders Matter?

Bystanders are essential to make a positive difference in a bullying situation,
either intervene in bullying or not depending on what role they take in the situation.
Salmivalli et al. (1996) have identified several bystander roles that students have in
bullying. The role of reinforcer such as, laughing at the victim, cheering or
encouraging the bully to keep teasing the victim. The role of assistant is defined in
terms of being active, joining in the bullying when someone (or ringleader) starts it
(Davis, 1983; McMahon et al., 2006; Roberts & Strayer, 1996). The outsider is an
uninvolved person in the bullying episodes such as leaving the spot and pretending to
notice nothing (Salmivalli et al., 1996). The defender of the victim who gives a hand

to the victim with indirect or direct defending, including consoling or making friend



with the victim, supporting the victim and telling a teacher as well as, stopping the
bullying by physical or verbal actions (e.g., pushing the bully away, asking the bully
to stop).

Bystanders comprise about 80% of the students involved in bullying episodes
(Oh & Hazler, 2009). Bystanders are the majority of students who are present in the
school bullying context and witness what happens. Several studies indicate and
suggest that bystanders have and can displayed an influence on bullying that occurs in
their environment. In a negative way, they could reinforce the bullying causing the
increase of victimization, or in a positive way, they could intervene the bullying, by
gathering the peer group to support the victim which is a considerable action to
reduce the adverse effects for the victims. Research has demonstrated that protective
friendships have prevented the negative influences of victimization and further
victimization (Hodges et al., 1999, as cited in Salmivalli, 2010). Therefore, bystanders
could be the essential player who can influence the outcome of the bully within the
bullying framework. For example, the observational study by Hawkins et al. (2001),
showed that bystanders were present for 88% of the bullying episodes, and when they
intervened in the bullying, they were often effective in putting an end for 57% of the
bullying. Therefore, changing of bystander behavior is perhaps easier than changing
of the bully’s behavior. By intervening with bystanders, the social reinforcers who
correlated with bullying could be gradually eliminated (Cowie & Olafsson, 2000;
Salmivalli, 1999) as the bullying happens in the group level, no particular individuals
are involved as a bystander, and interventions are supposed to target a group of

students (Salmivalli et al., 2011).



As mentioned previously, bystanders can be the effective representatives in
diminishing the bullying in schools. Therefore, the current study aims to explore
bystander intervention by understanding a positive bystander behavior like defending
behavior. As noted by Salmivalli et al. (2011), defender behavior was negatively
associated with the frequency of bullying. Their findings suggested that typically
providing negative feedback to those bullies by challenging or supporting the victim
can decrease bullying episodes. Furthermore, the defensive bystanders’ reactions
could also influence the victims’ adjustment such as positive well-being. More
importantly, to promote bystander’s defender behavior, it is critical to understand

empathic feeling (empathy) as it is an antecedent of this behavior.

Defending Behavior
What is called “Defending Behavior™?

Defenders of peer victimization were first assessed as a part of participant
roles investigated by Salmivalli et al. (1996). Generally, defending behaviors are
defined as an act to stop bullying by confronting the bully and consoling the victim. In
school literature, defending behavior refers to action, including verbal or physical
active defending, reporting the bullying circumstance or asking an adult for help,
comforting or taking side with the victim (Pozzoli & Gini, 2010; Salmivalli et al.,
1997), or other behaviors of an intention to support the victim (Salmivalli et al.,
1996). Defending bystander is known as the defender, expressing and exposing

motivation to stand up for peers who are being bullied.

Why is defending behavior important?
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Defending bystander role is important in bullying episodes. Many studies
illustrated that when defending bystander defends, he/she tends to restrain peer
victimization or stop bullying successfully (Hawkins et al., 2001), resulting in less
bullying and less victimization (Cowie & Olafsson, 2000; Hawkins et al., 2001). For
example, the findings of Sainio et al. (2010) implied that victims were less likely to
feel depressed, anxious and had more self-esteem when they had at least one
classmate supporting or defending them, compared to victims without defenders,
despite encountering the experience of bullying frequently. Next, when bystanders
witness another bystander confronting bullies and supporting the victim, they’re more
likely to feel positive with the victim more than when witnessing other bystanders
help or cheer the bully (Gini et al., 2008). Furthermore, standing up for those being
victimized, makes some change in the classroom climate. For example, the findings of
Peets et al. (2015) indicated that the more classmates tend to defend and support the

victim, the more other classmates take side with the victim.

Heterogeneous of Defending Behaviors

Accordingly, recent studies have proposed that defending behaviors in
bullying situations are heterogeneous (e.g., Belacchi & Farina, 2010; Reijntjes et al.,
2016). There are two subtypes of defending behaviors that can be distinguished
(Casey et al., 2018; Lambe & Craig, 2020; Pronk et al., 2013; Reijntjes et al., 2016).
Direct defending refers to behaviors that involve the defender directly encountering
the bullying scene, which includes all bully-oriented defending behaviors, similarly
bringing both physical and verbal end to the bullying (e.g., asking the bully to stop,

pushing the bully back). Indirect defending, on the other hand, refers to behaviors that
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attempt to lessen the detrimental effects of bullying, which includes all victim-
oriented defending behaviors (e.g., consoling victims, being nice to them and seeking
help from a teacher). Direct and indirect defending have different effects on victims,
that is, direct defending does not calm or heal victims who mire down in feeling
victimized by the bullying and that indirect defending does not stop the bullying
incidents or help victims from being further victimization. In addition, the
combination of direct and indirect defending behavior is called hybrid defending. A
person directly shows action in bullying situations, stops the bullying, and comforts a
victim (Pronk et al., 2019), bringing a beneficial outcome upon the well-being of the
victims.

As mentioned above, defending behavior is a heterogeneous construct. Several
studies investigated whether the different subtypes of defending stem from different
behavioral motivations. For example, Pronk et al. (2019) examined the differences in
adolescents’ motivations for indirect, direct, and hybrid defending, in a sample of 549
secondary school students in the Netherlands. The findings demonstrated that hybrid
defending and direct defending were associated with both agentic and communal
goals. Indirect defending was positively associated with communal goals.
Furthermore, hybrid defending and indirect defending were associated with an
altruistic motivation for prosocial behavior. Direct defending has no association with
either an altruistic or egocentric motivation for prosocial behavior. Another finding
found that direct defending was associated with popularity, whereas indirect
defending was associated with social preference, and hybrid defending was associated
with both popularity and social preference (Reijntjes et al., 2016). Thus, if a person

has neither popularity nor social preference, increasing defending behavior may not
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be possible for bystander intervention at the interpersonal level because it is
impossible to make all students become popular and endeared by everyone.
Therefore, the present study aims to examine the intrapersonal process in which
explains the empathy - motivation to defend - defending behavior relations of which it

would aid in developing effective intervention for future research.

Empathy and Defending Behavior

According to meta-analytic study by Nickerson et al. (2015), numerous studies
have emphasized the bullying-prevention programs on bullying and victimization,
which some studies focused on prosocial behavior (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987) and the
impact of bystander intervention programs (Kirna et al., 2011; Polanin et al., 2012)
on empathy. Nevertheless, neither of these studies was particularly measured the
defending behavior and its relationship with empathy in school bullying (Nickerson et
al. (2015). For example, Nickerson and Taylor (2014) examined relationships among
empathy and bullying roles from a suburban school. The findings displayed that
empathy was positively associated with defending and negatively associated with
bullying and outsider behavior. This indicates that empathy is particularly associated
with defending, rather than other bystander roles. Theoretically, however, recent
studies have shown that empathy has been positively associated with defending
behavior (e.g., Longobardi et al., 2019; Meter & Card, 2015; Pozzoli et al., 2017; for
a meta-analysis, see Nickerson et al., 2015). Nevertheless, the researchers did not
specifically explore what subtypes of defending behaviors were highly correlated with

empathy. Therefore, the present study aims to investigate the unique effect of
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empathy on different types of motivation to defend, which might lead to different
forms of defending behavior among students in schools.

The association between empathy and the different forms of defending
behavior has not been uncovered, the present study will explore whether different
subtypes of defending behavior will be influenced by different types of motivation to
defend the victim of bullying. First, altruistic and egocentric motivation as prosocial
behavioral motivation can be related to autonomous maotivation (e.g., Hardy et al.,
2015) and controlled motivation respectively. Second, personality factors such as
prosocial orientation and altruism can be related to helping behavior, known as a
defender (e.g., Tani et al., 2003). Last, altruistic or prosocial behavior can be related
to empathy as many studies have displayed that altruistic behavior and empathy have
a positive relationship (e.g., Eisenberg & Miller, 1987) as well as empathy which has
been positively related to defending behavior in previous research (e.g., Gini et al.,
2007; Longobardi et al., 2019; Meter & Card, 2015; Pozzoli et al., 2017; for a meta-
analysis, see Nickerson et al., 2015). Thus, the relationships between empathy,
motivation to defend, and defending behaviors would be rigorously explored in the
present study by prevalence of school bullying variables into account. The result
could provide empirical support for the idea of bystander intervention by raising an

importance of empathy and defending in school bullying episodes.

Empathy as a Predictor of Defending Behavior

Many researchers have commonly defined empathy as an affective response

that stems from emotional state of others, in an effort to experience and comprehend
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what another person is experiencing (e.g., Cohen & Strayer, 1996; Davis, 1983;

Miller & Eisenberg, 1988).

Empathy vs. Sympathy

There is a significant yet subtle difference between sympathy and empathy
(David, 1996). Empathy is defined as an emotional response that results from another
person’s emotional state or condition (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990; Eisenberg & Miller,
1987). Sympathy is defined as an emotional response of concern resulting from
another person’s emotional state or condition (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987). That is to
say, sympathy does not need an identically affective reaction. Instead, sympathy
implicates the appraisal of how a person feels about another person’s emotional state
(Eisenberg & Strayer, 1987). Therefore, empathy and sympathy are different and

separable constructs (Feshbach, 1975).

Empathy as a Multidimensional Construct

Empathy is typically conceptualized as a multidimensional construct that has
both cognitive and affective components (David, 1994). A cognitive component refers
to a person’s ability to identify and understand the perspective of other persons
(Davis, 1983; McMahon et al., 2006; Roberts & Strayer, 1996; Zych et al., 2016),
whereas an affective component refers to a person is being able to experience feeling
of concern toward others (Lovett & Sheffield, 2007). However, the different
components of empathy can be separately measured, however both components have
to be placed together and collectively considered in order to comprehend and

articulate construct (Davis, 1994; Hoffman, 2001; Strayer & Roberts, 1997). For
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example, Caravita et al. (2009) found that cognitive empathy was positively
correlated with bullying behavior during the age of mid-childhood, whereas affective
empathy was significantly correlated with defending behavior and was negatively
correlated with bullying behavior in age of adolescence. Another study illustrated that
both affective and cognitive empathy were correlated with higher levels of defending
behavior (Van Noorden et al., 2015, as cited in Nickerson et al., 2015), which was
contradict to the result from van der Ploeg et al.’s (2017) study as it stated that only
affective empathy was more likely to linked with defending behavior.

The role of empathy as a determinant of prosocial or altruistic behavior has
been an interesting topic for psychologists for many years (e.g., Eisenberg & Miller,
1987) and been supported by significant number of theories and evidences (e.g.,
Eisenberg et al., 2010). Altruistic behavior is characterized by higher morality as well
as by intrinsic motivations to help others (Eisenberg & Mussen, 1989). Some
researchers argued that altruistic behavior was encouraged by empathy rather than a
mere personal distress (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998). In contrast, other prosocial
behaviors which is generic prosocial behavior (e.g., reciprocal altruism and
competitive altruism), could be said to solely set for the benefit of others. It could also
be motivated by any other self-serving interests (Eisenberg, 2003). Hence, it could be
seen that such generic prosocial behavior is not driven by empathic feelings.

Most studies have focused on the empathy and altruism in domains. By
noticing another person in distress, it stimulates an empathic response and a desire to
alleviate the suffering, which results in helping behavior (Lockwood et al., 2014).
Recently, children and adolescents have been emphasized as a sample in empathy and

prosocial behavior research. For example, Wentzel et al. (2007) found that early
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adolescents showed both affective and cognitive empathy which were linked to
internal reasons for prosocial behavior, not external reasons. Based on Hoffman
(2000), empathic responsiveness normally influences individuals to moderate their
aggressive behavior, in that, highly empathic individuals are able to emotionally
predict the negative outcomes generated by their behavior toward another person.
Several studies found that high levels of empathic responsiveness enhance prosocial
behavior (e.g., Davis, 1994; Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998; Hoffman, 2001) and were
positively associated with a decrease in aggressive behaviors (e.g., Gini et al., 2007).

In school bullying literature, several studies have been conducted on topics
related to bullying, bystander intervention, prosocial behavior and empathy (for meta-
analysis, see Nickerson et al., 2015). Mostly, those studies have focused on the
effectiveness of bullying-prevention programs on bullying and victimization (e.g.,
Merrell et al., 2008). Recently, empathy and bystander intervention (defender) have
received more attention in this field (Belacchi & Farina, 2010; Gini et al., 2006; Peets
et al., 2015; Poyhonen et al., 2010; Pozzoli et al., 2017), although several related
factors were involved in the research investigation such as intrapersonal factors (e.g.,
self-efficacy), interpersonal factors (e.g., popularity and social preferences), and
contextual factors (e.g., classroom norms). At individual-level, however, the present
study aims to emphasize empathy as a primary predictor, intervening to defending
behavior.

According to Caravita et al.’s (2009) study, empathy has been suggested as an
important precursor of defending behavior. Several studies have shown that empathy
was positively associated with defending the victims (e.g., POyhonen et al., 2010;

Thornberg et al., 2012) and negatively associated with bullying (Gini et al., 2007). In
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bullying situations, empathic emotional responses may directly give attention to the
victim and bring out goals of defending (Meter & Card, 2015). On the other hand,
absence of empathic arousal may induce pro-bullying behaviors. A systematic review
and meta-analysis conducted by Zych et al. (2016) showed that the differences
between defenders and non-defenders on empathy were that defenders had
significantly higher scores on cognitive empathy, affective empathy, and when uniting
both components.

As mentioned previously, several studies have examined several predictors of
defending behavior including empathy with which association was positively found.
For example, Thornberg et al. (2012) investigated empathetic responses by
conducting a qualitative study that used an open-ended and semi-structured interview.
The results indicated that empathetic reaction toward the victim may prompt
bystanders to intervene in bullying situations. The participants described that they
would stand up for the victim. Regardless of their personal relationship with those
being bullied, the empathic feeling is strong. Furthermore, Caravita et al. (2010)
found that defending the victim was associated with a higher affective empathy.
Implying that people with empathy has a moral sense, they would help the victim
without involving personal feelings because they understand victim’s distress and
know that it’s not right to bully others. This is in line with Gini et al. (2007), who
examined the relationship between empathy and helping behavior in a bullying
situation. The researchers found that students who had higher empathetic concern
were more likely to display helping behavior. Similar to previous findings (Gini et al.,
2008), which indicated that higher empathy scores were associated with defender

bystander behaviors when examining what differentiates defenders from passive
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bystanders by using peer ratings. Moreover, those students who were nominated as
defenders, displayed higher empathy which led them to perceive the victim’s distress
and help the victim (Gini et al., 2008). These studies imply that empathic feeling does
stimulate people to have concerns for another person who is in trouble (i.e., being
bullied), which leads to defending behavior. This explanation raises the question that
empathy can be measured separately, although other factors can logically impact
more, yet empathy is a determinant of actual altruistic behavior.

Interestingly, Peets et al. (2015) scrutinized classroom norms of the bullying
and defending behavior in response to affective empathy. The results indicated that
affective empathy had a stronger relationship with defending behavior, surrounded by
high levels of bullying. In other words, the more bullying occurs in classrooms, the
more children are likely to show empathy to protect the victims. Researchers
explained that peers with empathy notice and experience victim distress as good as
perceive a threat closer to other classmates, which increases the likelihood of peers
acting on their affective empathy. Meaning, empathy is a genuine feeling of what they
desire to do for victims in spite of risky situations, and prioritize the safety of the
victims to that of themselves in such unhealthy situations. Another study of
Longobardi et al. (2019) revealed that empathy was positively related to defending
behavior and a mediator of intrinsic motivation to defend and introjected motivation
to defend. It was, however, negatively related to extrinsic motivation to defend. The
suggestion is, hence, that empathy can predict defending behavior as well as empathy
has direct effect and indirect effect on defending behavior.

The hypotheses of this study then reveal that empathy will be positively

associated with direct defending (1a) and indirect defending (1b), empathy will be
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positively associated with autonomous motivation to defend (2), and introjected

motivation to defend (3), but negatively associated with extrinsic motivation to defend

(4).

Motivation to Defend as a Mediator
What is Self-determination theory?

Self-determination theory represents a broad framework for the study of
human motivation and personality. According to Deci and Ryan (1985), intrinsic
motivation refers to an internal drive that comes from inner self. That is to say, a
person has a greater feeling of autonomy with a full sense of volition and initiative
(e.g., core values, interests, sense of morality), and without material reward needed.
Extrinsic motivation refers to a drive encouraged by external sources in order to gain
external rewards (e.g., praise, awards, admiration of others). Deci and Ryan (1985)
identified four types of extrinsic motivation, namely external, introjected, identified,
and integrated forms of regulation. Self-determination theory proposes that these four
types were from the process of internalization (Deci & Ryan, 1985). External
regulation is the most controlled form of extrinsic motivation. It refers to behaviors
that, for an individual, determine the locus of initiation is external (Deci et al., 1991).
The behavior is controlled by external contingencies in terms of attaining tangible
rewards or avoiding threatened punishments. (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Introjected
regulations refer to behaviors for which are controlled in order to avoid feeling
ashamed or guilty, seeking approval, and protecting ego. Such regulation involves
internalized rules that pressure a person to behave. Although they are within a person

but have not become part of the self (Deci & Ryan, 1991). Identified regulation is
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closer to self-determined behavior. It refers to when a person has come to recognize
value of a behavior, identify with it and accept the regulatory process (Deci et al.,
1991). Identification allows the person to feel more about the sense of choice or the
volition about behaving than behaviors regulated by external contingencies or
introjects. Integrated regulation is closest to intrinsic motivation and the most
evolutionarily form of extrinsic motivation. It refers to when a person integrates the
identification of important behaviors with other aspects of the self. An example is that
when a person says, “I help people because helping is part of who I am” (Iotti et al.,
2019; Jungert et al., 2016). However, it is important to distinguish between introjected
and external motivation, as introjected motivation is associated with internal pressure
and tension, and has a greater internal perceived locus of causality than external
regulation, which is transcendently controlled by external sources (Ryan & Deci,
2017).

More importantly, self-determination theory frequently defines identified and
integrated regulations as autonomous motivation; external and introjected regulations
as controlled motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Autonomous motivation includes
motivation that comes from internal sources — intrinsic motivation and the
internalized extrinsic motivation. For example, Weinstein and Ryan (2010)
investigated the impact of autonomous and controlled motivation for helping others
on well-being. The researchers found that participants who reported helping with
autonomous motivation provided more help and were perceived as more helpful than

helpers with controlled motivation.

Three forms of Motivation to Defend as a Mediator
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Many studies have examined a self-determination theory approach to
motivation in various domains. For example, bullying-prevention programs on
bullying and victimization (Nickerson et al., 2015) — bystander motivations and
behaviors in school bullying. The knowledge of the antecedents of defending
behaviors in bullying episodes can be realized by exploring the different motivations
that can encourage witnesses to defend victims. As mentioned previously, those
studies have demonstrated that autonomous motivation predicts stronger domains than
those of controlled one (e.g., Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). Furthermore, as compared to
controlled motivation, autonomous motivation to engage in prosocial behavior links
with actual prosocial behavior (Hardy et al., 2015).

Recently, several researchers have scrutinized the differentiation between
external, introjected, identified, and integrated regulations, or between autonomous
and controlled motivations to defend the victims of bullying. The results have
displayed that autonomous motivation is associated with prosocial and defending
behavior in school bullying occurrence. For example, lotti et al. (2019) investigated
the early adolescents” emotional and behavioral difficulties, student - teacher
relationships, and motivation to defend among students in 5" to 8" grade in
elementary schools in Sweden. The results showed that close relationships were
positively related to autonomous motivation and negatively related to extrinsic
motivation to defend, while all forms of motivation to defend the victim were related
to negative expectations concerning teachers. Moreover, emotional and behavioral
difficulties were only related with introjected motivation to defend among girls.
Another study found similar findings as it examined the adolescents' motivations to

defend victims and their perceptions of student - teacher relationships. The
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researchers found that autonomous motivation to defend a victim was positively
related to defending and negatively related to passive bystanding, whereas extrinsic
motivation to defend was positively related to pro-bullying behaviors (Jungert et al.,
2016). Nevertheless, no direct effect between the warm relationship and defending
behavior. However, many studies have highlighted that empathy and defending

behaviors have a direct association (e.g., Gini et al., 2007; Longobardi et al., 2019).

Theoretical Framework of Self-determination Theory

From a theoretical point of view, the idea of this current study is to, identify
the relationship between empathy and defending behavior via self-determination
theory of motivation, as empathy has been associated with autonomous motivation
(Gini et al., 2012; Pavey et al., 2012) and defending behavior (Caravita et al., 2010;
Gini et al., 2008). Recent research has shown similar findings. A quantitative study
conducted by Longobardi et al. (2019), examined the association between empathy
and defending behaviors with self-determination theory of motivation as a mediating
role among student 6" to 8" grade in Italian public middle schools. The results
established that empathy significantly predicted defending behavior and had a
significant effect on all three forms of motivation to defend, which are intrinsic (or
autonomous), extrinsic, and introjected motivation to defend. High levels of empathy
were related to greater intrinsic motivation and introjected motivation to defend,
whereas empathy was negatively related to extrinsic motivation to defend the victim.
Moreover, both empathy and intrinsic motivation to defend were related to a higher
prevalence of defending behaviors. In addition, this finding showed that empathy has

both direct and indirect effects on defending. Meaning, empathy can plausibly drive
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peers to defend without reward expectation. Nevertheless, the findings of Longobardi
et al. (2009) did not illustrate subtypes of defending behaviors. Therefore, the present
study aims to investigate how various forms of motivation to defend might be
associated with all subtypes of defending behaviors. In addition, the motivation of
defending will be considered as validation to verify the indirect association between
empathy and defending via autonomous motivation to defend.

Theoretically, self-determination theory of motivation will be applied as a
framework for understanding the relationship between empathy, motivations to
defend and defending behaviors in school bullying. As mentioned above, it is
expected that the association between empathy and three forms of motivation to
defend will reveal the similar findings as Longobardi et al. (2019), in hope that
bystanders who have genuine empathy will always initially focus on trying to
understand what the victim is feeling and experiencing. The desire to assist the victim
with unselfish nature is a part of altruism. It is hereby eager to see the intrinsic or
autonomous motivation to defend associated with both direct and indirect defending
behavior. Assumably, the extrinsic motivation to defend does not have any relation
with the defending behaviors except those of bullying ones. On the other hand, if
empathy is uninvolved, there is a plausibility that it links with direct defending due to
the expectations that urge them to stand up for the victims and needs for external
rewards such as popularity (Pronk et al., 2017; van der Ploeg et al., 2017), social
acceptance in particular context, in this case — school premise (Jungert et al.,2016).
Next, introjected motivation to defend may possibly be relevant to the indirect
defending behavior more than the direct one as it may concern the feeling of shame or

guilt for not helping the victim in distress due to moral emotions (Hoffman, 2000, as



24

cited in Jungert et al.,2016; Pronk et al.,2016). However, it is probable that the
involvement in such unhealthy situation holds some risk. In which case, the support,
such as consoling, may come after as it will lessen the discomfort feeling.

To summarize, the hypotheses concern that autonomous motivation to defend
will be positively associated with both direct (5a) and indirect defending (5b),
extrinsic motivation to defend will be positively associated with direct defending (6),
and introjected motivation to defend will be positively associated with indirect
defending (7). For the mediator, autonomous motivation to defend will mediate the
relationship between empathy and direct defending (8a), and indirect defending (8b),
extrinsic motivation to defend will mediate the relationship between empathy and
direct defending (9), and introjected motivation to defend will mediate the

relationship between empathy and indirect defending (10).

Other Variables

Defending Self-efficacy Beliefs

Bandura (1995) defined self-efficacy as “the belief in one’s capability to
organize and execute the courses of action required to manage prospective situations”
(p. 2). In bullying situations, bystanders who believe in their ability to defend the
victim will intervene in the bullying. For example, a cross-sectional study by
Poyhonen et al. (2010) found that perceived self-efficacy was positively associated
with actual defending behavior. In contrast, another finding showed no significant
effect of self-efficacy beliefs on defending behavior when examining a longitudinal

study on peer aggression (Barchia & Bussey, 2011). However, recent studies have
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found that self-efficacy does not amplify the influence of empathic feelings on
defending. As noted by van der Ploeg et al. (2017) investigated predictors of
defending among primary school students in Finland, while distinguishing victims
and non-victims. The findings indicated that high levels of affective empathy and self-
efficacy beliefs were associated with defending behavior, however, direct defending
comes with high self-efficacy, while indirect defending comes with higher levels of
empathy. Another study found similar findings, empathy has a positive association
with defending and passive bystander behavior, on the other hand, high social self-
efficacy was correlated with defending, whereas lower social self-efficacy was
correlated with passive bystander behavior (Gini et al., 2008). These findings on self-
efficacy beliefs imply that self-efficacy could be measured separately with defending
behavior. The higher self-efficacy belief in bystanders, the higher levels of defending

in bullying incidents.

Gender Differences

Several previous studies have found that girls are more likely to defend the
victims than boys in bullying. Gini et al. (2007) analyzed the relationship between
empathy and helping behavior in a bullying situation, including a sample of 318
Italian students who ranged in ages from 12 to 14 years old. Researchers found that
girls had higher empathetic concern and perspective-taking than boys. This is
consistent with the study of Gini et al. (2008), investigated empathy and defenders in
a sample of 294 Italian adolescents. The study illustrated that girls scored higher on
empathy than boys. Another finding of Almedia and colleagues (2010) found that

girls showed higher empathy, while boys showed fewer positive attitudes toward the
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defender role than girls when examining empathy among 292 Portuguese students,
ages 10 to 18. Most findings on gender differences revealed that girls reported higher
levels of empathy and defending behavior, compared to their boy counterparts. As for
girls, they have compassion (Becker & Eagly, 2004) and communal goals (Lambe et
al., 2019; Pronk et al., 2019), even if victims are outgroup, they still help victims for
building or maintaining relationships. Although there are exceptions, Cappadocia et
al. (2012) investigated empathetic responsiveness in 108 Canadian aged 8 to 16 years
old who attended a summer camp. The researchers found that boys who had witnessed
the bullying events were more plausibly to intervene in the incidents and reported
high levels of empathy. In addition, boys were found to prefer direct defending, while
girls showed more indirect and hybrid defending (Pronk et al., 2013; Reijntjes et al.,
2016). Another finding, however, boys were associated with hybrid defending, which
refers to a bystander who has a combination of direct defending and indirect
defending. Research suggests that hybrid defending can build a social network in
order to gain popularity for boys (Pronk et al., 2019).

To summarize, the findings on gender differences may vary on individual
differences or context or emotional difficulties. However, the present study expects to
include this variable as a moderator in order to examine whether girls or boys will be
more related to defending behaviors if identifying empathy as a predictor and

motivation to defend as a mediator.

Perception of school Anti-Bullying Policy
School anti-bullying policies typically promote positive behaviors against

bullying, such as training teachers on supporting, teaching empathy to students during
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classroom lessons, maintaining staff supervision throughout school settings, and
collaborating with parents about student behavior (Hall, 2017). Policies may prohibit
certain behaviors, such as aggressive behaviors (e.g., threatening or attacking), taking
revenge against the witnesses who report bullying situations so that students can have
courage to help the victim. Some school may state heavy punishments for those
behaviors (e.g., suspending or expelling the bullies). The policy may vary on how to
prevent, handle and resolve issues in each school. Woods and Wolke (2003) found
that fewer students who reported being directly bullied were likely to rate high scores
in school policy. However, high policy scoring schools also had more students who
reported being indirect bullied (e.g., social exclusion or rumor spreading) instead of
direct bullying (as cited in Smith et al., 2008). According to Woods and Wolke
(2003), the effectiveness of school anti-bullying policy would be differences in the
schools. High-quality policy would affect lower rates of verbal and physical bullying
in schools rather than low-quality policy (Ordonez, 2006). Another study illustrated
that the students who reported their school had clear rules on bullying were associated
with lower levels of bullying (Wales et al.; in press), which consistent with the finding
of Glover et al. (1998, as cited in Smith et al., 2008). These findings imply that the
effectiveness of school anti-bullying policies may plausibly have association with
bullying episodes, victimization and defending behaviors. In other words, a bullying
may raise in higher rate if the school has no policy or ineffective policy which can
explain the level of defending behaviors better. However, few studies found that
neither the presence of bullying policy nor the quality of the policy had association
with bullying; that is — the policy may not influence school bullying among students

(Hall, 2017). The present study will therefore address students’ perception of school
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anti-bullying policy as grouping variable to clarify whether the school anti-bullying
policy will moderate the empathy — motivation to defend — defending behavior

relationships.
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Statement of the Purpose

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationships among empathy,
motivation to defend and defending behavior by emphasizing the effects of
intrapersonal factor (i.e., empathy) on defending the victimized students. The research
questions are that empathy predicts defending or not: Is empathy related to defending
behaviors? Is empathy related to motivation to defend? Do maotivation to defend
variables mediate the relationship between empathy and defending behaviors? In
order to reduce victimization and design school bullying prevention programs, these

relationships need to be focused.

Figure 1
Proposed model of linkages among empathy, motivation to defend and defending

behavior with gender and perception of school anti-bullying policy as moderators
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Hypotheses:

After controlling the effects of individual differences (i.e., self-efficacy), the
following hypotheses will be examined as gender and school policy will moderate the
relationships among empathy, motivation to defend and defending behaviors.
Hypothesis 1 — Empathy will be positively associated with 1a) direct defending, and
1b) indirect defending.

Hypothesis 2 — Empathy will be positively associated with autonomous motivation to
defend.

Hypothesis 3 — Empathy will be positively associated with introjected motivation to
defend.

Hypothesis 4 — Empathy will be negatively associated with extrinsic motivation to
defend.

Hypothesis 5 — Autonomous motivation to defend will be positively associated with
5a) direct defending, and 5b) indirect defending.

Hypothesis 6 — Extrinsic motivation to defend will be positively associated with direct
defending.

Hypothesis 7 — Introjected motivation to defend will be positively associated with
indirect defending.

Hypothesis 8 — Autonomous motivation to defend will mediate the relationship
between empathy and 8a) direct defending, and 8b) indirect defending.

Hypothesis 9 — Extrinsic motivation to defend will mediate the relationship between
empathy and direct Defending.

Hypothesis 10 — Introjected motivation to defend will mediate the relationship

between empathy and indirect defending.
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Hypothesis 11 — Gender will moderate the relationships among empathy, motivation
to defend and defending behaviors.
Hypothesis 12 — Perception of school anti-bullying policy will moderate the

relationships among empathy, motivation to defend and defending behaviors.

Variables

A criterion variable is Defending behaviors (direct and indirect)

A predictor variable is Empathy

Mediator variables are Autonomous motivation to defend, Extrinsic motivation to
defend and Introjected motivation to defend

Control variable is Defending Self-efficacy beliefs

Moderators are Gender differences and Perception of school anti-bullying policy

Conceptual and operational definitions
Defending behavior refers to an action including verbal or physical active
defending, or comforting in order to help and protect students who are the
victim of bullying at school. Direct defending describes a bystander who
confronts the bully and defends the victimized peer by pushing the bully away
or asking the bully to stop. Indirect defending describes a bystander who
consoles or supports the victim, be nice to the victim who is being left out, or
seek help from a teacher when witnessing a peer is being bullied. Defending
Behavior Scale will be modified from the subscale of the Bullying Participant

Behaviors Questionnaire of Demaray et al. (2014). Both subscale scores will
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be calculated for each student by averaging item scores, a higher score

indicating a higher level of defending for each subscale.

Empathy is defined as an emotional response that results from another
person’s emotional state or condition. A cognitive component refers to a
bystander being able to understand the victimized peer’s feeling. An affective
component refers to a bystander can experience and feel the suffering toward
the victim. Basic Empathy Scale will be adapted from BES Scale of Jolliffe
and Farrington (2006). Subscale scores will be averaged across all items
scores for each student. The total score will be calculated from the sum of
subscale scores, with higher total scores on empathy indicating greater

empathy.

Motivation to defend will be described to autonomous, extrinsic and
introjected motivation to defend in this study. Autonomous motivation refers to
a drive that a bystander desires to protect the victimized peer who is distressed
with the sense of volition, and lessen peer’s suffering without selfish reasons,
a swell as it is important to help. Extrinsic motivation refers to an external
drive that a bystander wants to defend the victim for the expectation of
rewards, such as gaining popularity, being accepted by and praising from
teacher, parents, or peers. Introjected regulation refers to a forceful drive that
a bystander may want to help the victim to avoid the feeling of guilt based on
the moral sense that they will feel bad for not helping the victimized peer.

Motivation to Defend Scale will be developed from the Motivation to Defend
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Scale of Jungert et al. (2016), lotti et al. (2019), and Jungert and Perrin (2019).
Subscale scores will be calculated by summing up the responses of each
subscale’s items. A higher score indicating a higher level of motivation to

defend for each subscale.

Covariates:

Defender Self-efficacy beliefs refers to a bystander who believes in their ability
to defend the victim in the bullying episodes. They will intervene in bullying
and help victimized peers from those bullies. Self-efficacy Beliefs scale will
be pulled from the Defending Behavior Scale after the scale was modified, and
integrate with the pattern adapted from the Self-efficacy scale of Péyhonen et
al. (2010). Scored scales will be averaged across all items to create a single
self-efficacy score such that a higher score indicates a higher level of self-

efficacy for defending.
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CHAPTER TWO

METHODOLOGY

This study was a cross-sectional survey on Mathayom Il and Mathayom llI
investigating the relationships among empathy, motivation to defend in school
bullying occurrences and defending behaviors with gender and school anti-bullying
policy as moderators. Researcher expected that higher levels of empathy would have a
positive relationship with both direct and indirect defending behaviors through
autonomous motivation to defend as well as a direct effect on defending behavior.

Those relationships might be altered by gender and perception of school anti-bullying

policy.

Participants

The study participants contained 1,138 participants from four schools located
in Bangkok by using convenience sampling techniques. The research sample
represented girl students (n = 639, 56.1%) and boy students (n = 499, 43.9%), ages 12
to 15 (M = 13.78, SD = .66) from lower secondary schools in Mathayom Il and
Mathayom IIl. The classrooms were conveniently selected or entire class year after
the permission from the respective schools. The study sample was evenly account of
both boys and girls in every permitted school. Moreover, the participation in this
study was on voluntary basis. Importantly, the inclusion criteria for participation was
only student who had online communication tools (e.g., smartphone or personal
computer) as the questionnaire survey was conducted online. Sample size was
determine based on the rule of thumb for multigroup modeling (Kline, 2005). Kline

(2005) suggested that the sample of 100 observations per group was needed in order
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to achieve the unbiased estimates for all of the parameters and the standard errors.
Therefore, the minimum sample size of this study was 400 observations — 200 with
100 in each group for two gender groups (boys and girls) and two groups of school
anti-bullying policy (those holding the high quality of school anti-bullying policy or
activities and those holding low quality of anti-bullying policy or activities).
However, the larger sample of 1,314 participants were drawn from schools in the
present study. During data analysis, 13.4% of participants were excluded from the
study due to non-response and incomplete response. To understand school bullying
background, the frequency of school bullying episodes was also acquired in this study

to compare whether these schools would be similar or different in bullying.

Instruments

At first, some research instruments required permission from the original
tool’s developer for use of the instruments. Once permitted, all instruments were
translated from the English version to Thai by two bilingual speakers (English-Thai),
and also were back-translated by another Thai-English translator for maintaining the
equivalence of concepts in the questionnaires (linguistic equivalence and cultural
equivalence), using the back-translation criteria of Spencer (2014). Moreover, the
readability of the questionnaire items was targeted at lower secondary school level
(Mathayom 1 to Ill). The translation was reviewed and approved by the advisor and
supervisors of this study. In the pre-testing questionnaire, the snowball sampling was
conducted for the online test via social media (i.e., Facebook). There were a sample of
51 students from Mathayom | to Mathayom Il who tested the questionnaire. The

readability level of the test was satisfactory (See Table F1). More than 70% of
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respondents reported that the items were easy to read and understand. After analyzing
the results and suggestions from respondents, some complicated words or sentences
were modified into the simpler and relatable one while retaining original meaning.
The reliability and validity of the research instruments were tested using SPSS and
Mplus 8.2. The criteria of coefficient alpha and fit indices were presented in Table C1

and C2.

Demographic Questions
General information included gender, age, educational stages, and school name.

(see Appendix A, section 1)

Basis Empathy Questionnaire

Basic empathy scale was originally developed by Jolliffe and Farrington’s
questionnaire (2006), comprising a 20-items self-report questionnaire that measured
to what degree students recognized the bullying situations in which someone was
bullied, and how did they think and feel about them among students in Mathayom |1
and I11. This study modified items into the following context. The scale of cognitive
empathy consists of nine items (3, 6, 9, 10, 12, 14, 19, 20), describing the
understanding of another person’s feeling, for instance “I can often understand how
people are feeling even before they tell me”. Affective empathy scale consists of
elevenitems (1, 2,4,5,7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 17, 18), sensing another person’s feelings, for
instance “After being with a friend who is sad about something, I usually feel sad”.
Participants assessed whether they agree or disagree with each statement on a 5-point

Likert scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Eight items were
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reversely coded (1, 6, 7, 8, 13, 18, 19, 20). The reliability of this instrument was
satisfactory, with Cronbach's alpha of .75 and .78 for affective and cognitive empathy,
respectively, and the total score was .82. The model fit was acceptable, y*/df= 1.38,
RMSEA = .05, CFI = .92, TLI = .90, SRMR = .07, supporting the construct validity
of the tool. Subscale scores were averaged across all items scores for each participant.
The total score was calculated from the sum of subscale scores, with higher total

scores on empathy indicated greater empathy (see Appendix A, section 2).

Motivation to Defend Questionnaire

Motivation to defend scale (MDS) was developed by Jungert et al. (2016), a 15-
items of self-report questionnaire adapted from the Motivation scales in the Self-
determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1980; Ryan & Deci, 2000) literature,
including the Prosocial motivation in children (Ryan & Connell, 1989), the
Motivation to help scale (Weinstein & Ryan, 2010), and the Academic motivation
scale (Vallerand et al., 1992). However, this study considered autonomous motivation
to defend by averaging two subscales from intrinsic and identified regulation (adapted
from lotti et al., 2019; Jungert & Perrin, 2019). The questionnaire of this scale
initially states that ‘“Why you would engage in helping the victim’ by presenting
reasons, consisting of 11 items, such as “because I like to help other people”
(intrinsic), “because I think it it important to help people who are treated badly”
(identified), “because I would feel like a bad person if I did not try to help”
(introjected), and “to become popular” (extrinsic). Participants reported the answer of
each item conducting on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree)

to 5 (completely agree). The internal consistency reliabilities of this scale were .65,



38

.60, and .70 for autonomous motivation, introjected motivation, and extrinsic
motivation, respectively. The tool was then confirmed in a confirmatory factor
analysis. The fit of the model indicated good fit; »?/df= 1.529, RMSEA = .06, CFI =
.97, TLI = .94, SRMR = .07. Subscale scores were calculated by summing up the
responses of each subscale’s items. A higher score in that subscale indicated a higher

level of that motivation to defend (see Appendix A, section 3).

Defending Behaviors Questionnaire

Investigator modified and devised two subscales in the defending behaviors
scale as two subtypes of defending behaviors could be distinguished (Lambe & Craig,
2020; Pronk et al., 2019; Pronk et al, 2013; Reijntjes et al., 2016) that were direct
defending like verbally or physically attacking the bully, and indirect defending like
comforting the victim. In school bullying, a bystander may directly stand up for the
victim or indirectly console the victim in distress after incidents so they could be
separately measured. The defending behavior scale was adapted from the Bullying
Participant Behaviors Questionnaire of Demaray et al. (2014), established reliability
and validated by Demaray et al. (2014), consisting of 12 items, for instance I
defended someone who was being pushed, punched, or slapped” (as direct defending),
“I tried to become friends with someone after they were picked on” (as indirect
defending). Participants evaluated how often they had engaged in the behavior
described in each item on the current school year. The answers were given on a 5-
point Likert scale ranging from 1 — 5 (1 = Never happened during the past year, 2 =
Happened just once, 3 = Two or three times a month, 4 = About once a week, 5 =

More than once a week). The internal consistency analysis had a Cronbach’s alpha
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coefficient of .79, .83 and .89 for indirect defending, direct defending, and the total
defending score. For construct validity, the goodness of fit was acceptable (2/df =
1.92, RMSEA = .08, CFl = .94, TLI = .92, SRMR = .05). Both subscale scores were
calculated for each student by averaging item scores, a higher score in direct
defending indicated a higher level of direct defending as well as a higher score in
indirect defending indicated a higher level of indirect defending. Additionally, a
student who had higher scores on both direct and indirect defending reflect the
likelihood to combine both types of defending behaviors (Pronk et al., 2019). (see

Appendix A section 4)

Defending Self-efficacy Questionnaire

Self-efficacy for defending scale was adapted from Poyhonen et al.’s (2010)
patterns. The Defending behaviors scale was used to create the 12-items, for instance
“Defending someone who was being pushed, punched, or slapped would be... for me”
(see Appendix A section 5). Participants evaluated on the level of difficulties it would
be for them to defend and support a victim of bullying. The answers were given on a
4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very easy) to 4 (very difficult), and all items were
reversely coded before the analysis. This instrument demonstrated good reliability
with Cronbach’s alpha as of .82 for the total. The internal consistency of the self-
efficacy beliefs for indirect defending was .67 and for direct defending was .77. For a
CFA, the model fit indicated good fit; 4*/df = 1.49, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .94, TLI =
.92, SRMR = .05. Scored scales were averaged across all items to create a single self-
efficacy score such that a higher score indicated a higher level of self-efficacy for

defending. (see Appendix A section 5)
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Gender Differences
Participants filled in the questionnaire asking about their gender. The codes 1

and 2 was assigned to each gender (1 = boy, 2 = girl).

Perception of School Anti-Bullying Policy Questionnaire

School anti-bullying policies were derived from the international schools and
Office of Basis Education Commission (OBEC) in Ministry of Education in Thailand.
As most of international schools committed to provide high quality of the
policy/activities in order to make sure all members are around safe and caring
environment. Ministry of Education requires all schools to formally implement the
anti-bullying policy set by OBEC, however, the restriction policy depends on each
school. The perception of school anti-bullying policy as perceived by the teachers and
the students (as each school already confirmed having these policies). In the
questionnaire started with an item, “Do you know or aware that there are rules and
policies for preventing the bullying in your school?”. The answer was “Yes” or No”
(1, 0). Students who reported “yes” evaluated a school policy checklist. Students who
reported “no” skipped this part as provided information was counted scores. The
school anti-bullying policy’s information was divided into statements for checking
what the students have known about the school policy which contained eight-
statements, for instance “Holding an annual anti-bullying week,” “Having peer-
support community,” “Having bullying awareness training,” “Setting the core values,”
“Supporting and following up with the victims”, “Helping and changing the bullies on

bullying behavior”, “Establishing the rules for both students and teachers in each
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class”, and “Having an appropriate punishment for bullying behaviors”. The answer
was given Yes (1) or No (0) for each statement (see Appendix A, section 7). The
scores were computed by summing up each response. Their responses were to
validate that they have perceived the anti-bullying school policy, and also indicated

that the school’s bullying policy are in use. (see Table F3)

Perceived Prevalence of School Bullying Questionnaire

Investigator used the perceived prevalence of school bullying questionnaire for
student and teacher/staff to obtain the information of the bullying episodes to observe
the frequency of bullying and the effectiveness of school policy in each school as they
might affect the study results. This information, thus, could explain the outcomes
more clearly. It also might be as additional variable (i.e., auxiliary variable) for
making estimates on incomplete data. Moreover, it was employed as control variable

if there was any difference among schools.

Student — report:

In the present study, perceived prevalence of school bullying scale was
assessed by using three scales (see Appendix A, section 6). First, the Bullying Scale
(Pozzoli et al., 2016), which was derived from the Participant Roles Questionnaire
scale (Salmivalli et al. 1996). This tool used the formulation in third person of verbal
tenses, consisting of 4 items; “Some classmates are aggressive towards other
classmates, they hit or push some of those classmates”. Participants evaluated how
often they had seen the scenes from the behavior described in each item on the past

school year. The answers were given on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never)
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to 5 (almost always). The scores on the scale were averaged across each subscale’s
items for each student (Cronbach's a = .75), and the degree of mean scores indicated
the frequency of bullying within the classrooms.

Second, the Perceived social norm regarding bullies (Bradshaw et al., 2007)
was used to assess perceived prevalence of school bullying, which consists of 3 items;
“Do you agree that the bullies in your class are popular by other students?”, “Do you
agree that the bullies in your class are disliked by other students?”, “Do you agree that
the bullies in your class are feared by other students?”. Students evaluated whether
agree or disagree. The answers were given on 1 (agree) or O (disagree). The scores
were averaged across all items and the degree of mean scores indicated the perceived
bullying within the classroom.

The perception of the school climate was also measured by using 2 items; “I
feel safe at school” and “I feel like I belong at this school” (Cronbach’s a =.69).
Participants rated whether they agree or disagree with each statement on a 4-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). The scores were
calculated by averaging across all item and the degree of mean scores indicated the

perception of the bullying. (see Table F4)

Teacher — report:

Teacher-report of Perceived Prevalence of School Behaviors in Bullying
The three scales used for the student-report of perceived bullying was adjusted for a
teacher report version by describing the statements in the third person, including 4
items; “Some students tease some classmates, calling them nasty nicknames,

threatening or offending them”. Teacher/staff evaluated how often these behaviors
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had occurred during the past school year. The answers were given on a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (almost always). The scores were calculated by
averaging across each subscale’s responses. A higher score indicated a higher
students’ proneness to those behaviors at school (Cronbach's a = .70). The
questionnaire of perceived social norm regarding bullies contains three items; “Are
the bullies at your school popular by other students?”, “Are the bullies at your school
disliked by other students?”, “Are the bullies at your school feared by other students?”
(Bradshaw et al., 2007). Teacher/staff evaluated whether agree or disagree. The
answers were given on 2 (agree) or 1(disagree). The scores were averaged across all
items and the degree of mean scores indicated the perceived bullying in school. The
perception of the school climate was the same tool as the student one (see Appendix
B). A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .79 for teacher/staff (Institute of Behavioral
Science, 1990 as cited in Bradshaw et al, 2007). The details of inclusion criteria were
lower secondary school teachers (Mathayom Il-111) and support staffs (e.g., school
counsellor, homeroom teacher) who have been working there at least a year with full
understanding of the school rules, policies and procedures. One representative was
asked to evaluate it for each school as it depended on school permission and the

limitation of time on the teacher schedule. (see Table F4)

Class Size
Class size was measured by the number of students in each classroom. The class

size information was received from the schools (See Table F2).
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Procedure

Pilot Study

To conduct a pilot study, school permission for participation and the approval of
IRB was crucial for ethics before students tried out the designed questionnaires. In
this study, data was collected by using Qualtrics (web-based online survey) as it is
convenient for students. The pilot testing was considered to ensure the validity and
reliability on accuracy of measurements with a sample of 155 students from
Mathayom | to Mathayom IHl. After conducted the investigation for the study of the

measurement tools, the next step was to collect actual data.

Informed Consent

Prior to actual data collection, the investigator had contacted and requested
permission from schools, school principals and homeroom teachers by explaining the
objectives and the benefits that their schools and their students would gain from this
study. Details of the study and investigator’s contact information were provided for
parents’ consideration for the study consent. Parents provided written consent to the
homeroom teachers if they agreed for the child to participate in the study. Each
student provided individual verbal consent to participate in the study to the homeroom
teachers and provided consent on the online survey platform before beginning the
survey. Preparation of the study was discussed within a week, included timeline for
data collection, detailed instructions with homeroom teachers and relevant persons,

the information of the school anti-bullying policy as well as the questions of bullying
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situations in their schools (in terms of frequency of bullying occurrences to compare

with another school) by using online questionnaire.

Data Collection

The data collection took place in participants’ classroom and links and QR code
of online questionnaire (i.e., Qualtrics) were provided by homeroom teachers. The
questionnaire began with the details of the study, a brief purpose of the study, the
rights and responsibilities of a research participant, and the instructions on the first
page. The title and the purpose of the study was designed to prevent or reduce the
occurrence of socially desirable responding which might affect the validity of the
research. Next, participants were informed that their data are de-identified and
confidential, and also had the right to withdraw from the study at any time. A brief
definition of bullying was then described to establish the similar ground of the terms
used in the study such as name calling, appearance teasing, and ignoring — all of
which are part of bullying patterns. Participants could ask for help via online (i.e.,
email) if they have any questions regarding the items. After the completion of the
data, the thank you message for participation was presented on the last page. The
debriefing was also provided with the full explanation of the goals of the study, and
the contact details was attached for any further information or any issue as a result of

the study.

Research Ethics and Protection of Human Rights
The study received ethical approval from the Research Ethics Review

Committee for research involving human subjects and the Faculty of Psychology at
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Chulalongkorn University on July 21, 2020. Participants were priority for the study.
The school’s permission and parental consent were obtained with the study’s details.
Informed consent was obtained from all participants individually before data
collection. The participants were anonymous and voluntary for the study, and all data
(e.g., responses) were confidential. The debriefing was carried out at the end of the
study. The contact was given to all students, parents and schools for further
information, or any student who wants to remove their responses from the data file
after reading the debriefing information, or any health problem (e.g., feeling anxious)
occurred after the participation. The student responses will be permanently eliminated

from every device after the publication of the study.

Statistical Analyses

The research study managed with missing data before data analyses, using
SPSS to handle missing individual items and unnecessary data. The missing values
were excluded from non-missing values for further analyses. After the data cleaning
process, this data analysis was developed into the following steps. Initially, this study
encompassed descriptive statistics to summarize a given datasets, then Pearson’s
correlation coefficient was investigated to describe the relationship of all variables,

indicating the degree of a linear correlation between two variables.

Multiple group analysis
Following, mediation and multi-group analysis were utilized to test the
hypothesis regarding the associations of empathy and defending behaviors through

motivation to defend in bullying using Mplus. Gender and school anti-bullying policy
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were included as grouping variables for comparing group difference and testing
invariance across group. Self-efficacy beliefs were used as control variable to make
the outcome clearer. In order to clarify the models with multiple mediators and group,
all relevant variables in the model were selected, following by estimating the effect
mediated through multiple mediators (autonomous motivation, extrinsic motivation,
introjected motivation to defend) and the effects through other pathways, scrutinizing
direct and indirect effects of variables on the relationships between empathy and
defending behaviors (direct and indirect defending). Also, multi-group analysis
examined the moderating effects of gender and perception of school anti-bullying
policy in the relationships among empathy, motivation to defend and defending
behaviors. In the model, sampling weight calculated for complex sampling data to
reduce biased and inconsistent estimates that lies between classes accordingly to

classroom and school differences.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESULTS

This chapter presents analyses and interpretation of the data from the study.
The preliminary testing, the play of figures and tables may aid to present the results in

a more understandable way.

Preliminary examination of the main study
Data screening, Missing data, and Outliers

Missing data was screened out from the dataset (e.g., items missing, age and
gender missing). Mahalanobis Distance (MD) was used to identify multivariate
outliers with SPSS. This study determined the chi-square distribution with 6 degrees
of freedom and the critical value at a .01 significance level. Any data values of the
probability variable presented less than .01 were considered outliers. In this study, six
cases were removed from dataset. Moreover, there was an insignificant difference
between the mean values and 5% trimmed mean when compared each item. In other
words, no outliers were detected between these two values. Hence, the output data
excluded 13.4% responses (n = 176) of the original participants sample size, which

brought to the final sample size of 1,138.
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To conduct statistical analyses, descriptive analysis was presented to

summarize the basic characteristics of the dataset with SPSS. The demographic

information is presented by gender, age, and educational level.

Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Dimensions Characteristics Frequency Percentage
Gender Male 499 43.9%
Female 639 56.1%
Age 12 years old 5 0.4%
13 years old 346 30.4%
14 years old 623 54.8%
15 years old 164 14.4%
Educational level Mathayom 11 578 50.8%
Mathayom Il 560 49.2%
Total/Response Rate 1,138 100%

Table 1 shows the total sample of respondents comprised 1,138 lower

secondary school students. The gender composition of the respondents was male

43.9% (n = 499) and female 56.1% (n = 639), whose age varied from 12 to 15 years

(M = 13.78, SD = .66). Regarding the educational background, the sample was

distributed evenly between the school year levels: 50.8% Mathayom Il students, and

49.2% Mathayom Il1 students. Moreover, the perceived prevalence of school bullying

showed no difference among schools for both student and teacher-reports.
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Table 2

Intercorrelations, Mean, Standard Deviation, Skewness, Kurtosis of the study
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variables

EMP COG AM EM IM DDF IDF SES
EMP (.82) SEF* - 22%*%  26%*  16*%*  18*%*  20%*
COG A9F*  _21%*% 109 19%*  18*%*  33**
AFF ATF* -7 267 10%* 13%* 17t
AM (70) -.19** 36** .17** 20**  .33**
EM (.75) .137**  .06* 06>  -15*%*
IM (.60) A5*F*  19%*  10**
DDF (.83) AT 29%*
IDF (79) .27
SES (.82)

M 3.79 3.92 3.65 3.82 2.27 3.44 2.33 2.54 2.88

SD A7 49 .58 .63 14 .66 92 .89 45

Notes. EMP = Empathy, COG = Cognitive empathy, AFF = Affective empathy, AM
= Autonomous motivation to defend, EM = Extrinsic motivation to defend, IM =
Introjected motivation, DDF = Direct defending behavior, IDF = Indirect defending
behavior, SES = Defending Self-efficacy.

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients alpha are depicted in parentheses along the
diagonal.

*p <.05, **p <.01 (one-tailed).
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In Table 2, Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used to investigate the
relationship among variables of the present study. The results from correlational
analyses display that in regard to empathy, strong positive correlations were observed
with cognitive empathy (r = .87, p <.01) and affective empathy (r = .88, p <.01) as
well as a moderate positive correlation was found with autonomous motivation to
defend (r = .55, p <.01), while a positive correlation was found with introjected
motivation to defend (r = .26, p <.01) and a negative correlation was found with
extrinsic motivation to defend (r = -.22, p <.01). Furthermore, empathy was positively
correlated with direct defending (r = .16, p <.01) and indirect defending (r = .18, p
<.01), and defending self-efficacy (r = .29, p <.01). Regarding the three different
forms of motivation to defend, the findings demonstrated that autonomous motivation,
extrinsic motivation and introjected motivation to defend were positively correlated
with direct defending (r = .17 and .15, p <.01 and .06, p <.05 in that order) and
indirect defending (r = .20 and .19, p <.01 and r = .06, p <.05, respectively).
Moreover, the two subtypes of defending behaviors were highly and positively
correlated with each other (r = .77). Besides, defending self-efficacy was found to
positively correlated with autonomous motivation and introjected motivation to
defend, whereas it was negatively correlated with extrinsic motivation. In examining
the normality, the values for skewness of each variable were between -.29 to .60, and
kurtosis was between -.39 to 1.31. The results satisfied the conditions as a normality
distribution on Likert-type scale as suggested if skewness and kurtosis are less than 2

and greater than 2 (Bryne, 2010, George & Mallery, 2010).
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Sampling weights

The complex sampling data was randomly and evenly weight, using weight
cases in SPSS before analyzing the data in Mplus to reduce biased and inconsistent
estimates (variance) between classes regarding classroom and school differences (see
OECD, 2009 for an overview). This calculation included data from class size and total
number of students from each school year in four schools. The variable of weight
cases was school, which was divided into four categories (i.e., Schools 1, 2, 3 and 4).
The data was first calculated from the unweighted frequency distribution. The total
number of students sampled (n) in the four selected schools divided by the number of
students in school (N), calculating one by one for four schools. Then, the data was run
by the following commands in SPSS. The final student probability was then utilized

for further analysis.

n

p, =

Data analyses

The structural equation modeling (SEM) was conducted to scrutinize the
mediating effects of autonomous motivation, extrinsic motivation, and introjected
motivation to defend in the relationship between empathy and defending behaviors.
The multiple group path analysis was performed to test whether gender and
perception of school anti-bullying policy display significant differences for the
specific groups. These findings were examined by using Mplus 8.2 (Muthén &

Muthén, 1998-2018).



53

Mediation

The mediation analysis with SEM, the model provided an adequate fit to the
data: 42 = 42.40, df = 12, 5%/df = 3.53, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .99, TLI = .97, SRMR =
.02 as per recommendation of previous studies (Hooper et al., 2008; Kula, 2011) as

showed in Table C1 for the cutoff criteria.

Figure 2
Mediation model for the relationship between empathy and defending behaviors

(direct and indirect defending) as mediated by different forms of motivation to defend.

Notes. EMP = Empathy, COG = Cognitive empathy, AFF = Affective empathy, AM
= Autonomous motivation to defend, EM = Extrinsic motivation to defend, IM =
Introjected motivation, DDF = Direct defending behavior, IDF = Indirect defending
behavior, SES = Defending Self-efficacy.

*p <05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.
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The findings illustrated that empathy significantly correlated with autonomous
motivation, extrinsic motivation, and introjected motivation to defend. Empathy was
positively associated with higher levels of autonomous motivation to defend (B = .82,
p < .001), and introjected motivation to defend (B = .46, p < .001). On a contrary,
empathy had a significant negative association with extrinsic motivation to defend (B
= -.33, p <.001). The results above were supportive of Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4. It was
hypothesized that the three different forms of motivation had association with
defending behaviors in dissimilar paths. Strong supports were found only for the
associations of extrinsic motivation to defend (Hypothesis 6) and introjected
motivation (Hypothesis 7). Extrinsic motivation to defend reported a significant link
with direct defending (B = .17, p < .001) and indirect defending (B = .19, p < .001).
Introjected motivation appeared to be positively related to both direct defending (B
= .19, p < .01) and indirect defending (B = .29, p < .001). Moreover, empathy
significantly predicted defending behaviors with complete mediation through extrinsic
motivation and introjected motivation to defend, which were supportive of
Hypotheses 9 and 10. Besides, the results demonstrated that these mediators came to
have links with both defending subtypes, not just one of them. But interestingly, there
was no direct effect of empathy on both defending subtypes, and also indirect effect
through autonomous motivation to defend was happened to be insignificant which
failed to support Hypotheses 1, 5 and 8 as shown in Figure 2. Additionally, the
findings revealed that defending self-efficacy had a positively significant association
with both direct defending (B = .33, p <.001) and indirect defending behaviors (B
= .17, p < .001) as it was indicated as a covariate. For R-squared, the antecedent

variable (i.e., empathy) explained 83.6%, 79%, 69.6%, 64.6% and 40.9% of variance
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in direct defending, indirect defending, extrinsic motivation, autonomous motivation

and introjected motivation to defend, respectively.

Moderation

A multiple group path model was tested across genders and school anti-
bullying policy as moderators in this study. In unconstrained model, empathy
significantly predicted positive effect on autonomous motivation (g =.79, p < .001 for
boys; and B = .83, p < .001 for girls) and introjected motivation to defend (B = .56, p
< .001 for boys; and B = .40, p < .001 for girls), while negatively predicted effect of
empathy on extrinsic motivation to defend (B = -.27, p < .001 for boys; and B =-.32, p
< . 001 for girls. In both gender groups, introjected motivation to defend was
significantly related to direct defending (B = .22 and .17, p < .05 for boys and girls in
that order) as well as extrinsic motivation to defend (B = .13, p<.05and .18, p < .01
for boys and girls), whereas autonomous motivation to defend was not related to
direct defending. Introjected motivation to defend significantly predicted indirect
defending in both boys (B = .34, p <.01) and girls (B = .20, p < .001) as well as
extrinsic motivation to defend (B = .15, p < .05 and .24, p < .01 for boys and girls).
Autonomous motivation to defend insignificantly predicted both subtypes of
defending behaviors among gender groups. Moreover, no significant direct
association existed between empathy and defending behaviors among gender groups
as well. Correspondingly, defending self-efficacy (as control variable) was found to
be related to direct defending (B = .35 and .30, p < .001 for boys and girls) and

indirect defending (B = .14 and .19, p < .05 for boys and girls in order) as presented in
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Figures 3 and 4. The R-squared value indicated that 83.9%, 78.6%, 71.7%, 66.2% and
41.1% of the variance in DDF, IDF, EM, AM and IM were explained by the variance
of the antecedent variable among boys. For girls, the antecedents explained 83.3%,
79.4%, 66.5%, 59.6% and 40.4% of variance in DDF, IDF, EM, AM and IM,

respectively.

Figure 3

Standardized coefficients for boys (unconstrained model)
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Notes. EMP = Empathy, COG = Cognitive empathy, AFF = Affective empathy, AM
= Autonomous motivation to defend, EM = Extrinsic motivation to defend, IM =
Introjected motivation, DDF = Direct defending behavior, IDF = Indirect defending
behavior, SES = Defending Self-efficacy.

*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.
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Figure 4

Standardized coefficients for girls (unconstrained model)
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Notes. EMP = Empathy, COG = Cognitive empathy, AFF = Affective empathy, AM
= Autonomous motivation to defend, EM = Extrinsic motivation to defend, IM =
Introjected motivation, DDF = Direct defending behavior, IDF = Indirect defending
behavior, SES = Defending Self-efficacy.

*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.

Table 3 shows the goodness of fit statistics for unconstrained and constrained

model by gender. This study simultaneously tested a model across two gender groups

with imposing equality constraints. The Chi-square difference test presented a

statistically significant difference between the unconstrained and constrained models.

A gender effect by correlating effect size indicated that the positive effect of extrinsic
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motivation on direct and indirect defending was stronger for girls. In sample of boys,
introjected motivation appeared to have a stronger positive effect on both subtypes of
defending than girls. This denotes that extrinsic motivation and introjected motivation
to defend served as significant mediators for both groups, and gender moderated the

relationships of these study variables in which were supportive of Hypothesis 11.

Table 3

Goodness of Fit Statistics for Multiple Group Structural Equation Modeling by

Gender
e df p RMSEA  CFI  TLI
Unconstrained model 82.65 28 00 .06 98 95
Fully constrained 13731 49 00 06 o7 95
model
Comparison of At =3466 Adf=21 p<.01 The two models were not
constrained model invariance.

with unconstrained

model
i Chi-Square Contributions from Each Group
Unconstrained model Boy 3745
Girl 4520
Constrained model Boy 7643
Girl 60.872

Notes. x2 = Chi-square; df = Degree of Freedom; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error

of Approximation; CFl = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index.
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Figures 5 and 6 below show the standardized unconstrained models for the
moderating effect of students’ perception on school anti-bullying policy. The findings
demonstrated that empathy significantly and positively predicted autonomous
motivation (f = .82, p <.001 for low perception; and B = .78, p < .001 for high
perception) and introjected motivation to defend (8 = .45, p <.001 for low perception;
and B = .43, p < .001 for high perception), and had a negative influence on extrinsic
motivation to defend (B = -.21, p < .001 for low perception; and § = -.39, p < .001 for
high perception. For both groups, there was no significant mediating effect of
autonomous motivation to defend in the association between the two variables. Both
extrinsic motivation and introjected motivation to defend were significantly and
positively associated with direct defending (B = .24 and .27, p < .001, respectively)
and indirect defending (f = .22 and .32, p < .001 in order) for high perception group.
On the other hand, these two different forms of motivation significantly associated
with indirect defending for low perception group (f = .18, p<.0land B =.32, p
< .001 in order that) but only introjected motivation to defend was found association
with direct defending (B = .18, p < .05). Moreover, the direct effect of empathy on
defending behaviors was not significant for both groups. In other words, the
relationships between empathy and defending behaviors was completely mediated by
different forms of motivation to defend. The results confirmed a significant
moderation of students’ perception on school anti-bullying policy in these study
variables which were supportive of Hypothesis 12. In addition, the results displayed a
significant connection between defending self-efficacy and defending behaviors —

direct defending (B = .31, p <.001) for low perception, and found relationship to both
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direct and indirect defending (f = .32, p <.001 and .18, p < .05 respectively) for high
perception. The results of the coefficient of determination can be interpreted that the
antecedent variable explained 82.4%, 78.9%, 69.6%, 63.1% and 43.1% of the
variance in DDF, IDF, EM, AM and IM for low perception group, and it explained
83.9%, 78.6%, 70.3%, 65.7% and 44% of the variance in DDF, IDF, EM, AM and IM

for high perception group.

Figure 5
Standardized coefficients for low students’ perception of school anti-bully policy

(unconstrained model)
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Notes. EMP= Empathy, COG = Cognitive empathy, AFF = Affective empathy, AM =
Autonomous motivation to defend, EM = Extrinsic motivation to defend, IM =

Introjected motivation, DDF = Direct defending behavior, IDF = Indirect defending

behavior, SES = Defending Self-efficacy.
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*p <05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.

Figure 6
Standardized coefficients for high students’ perception of school anti-bully policy

(unconstrained model)
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Notes. EMP= Empathy, COG = Cognitive empathy, AFF = Affective empathy, AM =
Autonomous motivation to defend, EM = Extrinsic motivation to defend, IM =
Introjected motivation, DDF = Direct defending behavior, IDF = Indirect defending

behavior, SES = Defending Self-efficacy.

*p <05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.

The goodness of fit statistics for unconstrained and constrained model by
perception of school anti-bullying policy was presented in Table 4. The Chi-square
difference statistic indicated that path coefficients were not invariant for low and high

students’ perception of school anti-bullying policy. In other words, the perception of



62

school anti-bullying policy was a significant moderator of the antecedents-
motivations to defend-defending behaviors associations. For high perception of
school anti-bullying policy, IM had greater effect on indirect defending, compared to
EM. Similarly, IM had a more significant impact on both direct and indirect
defending than EM for weak school anti-bullying policy. The antecedent for high
perception group explained more variance in DDF (83.9%), EM (70.3%) and IM
(44%) than the model for low perception (82.4%, 69.6% and 43.1% for DDF, EM and
IM, respectively). In contrast, the antecedent for low perception group explained more

variance in IDF (78.9%) than the model for high perception group (78.6% for IDF).
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Goodness of Fit Statistics for Multiple Group Structural Equation Modeling by

Perception of School Anti-bullying Policy

1* df r RMSEA CFI TLI
Unconstrained model 51.52 28 000 04 99 97
Fully constrained 100.48 49 000 04 98 97
model

Comparison of
constrained model

with unconstrained

AR =4896  Adf=21 p<0l

The two models were not

nvariance.

model
Chi-Square Contributions from Each Group
Unconstrained model Low 26.77
High 2475
Constrained model Low 55.82
High 44 66

Notes. y2 = Chi-square; df = Degree of Freedom; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error

of Approximation; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the discussion of the study findings, the limitations of

the study and the recommendations as well be explained for further research study.

Discussion

The main aim of the present study was to investigate the relationship between
empathy, defending behaviors with motivations to defend as a mediator in bullying
situations among Thai students in Mathayom Il and Ill. This study focused on an
intrapersonal factor (i.e., empathy) as a predictor variable and explored how it might
have direct and indirect effects on the two subtypes of defending behaviors. Another
aim of the study was to examine whether the three forms of motivation to defend have
a mediating effect among predictor variable and criterion variables. The results of this
study showed that empathy had a significant positive association with on autonomous
and introjected motivation to defend, and a significant negative impact on extrinsic
motivation to defend. The findings also revealed that only introjected motivation and
extrinsic motivation to defend encouraged defending behaviors (i.e., direct defending
and indirect defending) among Thai students. This was inconsistent with the recent
study of Longobardi et al. (2019), indicating that students with higher levels of
empathy had greater autonomous motivation to intervene in a bullying incident, yet
the present study found no significance among them. It could explain that Thai
students showed a tendency of low autonomy supportiveness due to culture, tradition,

and hierarchical norm in Thai society (e.g., family and schools) which might exert an
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influence on way of thinking and behaviors (Boontinand, 2015). They can also be
influenced by the behavior of their peers (Ryan, 2001) as young adolescents at this
age are seeking for peer acceptance and a sense of belonging (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
Peer relationships become of central importance in their social life. Hence, they may
focus on peer groups’ values as they are learning and developing and self-identity
among peers. Nonetheless, the current findings demonstrated that motives in which
could drive young adolescent’s behavior, were found to be external contingencies and
introjected regulation. Adolescents who engage in bullying situations for extrinsic
rewards were found to oppose the bullies or console vulnerable peers. This implies
that they would stand up for the victims if it would achieve their goal, such as gaining
popularity, maintaining power, influential position, or warm relationships with their
fellow (Pronk et al., 2017; van der Ploeg et al., 2017), or they would get rewards (e.g.,
praise and grade) or punishments (e.g., be condemned) from teachers and parents. The
similar findings were found in introjected motivation to defend. Students might
concern the feeling of shame or guilt for not helping the victim in distress due to
moral emotions (e.g., Bandura, 1999; de Hooge, 2013; Tangney et al., 2007, as cited
in Jungert et al., 2016). They also might feel peer pressure to take actions in order to
fit in those peer groups (e.g., Hardy et al., 2015; Ryan & Patrick, 2001). However, the
victims of bullying would be notably inclined more positive well-being, such as less
depressed and more self-esteem if there was one friend support or urge to help them

during bullying incidents (Salmivalli, 2010).

Gender as a moderator
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The present results indicated that girls show more empathic feeling than boys,
consistent with previous findings (e.g., Almedia et al., 2010; Gini et al., 2007; Gini et
al., 2008). Furthermore, defending behaviors were actuated by extrinsic motivation
and introjected motivation for boys and girls. It previously described that young
adolescent might be motivated by peer groups, rewards, or punishments to take an
action because some of them might have only school friends as their social
networking, and they might feel worried when seeing someone being bullied or feel
peer pressure. Prior research on defending behaviors, boys showed more direct defend
against bullying behaviors, while girls prefer indirect defending (Pronk et al., 2013;
Reijntjes et al., 2016). The current study revealed that boys who were motivated by
introjected regulation tend to intervene in a bullying situation than girls in both direct
and indirect ways, while girls who were motivated extrinsically prone to defend the
victims than boys. Yet both groups would rather be inclined towards indirect
defending when comparing between two different forms of motivation. It is possible
that whether boys or girls at this age like to have a good relationship among their
peers. Also, they may perhaps feel that it is necessary to show their existence.
However, direct defending or indirect defending are all good for the victims.
Especially if defender students show a tendency towards hybrid defending, it would
alleviate the suffering of the victims even more (Salmivalli, 2010). In addition, self-
efficacy was observed to be as an important competence when defending the victims

of bullying for boys and girls.

Perception of school anti-bullying policy as a moderator
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The study of students’ perception of school anti-bullying policy may influence
the relationships of empathy, defending behaviors and motivations to defend. The
findings demonstrated that the mediating effects of extrinsic motivation and
introjected motivation to defend were found in both high and low students’ perception
groups on school anti-bullying policy. According to a study by Hall (2017), the high
quality of school anti-bullying policy or the school’s recommended protocol can
influence students, staffs’ behavior and school organizational practices. Regarding
defending behaviors, the policies generally prohibit certain behaviors such as
threatening or retaliating against students who stop or report bullying events. It might
because of that, student defenders with high perception of the school policy were
likely to take action on both direct and indirect defending, yet along with different
motivations. Moreover, students had a tendency to indirectly intervene in the bullying
incidents rather than direct confrontations when they had extrinsic goals while
students with introjected motivation would rather be inclined toward direct defending.
Student defenders with low perception of school anti-bullying policy were likely to
help a peer victim indirectly when a bullying occurs around them and avoiding direct
physical confrontations or use of violence as it would possibly put themselves in
danger or risky situations to help others, even if they were motivated by different
conditions. In other words, students who perceived a low level of anti-bullying policy
might not find adequate school rules and regulations concerning bullying which
inhibit them from intervening directly (Hall, 2017). However, students with
introjected motivation would also get themselves directly involved in bullying
incidents as to lessen emotional discomfort from peer pressure (Poster & Smith-

Adcock, 2016). Additionally, the findings displayed that students reported higher level
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of self-efficacy on both direct and indirect defending behaviors for high perception of
school anti-bullying policy. This implies that they beliefs in their capability restrain
bullying incidents by following the school regulations. The effect of defending self-
efficacy was only observed in direct defending for low perception group which is
consistent with above explanation. This finding corresponds with the results by other

studies (e.g., Péyhonen et al., 2010; van der Ploeg et al., 2017).

Strengths

The present study investigated the two subtypes of defending behaviors in
which can be used to distinguish student behavior on defending in case of bullying
incidents happens so that the information will be used for establishing and improving
several policies in preventing a bullying by focusing on defender bystander. The study
emphasis on individual level as previous study has found that changing the
bystander’s behavior is easier than changing the bullies’ behavior as a group
(Salmivalli, 2014). It’s also easier to promote empathy at this young age.
Furthermore, the forms of motivation to defend (i.e., extrinsic motivation, introjected
motivation) in Thai students were different from the study in other countries (i.e.,
autonomous motivation), which providing a guideline for promoting positive

behaviors such as helping behavior in the future.

Limitations

Limitations of this study should be noted. First, the self-report questionnaire
was employed for data collection, which was susceptible to social desirability bias
and confounding. The cross-sectional study of the data did not determine cause and

effect, and also did not explain behavior over a period of time. In research
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questionnaire, some parts asked participants to report their behaviors in the past
period. This might be a threat that distort the true intention. Second, intrapersonal
variable (i.e., empathy) was only a predictor in this study. Single indicator might not
be enough to explain the study findings. Third, only Mathayom Il and Mathayom IlI
students were involved as observations in the interest of the prevalence of the bullying
incidents in secondary schools was higher than other school year levels (Sakarinkhul
& Wacharasindhu, 2014). Hence, the results are not broadly generalizable in terms of
age groups, educational levels and country. The limitation number of schools and
classroom context (e.g., class size) were as well be narrowed due to school permission
to conduct research during that time. The variation between classrooms may affect the
precision of the study. However, this study used the sampling weights to scope the
effects and unequal probabilities of selection. Last, the process of multigroup analysis
was examined by comparing an unconstrained alternative model (freely estimates)
and constrained model from a baseline model in which all hypothesized structural
path coefficients in a single test round through chi-square difference test. The
multigroup invariance was tested only at factor level (i.e., metric invariance) as
testing for the equality of error variances is overly strict criteria (Byrne, 2004).
However, it could be ambiguous to determine if the differences observed across

groups were true differences or different psychometric responses to the items.

Recommendations for future research

Several recommendations for future studies are outlines. Self-report measures
should be included the victim-report regarding the victim experiences of peer

defending and bullying since this study carefully chose not to bring any causes that
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could recall the victim’s suffering so it could not explain how defending behaviors
affect the victims. The use of peer nomination measure may also be useful for the
study assessment of bullying. The teachers’ perception of anti-bullying policy should
provide on teacher-report as its probably investigate the quality of school policy.
Another suggestion is to conduct a longitudinal study to demonstrate the accurate
sequence of events. Future studies should as well focus on other factors such as moral
disengagement, anti-bullying  attitude, social preferences, student-teacher
relationships, or classroom norms. Another possible recommendation is multi-level
analysis with three-level (i.e., student, classroom and school-level) may be an
alternative method for complex data (e.g., nested data) to improve the accuracy of the
further investigation’s study. Furthermore, measurement invariance (i.e., multi-group
invariance) should be tested in which set of parameters are constrained one at a time
in each round of tests (e.g., factor loadings, intercept, error variances, structural paths)
which provides evidence of invariance for each level (e.g., Byrne, 2004; Teo et al.,
2009). A single parameter invariance testing was also proposed in order to reduce
noninvariant parameters (i.e., single factor loading) from sets of parameters marked
by group effect (Chin et al., 2016). According to Asparouhov and Muthén (2012b), it
does not mean that the model does not fit the data for the present study but there is a
solution that is suitable with a simpler interpretation as it offers simplicity criterion.
The present study highlighted the fact that Thai adolescents’ defending behaviors
might be encouraged by external contingencies and peer pressure, instead of
autonomy supportive (or internal rewards). Therefore, future research is needed to
better understand individuals from diverse and different cultural contexts as well as

sociodemographic factors. It is also needed to investigate among high level of
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prevalence of bullying schools as it may be different in empathy and level of
defending behaviors. Additionally, it should pay particular attention to autonomous
motivation in young adolescents which would rather ultimately stimulate defending

behaviors than external rewards in which occurs transiently.

In the field of school bullying, the knowledge of the study, however, could be
applicable for schools and other relevant agencies to design the bystander intervention
program by focusing on empathy. On some level, empathic feeling encourages the
students to respond on helping behavior. Regardless of the weather it is indirect form
such as comforting or supporting, it remains significant to the victimized peers.
Schools can also promote positive defending behaviors toward students by inducing
empathy and cultivating autonomous motivation which can be taught through role
play, storytelling, and autonomy-supportive teaching styles at school, resulting in a

decrease of other bystander behaviors and bullying.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A

Instructions and full questionnaire set for student-report

Section 1: Please answer the following questions regarding your information.

90

Gender Male Female (as you considered)
L] L]

Grade Level Grade 8 Grade 9
L] [l

Name of School School 1 School 2 School 3
L] [] []

Please write your Years Months

Age

Please read the following statements carefully and mark R your most appreciate response in the

boxes provided.

Section 2: Please rate your level of agreement with each of the following statements.

The degree to which you agree or Strongly Strongly
disagree disagree Agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
My friends” emotions don’t affect me O O O O O
much.
After being with a friend who is sad O O O O O
about something, | usually feel sad.
| can understand my friend’s happiness O O O O O
when she/he does well at something.
] (] (] (] ]

| get frightened when | watch




characters in a good scary movie.

| get caught up I. other people’s feeling

easily.

| find it hard to know when my friends

are frightened.

| don’t become sad when | see other

people crying.

Other people’s feelings don’t bother

me at all.

When someone is feeling ‘down’ | can

usually understand how they feel.

| can usually work out when my friends

are scared.

| often become sad when watching sad

things on TV or in films.

| can often understand how people are

feeling even before they tell me.

Seeing a person who has been angered

has no effect on my feelings.

| can usually work out when people

are cheerful.

| tend to feel scared when | am with

friends who are afraid.

| can usually realize quickly when a

friend is angry.

| often get swept up in my friends’

feelings.
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My friend’s unhappiness doesn’t make O O O
me feel anything.

| am not usually aware of my friends’ [ O O
feeling.

| have trouble figuring out when my [ O O
friends are happy.

Section 3: Thinking of the situations you had engaged in the bullying episodes on the current

school year. Why would you engage in helping a victim of bullying? Please indicate your

agreement or disagreement with the following reasons.

The degree to which you Completely Completely
. disagree agree

agree or disagree (1) 2 (3) (@) (5)
“Because | think it is important O U O U O
to help people who are treated
badly”
“Because | am the kind of kid O U O O O
who cares about others”
“Because | think it’s important to O U O U O
fight violence and injustice”
“Because | like to help other O O Dl U O
people”
“Because | would feel like a bad | U U O U O
person if | didn’t help”
“To avoid feeling guilty” O U O U O
“Because | feel | must help O U O U O
others”

0 L] U L] U

“To be rewarded by a teacher”
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“To become popular” L] ] L] O] ]
Because | would get into trouble 0 U 0 U 0
if 1 didn’t help”

“To make new friends” L] [l L] O] ]

Section 4: How many times you had engaged in the behavior described on the current school

year?

How many times. . .7 Never Happened  Two or About More than
happened just once three once a once a
during the times week week
last
semester

| tried to become friends [ U [ 0 [

with someone after they

were picked on.

| encouraged someone to O U [ 0 [

tell an adult after they

were picked on.

| defended someone who O U [ 0 L]

was being pushed,

punched, or slapped.

| defended someone who O ] [ 0 [

had things purposely taken

from them.

| defended someone who O U [ 0 L]

was being called mean

names.

| tried to include someone [ 0 [ 0 [

if they were being

purposely left out.

0 U U L [

| helped someone who had
their books knocked out of

their hand on purpose.
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| helped someone who was O

purposely tripped.

When | saw someone being 0
physically harmed, | told an
adult.

| defended someone who | | U
thought was being tricked

on purpose.

| comforted a student who | [
had been slapped,
punched, or pushed.

| encouraged a student who [
had been bullied to express
their unpleasant to those

bullies.

Section 5: How easy or difficult it would be for you to defend or support a victim of bullying?

How easy or difficult for me? Very Easy Difficult  Very
easy difficult
Becoming friends with someone after they U O O O
were picked on would be. . . for me.
Encouraging someone to tell an adult after ] L O 0
they were picked on would be. . . for me.
Defending someone who was being pushed, U [ [ [
punched, or slapped would be. . . for me.
Defending someone who had things U [ [ [
purposely taken from them would be. . . for
me.
Defending someone who was being called U 0 0 0
mean names would be. . . for me.
L] U U U

Trying to include someone if they were being

purposely left out would be. . . for me.
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Helping someone who had their books 0 O O O
knocked out of their hand on purpose would

be. .. for me.

helping someone who was purposely tripped U O O O

would be. . . for me.

Telling an adult when | saw someone being U [ [ [

physically harmed would be. . . for me.

Defending someone who | thought was being U [ [ [

tricked on purpose would be. . . for me.

Comforting a student who had been slapped, U O O O

punched, or pushed would be. . . for me.

Encouraging a student who had been bullied ] [ [ [
to express their unpleasant to those bullies

would be. . . for me.

Section 6: How often you had seen the scene from the behavior described on the current school

year?

How often. . .? Never Rarely Sometimes  Often Almost
always

Some classmates are aggressive O U O U O

towards classmates, they hit or

push some of those classmates.

Some classmates tease classmates, O U 0 U U

calling him/her nasty nicknames,

threatening or offending him/her.
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Some classmates exclude O U O U O

classmates from the group or do

something so that he/she is

isolated.

Some classmates spread rumors 0 U 0 U 0

about classmates or say mean

things about other students behind

their back.

What do you think about the bullies in your class?

Do you think. . .? Disagree Agree

Do you think the bullies in your class are popular by [ [

other students?

Do you think the bullies in your class are disliked by [ [

other students?

Do you think the bullies in your class are feared by [ [

other students?

Please evaluate your level of agreement with each of the following statements.

The degree to which you agree or disagree Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

| feel safe at school 0 U O

| feel like | belong at school O U 0




Section 7: Have you ever known that there are rules and policies for preventing the bullying in

your school?

YES NO
0 0

Please answer the following questions.

Do your school have. . .? Yes No

Holding an annual “Anti-Bullying Week” for all U U
relevant members (i.e., student, parents,

teacher, staff)

Having “peer community” for mentor, O 0

homework, activities between seniors and

juniors

Having “Bullying Awareness Training” for school O 0
staff

Setting “the Core Values” (i.e., respect, basic L] U
right, fairness, justice, and reasonable action)

Supporting and following up with the victims U U
(i.e., school life, mental health)

Helping and changing the bullies on “Bullying U U
Behavior” with counselors, teachers and

parents

Establishing “the rules for both students and 0 0

teachers in each class”

Having “an appropriate punishment for bullying U U

behaviors”
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Appendix B

Instructions and full questionnaire set for teacher-report

Section 1: How often these behaviors described had occurred during the current school year?

How often. . .? Never Rarely Sometimes  Often Almost
always

Some students are aggressive towards their | U [l Ol

classmates, they hit or push some of their

classmates.

Some students tease their classmates, L] L] L] L]

calling him/her nasty nicknames,

threatening or offending him/her.

Some students exclude their classmate L] O [l O

from the group or do something so that

he/she is isolated.

Some students spread rumors about their L] L] L] ]

classmate or say mean things about other

students behind his/her back.

Section 2: What do you think about the bullies in your school?

Do you think. . .? Disagree Agree

Are the bullies at your school popular by other students? L] L]

Are the bullies at your school disliked by other students? L] L]

Are the bullies at your school feared by other students? L] L]

Section 3: Please evaluate your level of agreement with each of the following statements.

The degree to which you agree or disagree Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

| feel safe at school O O Ol

| feel like | belong at school ] L] O]
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Section 4: Have you ever known that there are rules and policies for preventing the bullying in your school?

YES

O

Please answer the following questions.

NO

O

Do your school have. . .? Yes No
Holding an annual “Anti-Bullying Week” for all L] L]
relevant members (i.e., student, parents, teacher,

staff)

Having “peer community” for mentor, homework, ] ]
activities between seniors and juniors

Having “Bullying Awareness Training” for school staff L] L]
Setting “the Core Values” (i.e., respect, basic right, ] ]
fairmness, justice, and reasonable action)

Supporting and following up with the victims (i.e., ] O
school life, mental health)

Helping and changing the bullies on “Bullying Ol L]
Behavior” with counselors, teachers and parents

Establishing “the rules for both students and O O
teachers in each class”

Having “an appropriate punishment for bullying Ll Ll

behaviors”
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Appendix C

Statistical analysis criteria for Structural equation modeling

In this study, the reliability and validity were tested using SPSS and Mplus
8.2. Cronbach’s alpha was used as an indicator of scale reliability on the multiple
Likert-type scales of questionnaire. The acceptable Cronbach’s alpha was > .70
following the typical rule of thumb (George & Mallery, 2003; Nunnally, 1978). The
critical value of the Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) was used to determine item
deletion on corrected item-total correlation (CITC) with a significance level of .05.
The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to assess the construct validity
of the measures. All items were identified with standardized factor loading of > .30
and p-value < .05 were considered for the study. The cutoff criteria of fit indices are
followed by the study of Hooper et al. (2008) and Kula (2011), as presented in Table

1.



Table 1

Fit indices, Cut-off Criteria and Author
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Fit indices Cut-off criteria Author
Chi-square i Smaller the better ~ Garson (2009); Wan
(2002)

Chi-square/Degree of  »?/df <4 Kline (1998); Wan
Freedom (2002)
Root Mean Square RMSEA  <.05; good Garson (2009); Brown
Error of & Cudeck (1993)
Approximation

.05 <value <.08;  Schermelleh-Engel et

acceptable al. (2003); Wan (2002)
Comparative Fit CFl 90 <value <.95; Hu & Bentler (1999)
Index acceptable

>.95; good Schreiber et al. (2006)
Tucker-Lewis Index  TLI 90 <value <.95; Hoe (2003);

acceptable

>.95; good Hu & Bentler (1999)
Standardized Root SRMR <.05; good Garson (2009); Wan
Mean (2002)
Square residual

<.08; acceptable = Hu & Bentler (1999)




CITC, Factor loadings and Cronbach’s alpha
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In the present study, there was no item having CITC value of less than critical

r (.16, df = 155, p = .05) as shown in Table 1. For CFA, the basic empathy scale

showed standardized factor loading ranged from .18 to .72 for affective empathy, and

from .41 to .67 for cognitive empathy. The 3-items (BE_4,13,15) were removed from

the scale due to low factor loading. The motivation of defending scale, the defending

behavior scale and the defending self-efficacy beliefs scale also illustrated that factor

loadings were all above .30. There were no items yielding low factor loadings.

Table 1

Scale, Items, CITC, Factor loading, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (N=155)

Scale Item CITC Checked Factor Checked Cronbach’s
loading o

Basic Empathy
Affective BE_ 1 37 v A7 v a=.73
Empathy

BE_2 46 4 .60 v

BE 4 27 v 24 X

BE 5 39 v 49 v

BE 7 34 v 37 v

BE_8 32 v 49 v

BE 11 .37 v 39 v

BE 13 19 v 25 X

BE 15 A7 v 18 X

BE 17 .58 v 53 v

BE 18 .60 v 72 v



Table 1 Continue
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Cognitive BE_3 v .56 v a=.81
Empathy 44

BE_6 21 v 41 v

BE 9 46 v A48 v

BE_10 41 v .55 v

BE 12 44 4 52 4

BE 14 .49 4 .66 v

BE_16 35 v 43 v

BE_19 52 v .62 v

BE 20 .47 v .67 v

Total o=.81

Motivation to Defend
Autonomous AM_1 41 v 53 v o = .68
Motivation AM 2 54 v 49 v

AM 3 40 v 45 v

AM 4 52 v 52 v
Introjected IM_1 50 v 46 v a=.61
Motivation IM_2 .36 v .68 v

IM_3 40 v .92 v
Extrinsic EM 1 .68 v 81 v a=.75
Motivation EM_2 .66 v .86 v

EM_3 72 v .60 v

EM_4 77 v 37 v
Defending Behaviors
Indirect DF 1 58 4 63 v a=.79
Defending

DF 2 56 v .60 v

DF 6 50 v 51 v

DF 9 63 v .62 v
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DF 11 .59 v .69 v

DF 12 59 4 .68 v
Direct DF 3 62 v 73 v o =.83
Defending

DF 4 .63 v .63 v

DF 5 62 v 67 v

DF 7 .56 4 59 v

DF 8 .60 4 59 v

DF 10 .74 v .83 v

Total o =.89

Defending Self-efficacy Beliefs
Indirect SE 1 49 v 55 v a=.69
Defending

SE 2 49 v 58 v

SE_6 33 v .38 v

SE 9 52 v 63 v

SE_ 11 .42 v A4 v

SE_ 12 45 v 52 v
Direct SE_3 46 v 49 v a=.74
Defending

SE 4 46 v 52 v

SE 5 53 v 56 v

SE_7 52 v 63 v

SE_8 .66 v .80 v

SE_10 35 v 41 v

Total o=.82

Notes. BE = Basic Empathy Scale item, AM = Autonomous Motivation Subscale

item, IM = Introjected Motivation Subscale item, EM = Extrinsic Motivation

Subscale item, DF = Defending Behaviors Scale item, SE = Defending Self-

efficacy Beliefs Scale item.
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The summary of hypotheses and the results of the study
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The findings indicated that empathy had a significant connection with

motivations to defend and had an indirect effect on defending behaviors through

introjected motivation and extrinsic motivation to defend. Gender and school anti-

bullying policy significantly moderated the relationships among empathy, motivations

to defend and defending behaviors.

Table 1

Hypotheses and Results of the study

Hypotheses

Results

Hypothesis 1

Empathy will be positively associated with 1a)
direct defending, and 1b) indirect defending.

1a) Rejected
1b) Rejected

Hypothesis 2 Empathy will be positively associated with Supported
autonomous motivation to defend.

Hypothesis 3  Empathy will be positively associated with Supported
introjected motivation to defend.

Hypothesis 4  Empathy will be negatively associated with Supported
extrinsic motivation to defend.

Hypothesis 5  Autonomous motivation to defend will be 5a) Rejected
positively associated with 5a) direct 5b) Rejected
defending, and 5b) indirect defending.

Hypothesis 6  Extrinsic motivation to defend will be Supported
positively associated with direct defending.

Hypothesis 7 Introjected motivation to defend will be Supported
positively associated with indirect defending.

Hypothesis 8  Autonomous motivation to defend will 8a) Rejected

mediate the relationship between empathy and
8a) direct defending, and 8b) indirect
defending.

8b) Rejected
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Hypothesis 9  Extrinsic motivation to defend will mediate Supported
the relationship between empathy and direct
defending.
Hypothesis Introjected motivation to defend will mediate Supported
10 the relationship between empathy and indirect
defending.
Hypothesis Gender will moderate the relationships among Supported
11 empathy, motivation to defend and defending
behaviors.
Hypothesis School anti-bullying policy will moderate the Supported
12 relationships among empathy, motivation to

defend and defending behaviors.
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Appendix F
Auxiliary Data
Table 1
Level of Readability and the number of Respondents (N=51)
Level of readability Respondent (%)
Very easy 9 (17.7%)
Fairly easy 27 (52.9%)
Plain 13 (25.5%)
Fairly difficult 2 (3.9%)
Very difficult 0 (0%)
Total 51

Table 2
Class Size, Number of Class, Number of students per Class and Total Number of
Students

Schools No. of Class No. of Total
Student/Class

School 1 10 35 350

School 2 12 45 540

School 3 6 60 360

School 4 16 47 752

No. of students in school: School 1 = 2,000 students; School 2 = 3,000 students;
School 3 = 3,130 students; School = 4,068 students
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Table 3

The Results of Students’ Perception of the School Anti-Bullying Policy (N=1,138)

Perception n percentage
Have you ever known that there are Yes 616 54.1%
rules and policies for preventing the No 522 45.9%
bullying in your school? Total 1,138

Table 4

The Results of the Perceived Prevalence of School Bullying by Students

Mean

Schools  Prevalence of School Perceived Social School Climate
Bullying Norm Regarding
Bullies
Student  Teacher  Student  Teacher  Student  Teacher

School 1 2.70 2.5 1.35 1.33 2.63 35
School 2 2.60 2.5 1.39 1.33 2.79 3
School 3 2.74 2.0 1.41 1.33 2.89 4

School 4 2.77 2.5 1.39 1.67 2.61 3.5
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Appendix G

Standardized coefficients for Multigroup Mediation SEM

Table 1

Mediation analysis, Standardized Coefficients and Unstandardized Coefficients

Standardized Unstandardized
Coefficient Coefficient
B Standard B Standard
eIror error
Direct defending on
EMP 05 11 11 24
AM 02 11 04 A7
M 19== 206 38== 12
EM A7E== 04 A 06
SES 33EEE 04 G2E* 08
Indirect defending on
EMP -.053 11 -.06 24
AM 16 11 26 16
M 2g=== 06 Sgme= 12
EM gEE= .04 2gEx .06
SES N i 05 R b 08
Motivations to defend
on Empathy
AM gER= 03 1.10%== 08
™ Ap=== 06 S1=== 08
EM LK R .04 =54 07

N
y2=42.40; /df=353; RMSEA = 05: CFI= 99; TLI= 97. SRMR = .02

Notes. EMP= Empathy, AM = Autonomous motivation to defend, EM = Extrinsic
motivation to defend, IM = Introjected motivation, SES = Defending Self-efficacy.
*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.

A sample of 1,138 are selected by calculating sampling weights. (N=659,

randomly).



Table 2

Multigroup Analysis by Gender, Standardized Coefficients and Unstandardized

Coefficients
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Direct defending on

EMP
AM
™
EM
SES

Indirect defending on

EMP
AM
™M
EM
SES

Motivations to defend

on Empathy

AM
™
EM
N

Boys Girls
b (SE) B (SE) b (SE) B (5E)
A0 (.16) 24(38) 02(16) 04 (41)
-10(.13) -16(.22) A7 30(32)
2210y * A45(21)* A7(08)* 33(15)*
A3 (.06) * A7(08)* 18 (L06) ** 27 (.08) **
3503y **x A3 (10) ¥E* 30007 *xE A0 (14) #H*
05017 A2(38) -09 (17) -23(42)
0414y 52021 2ECID S0(31)
S34(.10) ** 63 (21) ** 24 (08) ** A6 (15) **
As(07ny* A19(08)* 20(06) *** 28 (08) ***
A4 (.06) * 24010)* Agon* 35014y *
TB(03) **x 118 ((13) *** B3 (035) ¥ 115 (L09) *x*
56 (00) *xE /0 ((13) ¥E* A0 (08) *** 50 ((11) #**
S27(07) === - 40 ((13) === =32 (03) === -56(.09) ===

¥*=8265; ¥idf=295; RMSEA = 06: CF1= 98; TLI= 95; SRMR = 05

Notes. EMP= Empathy, AM = Autonomous motivation to defend, EM = Extrinsic
motivation to defend, IM = Introjected motivation, SES = Defending Self-efficacy.

*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.
A sample of 1,138 are selected by calculating sampling weights. (N=659,

randomly).



Table 3

Multigroup Analysis by School anti-bullying policy, Standardized Coefficients and

Unstandardized Coefficients
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Low High
B (SE) B (SE) b (SE) B (SE)

Direct defending on

EMP 03017 06 (34) D814 A8 (31

AM A1(.186) A8 (.26) 04014 06 (.22)

M A8 (09 * 33(16)* 27 (08) #xx 51 (L15) **

EM A1 (.086) 14 (.09 24 (.06) ¥** 33 (0F) ***

SES 31(.06)* 55 (L12) we* 3207 ¥ex 6] (L13) wex
Indirect defending on

EMP -08 (.18) =17 (.36) -02 (.17 -04 (29

AM A0 (.16) 46 (.26) A6 (17 25(.21)

M 26 (09) ¥EE 56 (17) ** 32 (08) #x% 55 ([14) *x*

EM 24 (.06) ¥* 23 (.08) ** 22 (.06) **x% 27 (L0F) *x*

SES 11 (.08) A6 (14 A8 (0T * 31(13)*
Motivations to defend
on Empathy
AM B2(.05) #*% 101 (L11) *** T8 (L05) #xx 107 (.10) *x*
M A5 (100 ¥** 50 (L11) *w* A3 (09) #%x 50 (L11) ***
EM =21 (07)y*=® 33 (11) === -39 (06) **= -85 (.10) ===
N

¥?=35152; /df=184; RMSEA = 04; CFI= 99; TLI= 97; SRMR = .03

Notes. EMP= Empathy, AM = Autonomous motivation to defend, EM = Extrinsic

motivation to defend, IM = Introjected motivation, SES = Defending Self-efficacy.

*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.

A sample of 1,138 are selected by calculating sampling weights. (N=659,

randomly).
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Appendix H

Measurement Invariance for Multigroup Moderation
Table 1 and 2 show fit indices for measurement invariance in gender group
and perception of school anti-bullying policy group. Model 1 was a baseline model in
which all parameters freely estimated in the two groups. The factor patterns were
constrained to be equal across group in Model 2. The equivalence of factor loadings
for each observed were tested by comparing the configural invariance and the metric

invariance, using fit indices.

Table 1

Fit indices in tests of measurement invariance across gender group

12 df EMSEA  90% CI A CFI A SEMR A
LL UL RMSEA CFI SEMR
Model1 8265 28 059 0407 98 045
Model2 96.87 30 036 05 08 004 87 00 046 0
Boy 2313 12 043 01 .07 99 024
Girl 3089 12 050 03 07 007 9287 01 024 .00

Notes. y2 = Chi-square; df = Degree of Freedom; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation; Cl =; Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Limit; UL = Upper Limit;
ARMSEA = Difference in Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFl =
Comparative Fit Index; ACFI = Difference in Comparative Fit Index; SRMR =
Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual; ASRMR= Difference in Standardized
Root Mean Squared Residual.

*xxp < 001.
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The A CF1 <.010, A RMSEA < .015 and A SRMR < .030 were employed to
determine multigroup invariance and the acceptable model fit (Chen, 2007; Cheung &
Rensvold, 2002). As a result, factor loading parameters were found to be invariant
across groups. In addition, the study as well investigate each group separately as

presented in Table below. The findings showed a good model fit for all groups.

Table 2
Fit indices in tests of measurement invariance across perception of school anti-

bullying policy group

72 df RMSEA  90% CI A CFI A SEMR A
LL. UL RMSEA CF1 SEME
Model1 53152 28 038 02 06 99 025
Model2 5931 30 042 03 07 004 98 00 034 01
Low 2183 12 040 01 07 99 022
High 2227 12 037 01 .06 003 99 .00 024 .00

Notes. y2 = Chi-square; df = Degree of Freedom; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation; CI =; Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Limit; UL = Upper Limit;
ARMSEA = Difference in Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFl =
Comparative Fit Index; ACFI = Difference in Comparative Fit Index; SRMR =
Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual; ASRMR= Difference in Standardized

Root Mean Squared Residual.

*xxp < 001.



EMP
DDF
IDF
AM

EM
SES

df
RMSEA
CFI
TLI
SRMR
BE_1
BE_ 2
BE 3

BE_4
BE_5
BE_6
BE 7
BE_8
BE_9
BE_10
BE 11
BE_12
BE_13
BE 14
BE_15
BE_16
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List of Abbreviations

Empathy

Direct defending behavior

Indirect defending behavior

Autonomous motivation to defend

Introjected motivation to defend

Extrinsic motivation to defend

Defending Self-efficacy beliefs

Chi-square

Degree of freedom

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation

Comparative Fit Index

Tucker-Lewis Index

Standardized Root Mean

My friends’ emotions don’t affect me much.

After being with a friend who is sad about something, | usually feel sad.
I can understand my friend’s happiness when she/he does well at
something.

I get frightened when | watch characters in a good scary movie.

I get caught up I. other people’s feeling easily.

| find it hard to know when my friends are frightened.

I don’t become sad when I see other people crying.

Other people’s feelings don’t bother me at all.

When someone is feeling ‘down’ I can usually understand how they feel.
I can usually work out when my friends are scared.

| often become sad when watching sad things on TV or in films.

I can often understand how people are feeling even before they tell me.
Seeing a person who has been angered has no effect on my feelings.

I can usually work out when people are cheerful.

| tend to feel scared when I am with friends who are afraid.

I can usually realize quickly when a friend is angry.



BE_17
BE_18
BE_19
BE_20
AM 1
AM 2
AM 3
AM 4
IM_1
IM_2
IM_3
EM_1
EM_2
EM_3
EM_4
DF 1
DF 2
DF 3
DF 4
DF 5
DF_6
DF_7

DF_8
DF 9
DF_10
DF 11
DF 12

SE_1

I often get swept up in my friends’ feelings.

My friend’s unhappiness doesn’t make me feel anything.

I am not usually aware of my friends’ feeling.

I have trouble figuring out when my friends are happy.
“Because I think it is important to help people who are treated badly”
“Because I am the kind of kid who cares about others”

“Because I think it’s important to fight violence and injustice”
“Because I like to help other people”

“Because I would feel like a bad person if I didn’t help”

“To avoid feeling guilty”

“Because I feel I must help others”

“To be rewarded by a teacher”

“To become popular”

“Because I would get into trouble if I didn’t help”

“To make new friends”

| tried to become friends with someone after they were picked on.
I encouraged someone to tell an adult after they were picked on.

| defended someone who was being pushed, punched, or slapped.
| defended someone who had things purposely taken from them.

| defended someone who was being called mean names.

I tried to include someone if they were being purposely left out.

I helped someone who had their books knocked out of their hand on
purpose.

I helped someone who was purposely tripped.

When | saw someone being physically harmed, I told an adult.

| defended someone who | thought was being tricked on purpose.

I comforted a student who had been slapped, punched, or pushed.
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I encouraged a student who had been bullied to express their unpleasant to

those bullies.

Becoming friends with someone after they were picked on would be. .

me.

. for



SE_2

SE_3

SE_4

SE_5

SE_6

SE_7

SE_8
SE_9

SE_10

SE_11

SE_12

127

Encouraging someone to tell an adult after they were picked on would

be. .. for me.

Defending someone who was being pushed, punched, or slapped would
be. . . for me.

Defending someone who had things purposely taken from them would

be. .. for me.

Defending someone who was being called mean names would be. . . for
me.

Trying to include someone if they were being purposely left out would

be. . . for me.

Helping someone who had their books knocked out of their hand on
purpose would be. . . for me.

helping someone who was purposely tripped would be. . . for me.

Telling an adult when | saw someone being physically harmed would be. . .
for me.

Defending someone who | thought was being tricked on purpose would
be. . . for me.

Comforting a student who had been slapped, punched, or pushed would
be. . . for me.

Encouraging a student who had been bullied to express their unpleasant to

those bullies would be. . . for me.
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